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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 7, 1988 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We pray, 0 God, for a spirit that 
brings our hearts and souls and minds 
together so that we may discover the 
unity of our humanity that we so ear
nestly desire. Enable us to understand 
the health that comes when reason 
and spirit and strength are sought as 
complements of an attitude of health 
and wholeness. Bless us all, 0 God, 
now and evermore. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 4229. An act to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to codify in that title 
certain defense-related permanent free
standing provisions of law. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate agrees to the amendments 
of the House to the bill <S. 623), "An 
act to amend the Independent Safety 
Board Act of 197 4 to authorize appro
priations for fiscal years 1988, 1989, 
and 1990, and for other purposes." 

The message also announced that 
the Senate disagrees to the amend
ment of the House to the bill <S. 1518), 
"An act to amend the Motor Vehicle 
Information and Cost Savings Act to 
provide for the appropriate treatment 
of methanol and ethanol, and for 
other purposes," and agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints from the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
GoRE, Mr. RocKEFELLER, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. MCCAIN; and from the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs: 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEviN, and Mr. RoTH 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

AT&T BUILDING FACTORY IN 
THAILAND 

<Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
AT&T has announced it will build an
other new factory in Thailand. They 
will produce telephones, mainly for 
the U.S. market. The factory will 
make 5 million telephones per year, 
and they will employ 1,000 people. 
They will get cheap labor, by the way, 
at 47 cents an hour, and they will get 
tax breaks from Thailand. 

But that is not the only gift they 
will get. America is going to help out, 
too. We will give them tax deferrals on 
all the income they make in Thailand, 
and if they make any profits on the 
sales of these phones to United States 
consumers and they reinvest those in 
Thailand, they will not even have to 
pay taxes to Uncle Sam. 

Maybe that is why the phone com
pany keeps saying, "Reach out and 
touch somebody." 

Mr. Speaker, our American workers 
would like to "reach out and choke 
somebody." I think we had better do 
something to take care of America, be
cause nobody has figured it out. 
Maybe this is why we have such a 
staggering national debt. 

IRAN MUST ANSWER CERTAIN 
QUESTIONS BEFORE COMPEN
SATION IS ADDRESSED 
(Mr. CRAIG asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, the loss of 
290 civilian lives in the Iranian jetliner 
incident is a terrible human tragedy. 
Our hearts go out to the families of 
the dead. 

But we need to remember that the 
United States missile cruiser Vin
cennes was not in the Strait of 
Hormuz gunning for civilian airliners. 
It was there protecting neutral ship
ping from Iranian attacks. 

As the Iranian jetliner closed in, our 
ship was already fending off the at
tacks on one of its helicopters by Ira
nian gunboats. 

Why did the Iranians launch a civil
ian aircraft from a dual-purpose mili
tary base into a combat zone? Why did 
the Iranian captain not make the 
plane's civilian status known, ignoring 
seven direct requests for identifica
tion. 

The question of compensation is a 
moot point until these and other ques
tions are answered. 

Remember, it was the outlaw Irani
an regime which held United States 

citizens hostage for many months. It 
was a group connected to the Iranians 
which bombed our marines in Leba
non. Really now, who owes whom? 

COMPASSION, COMPENSATION, 
AND CAUTION 

(Mr. DOWNEY of New York asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.> 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the tragic death of 290 indi
viduals on Iran Air flight 655 gives all 
of us pause, and the sentiments of 
many here in the Congress to pay im
mediate reparations to Iran for this 
terrible tragedy is understandable. But 
now may not be the best time to act 
solely on sentiment. 

There is, in this reparations issue, a 
much larger issue-the question of de
mands that need to be placed upon the 
Iranian Government by the United 
States. For instance, while pro-Iranian 
terrorists still hold nine American hos
tages somewhere in the bowels of 
Beirut, our Government must not be 
in the position of giving anything, in
cluding money, to Iran. Reparations 
for the downing of flight 655 should 
not be made until all American hos
tages are home. In fact, before any of 
the economic consequences of flight 
655 are addressed, there are policy 
questions, like Tehran's continued use 
of international terrorism as an exten
sion of its foreign policy, that Iran 
must answer. This is a sensible 
demand for Washington to make. 

This is, for sure, a time to be com
passionate. But it is also a time to be 
hardheaded in addressing Iran's ter
rorist bent that has made the gulf 
such a dangerous place to begin with. 

SOUTH CAROLINA SURVEY RE-
VEALS CONSEQUENCES OF 
ACID RAIN 
<Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, 
Medway Plantation is an old 17th-cen
tury rice plantation on the Cooper 
River 22 miles above Charleston, SC. 
Today, Medway grows valuable pine 
timber on most of its 6,800 acres. Its 
stands of hardwood provide excellent 
game habitat and a number of fresh
water ponds abound with bream and 
bass. I recently received a letter from 
Medway's manager, Mr. Robert Hort
man, that contains some alarming in
formation. He has been monitoring 
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rainfall at Medway since June 1987. 
His results show that even on the 
Carolina coast, rainfall is often more 
acidic than vinegar. Over the past 
year, Mr. Hortman recorded the acidi
ty of 55 rainfalls. Almost 20 percent of 
these recorded a pH of less than 4. 
Two occurrences this May registered a 
pH of 3, more than 100 times as acidic 
as normal rainfall. Like our moun
tains, our Carolina low country is 
threatened by a silent killer-acid rain. 
I urge my colleagues to act this year to 
stem its deadly ravages. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4441 

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have my name 
deleted as a cosponsor of H.R. 4441. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

EDWARD THAXTER GIGNOUX 
U.S. COURTHOUSE 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4525) to 
designate the U.S. courthouse located 
at 156 Federal Street in Portland, ME, 
as the "Edward Thaxter Gignoux U.S. 
Courthouse." 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. · HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I yield to the gentleman from Tennes
see [Mr. CLEMENT] to explain his re
quest. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would 
honor one of the finest judges in the 
country, Judge Edward Thaxter Gig
noux by naming the U.S. courthouse 
in Portland, ME, after him. 

Judge Gignoux began his very dis
tinguished judicial career in 1957, 
when President Eisenhower appointed 
him to the U.S. District Court for 
Maine. At the time, he was only 41 
and the youngest district judge in the 
country. Until 1979, he was also the 
only trial judge in Maine. 

Judge Gignoux won recognition for 
his successful handling of many im
portant cases such as the one involv
ing Indian land claims in Maine and 
the Judge Hastings bribery case in 
Florida. Success in those cases re
quired the kind of special courage to 
resist political and social pressure and 
the special judicial wisdom that have 
marked Judge Gignoux throughout 
his career. 

The high esteem in which he is held 
in the legal community is reflected by 
the fact that he was rated one of the 
11 outstanding judges in the country 

by Lawyers magazine at one time. It is 
also reflected by his consideration for 
appointment to the U.S. Supreme 
Court in 1970. 

Naming the U.S. courthouse where 
Judge Gignoux has served with such 
excellence for over 25 years is a most 
appropriate way to show our apprecia
tion for his many contributions to the 
State of Maine and the Nation. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
his explanation. 

Further reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I want to express 
my support for H.R. 4525, which 
would name a U.S. courthouse in Port
land, ME, in honor of Judge Edward 
Thaxter Gignoux. 

Judge Gignoux was appointed to the 
bench in 1957 by President Eisenhow
er, and was at that time the youngest 
district judge in the country. During 
his more than 25 years on the bench, 
Judge Gignoux has earned the reputa
tion of being an intelligent, compe
tent, and fair trial judge. 

This bill is strongly supported by the 
four members of the Maine delegation 
who have expressed their respect and 
high regard for Judge Gignoux. 
Naming the courthouse in Portland, 
ME, where Judge Gignoux presided, is 
a truly appropriate honor for this dis
tinguished public servant. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4525 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF BUILDING. 

The United States Courthouse located at 
156 Federal Street in Portland, Maine, shall 
be known and designated as the "Edward 
Thaxter Gignoux United States Court
house". 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES TO BUILDING. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, doc
ument, record, map or other paper of the 
United States to the building referred to in 
section 1 is deemed to be a reference to the 
"Edward Thaxter Gignoux United States 
Courthouse". 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 4525, legislation to designate 
the U.S. courthouse in Portland, ME, as the 
"Edward Thaxter Gignoux United States 
Courthouse." This measure, whose compan
ion bill was adopted by the Senate on April 22 
in a voice vote, is designed to honor an out
standing Federal judge who presided in Maine 
for more than 30 years. 

Edward T. Gignoux was appointed to the 
Federal bench in 1957 by President Eisen
hower. As a Federal judge, he served with 
great distinction until 1983, when he retired to 
assume senior status. Throughout his entire 
career, Judge Gignoux was widely respected 
for his intellect, fairness, and integrity. When 
called upon to resolve difficult cases, his deci-

sions consistently demonstrated compassion, 
wisdom, and courtesy. 

Due to serious illness, Judge Gignoux will 
not return to work this year. H.R. 4525 is in
tended to commemorate Judge Gignoux's fine 
career by renaming the U.S. courthouse, in 
which he presided over for so many years, in 
his honor. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to 
join me, and my distinguished colleague from 
Maine who has sponsored this legislation in 
the House, in supporting this legislation to 
rename the U.S. courthouse in Portland, ME, 
after Judge Edward T. Gignoux. Approving this 
measure so that President Reagan can sign it 
into law is a touching and appropriate manner 
in which the 1 OOth Congress can honor Judge 
Gignoux. 

Mr. BRENNAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today as 
the sponsor of H.R. 4525. This bill designates 
the U.S. courthouse in Portland, ME, as the 
Edward Thaxter Gignoux United States Court
house. 

By passing this legislation, the 1 OOth Con
gress will appropriately show the respect and 
admiration that this superb judge deserves. 

Judge Gignoux has served with great dis
tinction for 30 years. He is held in highest 
esteem by other judges-the legal profes
sion-and most importantly the people of 
Maine. 

He was appointed to the Federal bench by 
President Eisenhower in 1957, and was, at the 
time the youngest Federal district judge in the 
country. He has truly been one of the most 
brilliant Federal judges in the history of this 
Nation. 

In 1970, he was considered for a spot on 
the Supreme Court. Although he was not ap
pointed, his reputation grew and Chief Justice 
Warren Burger called on him to preside over 
one of the major trials of the last 20 years
the retrial of the Chicago Seven. Although his 
primary service was in Maine, he was fre
quently called to preside in other parts of the 
country. 

In 1981, American Lawyer magazine named 
him as one of the outstanding 11 judges in 
America. 

In case after case, Judge Gignoux ruled as 
an extremely learned, competent and compas
sionate trial judge. He is truly a judge's judge. 

If the naming of public buildings is based on 
merit, I think there would be virtual unanimous 
agreement by Democrats and Republicans 
and indeed all the people of Maine that Jus
tice Gignoux demonstrated the highest level 
of competence-indeed his standard of excel
lence warrants this tribute. 

On a personal note, it is an honor for me to 
sponsor this bill on behalf of Judge Gignoux 
since, as a trial attorney, I appeared before 
him many times. I often thought during a trial 
this is how a court should be run-this should 
be the standard. Even when I lost, I felt I was 
treated fairly-with respect to my client and 
with much dignity in the process. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me to pass 
this legislation. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 
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Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion be discharged from further con
sideration of the Senate bill <S. 2248) 
to designate the U.S. Courthouse lo
cated at 156 Federal Street in Port
land ME, as the "Edward Thaxter Gig
noux United States Courthouse," and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 2248 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF BUILDING. 

The United States Courthouse located at 
156 Federal Street in Portland, Maine, shall 
be known and is designated as the "Edward 
Thaxter Gignoux United States Court
house". 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES TO BUILDING. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, doc
ument, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the building referred to in 
section 1 is deemed to be a reference to the 
"Edward Thaxter Gignoux United States 
Courthouse". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 4525) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate bill and the House bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 1720, FAMILY WEL
FARE REFORM ACT OF 1987 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, pursuant to clause 1 of the House 
rule XX and by direction of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, the Com
mittee on Education and Labor, and 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, I move to take from the Speak
er's table the bill H.R. 1720, to replace 
the existing AFDC program with a 
new Family Support Program which 
emphasizes work, child support, and 
need-based family support supple
ments, to amend title IV of the Social 
Security Act to encourage and assist 
needy children and parents under the 
new program to obtain the education, 

training, and employment needed to 
avoid long-term welfare dependence, 
and to make other necessary improve
ments to assure that the new .program 
will be more effective in achieving its 
objectives with a Senate amendment 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend
ment, and agree to the conference re
quested by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] 
seek time on the motion? 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Yes, I do, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this motion simply 
allows the House to go to conference 
with the Senate on H.R. 1720, the 
Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987. 

H.R. 1720 passed the House on De
cember 16, 1987. The bill is designed to 
create work, education, and training 
opportunities for welfare recipients, 
promote family responsibility through 
work and better child support enforce
ment, and encourage family formation 
by providing benefits to needy chil
dren living with both parents. The 
Senate amendment, although similar 
in purpose, is much more limited in 
scope and imposes several unworkable 
requirements on the States. 

The Nation's Governors-through 
the National Governors' Association
have endorsed the House bill and ex
pressed deep concern over a number of 
provisions in the Senate amendment. 
The Governors are especially troubled 
by several new work and training re
quirements included in the Senate 
amendment. They argue that mandat
ed participation levels, without ade
quate resources or sufficient State 
flexibility could spell disaster for the 
new program. These concerns can only 
be addressed in a conference with the 
Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress that 
this is purely a procedural motion. 
The adoption of the motion in no way 
reflects support or opposition to any 
aspect of the Senate amendment. It 
merely allows the House to go to con
ference as quickly as possible so that 
we can begin work on a final welfare 
reform bill that will reflect the best 
aspects of both the House and Senate 
version of H.R. 1720. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] for yield
ing to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no comments on 
the motion that is before the House at 
this time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on 
the motion. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. RosTENKOWSKI]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES OFFERED BY 

MR. BROWN OF COLORADO 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado moves that the 

managers on the part of the House, at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the Senate amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1720, be instructed-

(!) to assure that no more will be spent in 
carrying out the bill than the $2.8 billion 
authorized by the Senate amendment; and 

(2) to permit no impediments which would 
disallow work beyond those contained in the 
Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to divide that 1 
hour evenly between the majority and 
minority, and I therefore, yield 30 
minutes of that time to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], the 
chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Colo
rado. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, the motion before the House 
is a simple and direct one. I believe 
this House has an opportunity to move 
forward with regard to welfare reform. 
We have an opportunity to reach a 
compromise that can move this Nation 
ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, there are several very 
difficult points though that, if this 
House moves off of, we stand in 
danger of losing any progress in the 
welfare reform area. The first of that 
is cost. 

We suggest in the motion to instruct 
that we ought to stay with the Senate 
figures, so the $2.8 billion is the 
Senate number over a 5-year period. 
We are suggesting that the conference 
worth should not exceed the $2.8 bil
lion limit that is in the Senate bill. 

And second, we think it is wrong to 
make it illegal to refer people out to 
jobs. The Senate ·bill has several re
strictions in this area, but, as the body 
knows, the House has several addition
al, so in the second amendment or 
second instruction we are simply sug
gesting that we would not increase re
strictions on referring people to work 
over and above what the Senate al
ready does. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a simple, direct in
struction, but we think it is fundamen
tal, if we are to reach an agreement 
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with regard to workfare and with 
regard to welfare reform. To exceed 
these instructions we think puts the 
bill in danger of being vetoed, and I 
suspect a veto that can be maintained. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption 
of this instruction to the conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
ROWLAND]. 

Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, this motion is perhaps one of 
the most important votes that we will 
take in the lOOth Congress. And, I 
think the issue is very simple. If Mem
bers want the final welfare reform bill 
to be signed into law, they should vote 
for this motion to instruct conferees. 

I say this because it is very obvious 
that the conferees from the House 
side will be dominated by Members 
who don't like the Senate version. 
They don't think it spends enough; 
they don't like the Senate-passed work 
requirements; and in short, they will 
push to have the conference adopt the 
$7 billion approach contained in the 
House version. 

Well, some may ask: "What is the 
matter with that? Aren't we supposed 
to side with the work the Ways and 
Means Committee did?" My response 
is, if the conferees deviate-in any sig
nificant manner-from the Senate ver
sion in these important areas of total 
cost' and work requirements, then we 
won't have a welfare reform bill, 
period. Because, the President rightly 
will not sign it. 

All we are saying with this motion is 
that we want the House conferees to 
be realistic on the cost of the program 
and not exceed the Senate figure of 
$2.8 billion. Is that so unreasonable? I 
don't think so. And, I would point out 
to the Members, this constitutes an in
crease in welfare reform spending of 
$1.7 billion above and beyond the 
Michel-Brown alternative which many 
of us supported last fall. 

I will predict right now that if this 
motion fails-and the House conferees 
have no direction as to how much they 
can spend-the bill will end up prob
ably in the range of $4 or $5 billion in 
new welfare expenditures. Do you 
really want that? 

We are also saying through this 
motion that we want the House con
ferees to retain the Senate language in 
the area of work. Right now, the 
House bill has absolutely no require
ment that welfare recipients work or 
even participate in the education or 
training programs. None, whatsoever. 
The Senate saw through this sham 
and put in limited client participation 
standards which State welfare agen
cies must meet. 

Under the Senate bill, a mere 22 per
cent of the total welfare recipient pop
ulation must be enrolled in the pro
gram after 4 years. Is that so outra
geous? One out of five? Quite frankly, 
I think the figure is way too low. 

Under our Michel-Brown alternative, 
we provided for participation stand
ards that would reach 70 percent of 
the nonexempt population within 9 
years. 

Although I'm not happy that the 
Senate capped the standards at the 
level they did, at least they are in the 
bill. That is important-and I suggest 
critical-to whether or not this pro
gram will put a dent in the problems 
which we all know revolve around our 
welfare system. Unfortunately, you 
can bet that one of the first things to 
go out the window in conference will 
be participation standards, if this 
motion does not prevail. 

Another key provision likely to get 
trashed relates to work requirements 
in the AFDC-UP Program. To hear 
some Members talk, you might think 
that the Senate has voted to force wel
fare parents to go rake leaves down at 
the local park full time, and all but 
abandon their little children. 

Nonsense! Let's keep in mind a few 
facts. The .AFDC-UP Program, by def
inition, means that both parents are in 
the household. And, the only reason 
they are on welfare is because the 
father and mother are both unem
ployed. Given these critical distinc
tions from the regular AFDC program, 
doesn't it make some sense that we re
quire a nominal work requirement 
from either the father or mother? 

And, I stress nominal. The Senate 
endorsed a work effort by one of the 
two parents of 16 hours per week, 
maximum. In other words, 2 days out 
of a typical 5-day workweek. Draconi
an? Hardly. 

Overall, I must say that the Senate 
bill is far, far, better than what was 
passed by the House last December. In 
a sense it is being very charitable to 
even call the House bill welfare 
reform. It's more welfare-that's for 
sure-but without the reform. 

At the outset, I said that this vote 
was a critical one. It is. If you want 
the welfare reform bill to have some 
semblance of reality in cost, then you 
should vote for this motion. If you 
want some mimium work effort or re
quirement on able bodied welfare re
cipients, then you should vote "aye." 
Above all, if you want welfare reform 
at all, please support this motion so 
that the final conference report will 
contain the elements that are abso
lutely required in order to avoid what 
otherwise will be a veto of this legisla
tion. 

I urge adoption of the motion to in
struct conferees. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. RowLAND] for his 
comments, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to instruct. 

For the first time in decades, we are 
on the verge of a significant improve
ment in our Nation's welfare system. 
When we began this process, there 
were many skeptics. They questioned 
our ability to achieve true reform 
during a time of tight Federal re
sources and reminded us of our histor
ical inability to enact welfare reform 
legislation. 

So far we have proven the skeptics 
wrong. This time is different. We have 
a President who has asked us for wel
fare reform. The House and Senate 
have passed responsible bills which 
echo the basic views of most American 
citizens: that our Nation's welfare 
system should be redesigned to em
phasize work and family responsibil
ity. And we have consensus that 
simply doing nothing-failing to 
reform the system-is not good 
enough. I don't know anyone who de
fends the status quo. We have come a 
long way. Success is within our reach. 

The motion to instruct conferees 
threatens that success and should be 
opposed for three reasons. 

First, it unnecessarily ties the hands 
of the conferees. Although work and 
training requirements are an integral 
part of both bills, the Senate amend
ment would impose heavy new bur
dens on the States and could leave 
them without adequate resources to 
carry out those requirements. The 
conferees must strike a balance be
tween the more restrictive Senate bill 
and the House bill-which gives Gov
ernors both the flexibility they have 
sought and the resources they need to 
implement the program. 

Second, with or without this motion, 
the congressional budget resolution re
quires that welfare reform be budget 
neutral. The cost of the bill will be de
termined by the policy decisions that 
are made in conference. But the con
ference report that will be brought 
back to you will be deficit neutral. The 
conferees should not be bound by an 
arbitrary spending limit that is unre
lated to the purposes for which the 
money will be spent. 

Third, I want a bill that the Presi
dent will sign. Obviously, to gain the 
President's support the bill's cost must 
be closer to the Senate amendment. 
This will be worked out in conference. 
Now is not the time to issue ultima
tums and bottom lines. 

Let's not kid ourselves. Whether we 
adopt this motion or not, we will face 
many difficult choices if we are to de
liver on our commitment for a deficit 
neutral welfare reform bill. To achieve 
that goal we must be creative; the con
ferees' hands should not be tied. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose the qtotion to instruct. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to repeat a couple 
points that the chairman, the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW· 
SKI] made to our colleagues. 

First of all, this bill will be deficit 
neutral. We will raise the money that 
we need to provide for this program. 

Second, while I, personally, would 
like to see the House numbers with re
spect to welfare reform more like $5.7 
billion, it is far more likely that that 
number is going to come down and 
come down dramatically because of 
what the Senate has done and because 
we would like to have a Presidential 
signature. 

But let us not quibble about the de
tails of welfare reform, because there 
are important differences between the 
parties as to how we get people to 
work. Work, instead of welfare, inter
estingly enough, is not something we 
argue about anymore. This bill is de
signed to take people who have been 
unproductive and make them produc
tive. That is what it does. 

There is some disagreement on the 
Republican side as to how to do that 
and we can work with the Senate and 
the other Republican conferees to deal 
with those problems. 

But there is something, my col
leagues, that none of us disagree with, 
and that is that America faces interna
tional competition, the likes of which 
it has never faced before. This welfare 
reform bill is less about welfare than it 
is about America's ability to compete. 

We cannot argue with demographics. 
We cannot even argue, to a certain 
extent, about what is happening in the 
world economy. 

Let me cite some statistics that I 
think bear on this debate. In 1978, 10 
years ago, 25 percent of the work force 
was between the ages of 16 and 24. By 
1995, 7 short years from now, 16 per
cent will be in that age bracket. 

What does that mean? It means 
there will be 5 million fewer young 
people to work. 

What is happening to the supply of 
labor in this country? It is frightening. 
Over 1 million young Americans drop 
out of school each year. That is more 
than a quarter of any high school 
class. One out of eight 17-year-olds is 
functionally illiterate. One child out 
of five lives in poverty, and those chil
dren who live in poverty are 33 per
cent more likely not to finish school. 
That is the supply. It is diminishing. 
The labor supply is less educated. It is 
less talented. 

Now, what is the demand for labor 
in the future? Well, by 1990, more 
than 50 percent of all jobs will require 
education and training beyond the 
high school level. The skill level will 
be higher, not lower, in the. future. By 

the year 2000, it is expected between 5 
and 15 million new manufacturing 
jobs with entirely new skills and a like 
number of service jobs will disappear. 

Also, by the year 2000, and this is 
critically important, the vast majority 
of new jobs will be located in smaller 
companies. These are the companies 
lease capable of providing training and 
remediation that the work force of the 
future will need. 

Also, workers will change jobs be
tween five and six times in the future. 

So on the one hand, we have a 
supply of labor that is increasingly 
less educated, and on the other hand 
we have a demand for labor that re
quires greater education and greater 
skills. 

Now, let us talk about costs, since 
that is the thrust of the motion of
fered by the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. BRoWN]. Employers already 
spend in this country, I say to my col
leagues, $210 billion on training which 
is both formal and informal-$210 bil
lion. 

Teenage pregnancies in this country 
cost us $16 billion a year. 

The remediation that is needed in 
the workplace in terms of lost produc
tivity for the workers costs us $25 bil
lion a year, and the costs of dropouts 
for Americans who have not finished 
high school in foregone taxes and in 
lost productivity is $240 billion. 

Where do I get these statistics? Not 
from the American Public Welfare As
sociation, but from Business Week. 

Now, let me quote Ann McLaughlin, 
the Secretary of Labor. 

Without immediate action
Says Mrs. McLaughlin-

large segments of our community will end 
up uneducated, untrained, and unemployed 
in the workplace of today and tomorrow, 
perhaps even unemployable. 

Give us the flexibility to deal with 
the other body, to fashion a bill that 
will make sure that we do not turn our 
backs on the next generation of Amer
icans. 

By simply saying we can only spend 
$2.8 billion, we have decided the price 
of the product before we know what it 
is we want to buy. That is crazy. 

I further suggest to my colleagues 
that the Governors of the 50 States 
are prepared to work with us and fash
ion a bill that is accessible to the 
House, to the Senate and to the Presi
dent. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 3 minutes to the chairman 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HAWKINS]. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW· 
SKI] and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DoWNEY] in opposition to 
the motion to instruct the conferees. 

I want to address specifically that 
part of the instruction which says to 
permit no impediments which would 
disallow work beyond those contained 
in the Senate amendments. If anyone 
knows what that means, then certain
ly I think that individual would be a 
genius, because there is no specific im
plication in such language that would 
allow almost anything to be done, and 
certainly it would allow a mandatory 
workfare provision of the worst possi
ble type, one which was defeated and 
proved to be ineffective in many 
States, including California under 
then Governor Reagan. 

Now, there is a specific reason for 
not including that particular language 
along with the other language pertain
ing to the $2.8 billion restriction. If 
welfare reform is to work, then it is es
sential that it include training, that it 
include remedial education and that it 
include a quality child care program. 
With these requirements, any work re
quirement would then become not 
mandatory or would not need to 
become mandatory, but permissive. 

There is no study that has ever been 
done which indicates that welfare re
cipients do not desire to work, that 
they are those who do not want a job, 
but there are reasons why some indi· 
viduals are discouraged from working, 
and this language would permit that 
situation to prevail. 

There is a great reason, for example, 
for providing to a mother a decent 
child care program for the children. 
We are thinking of the children in this 
instance. 

Parents out of a natural urge are 
willing to do that which is necessary 
to provide security, a future, and cer
tainly self-respect for their children; 
but if they are required to do certain 
work provisions or to live by certain 
work provisions without caring for 
their children, we create, therefore, a 
disincentive. This language would 
remove the incentive for parents to 
work productively. Such a provision is 
vague. It is demeaning. It is demoraliz
ing and it is unworthy, I would sug
gest, of a democratic society. With 
such a provision, I would think that 
then we would have no right to be 
preaching to others on human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that this in
struction should be defeated. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHELl. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, personally I compliment 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN] for all the good work that he 
has done, particularly on our side, 
heading up the task force on welfare 
reform when we were initially putting 
together the kind of package we 
thought would be most desirable for 
the House to consider, and for his 
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motion to instruct the conferees 
today, I certainly rise in support of it. 

I think we all want to see the enact
ment this year of a responsible welfare 
reform bill that will help welfare re
cipients to achieve an independent 
future. 

As I understand it, the motion to in
struct is designed to help us enact the 
bill. The cost of the Senate bill, $2.8 
billion, is frankly at the outer limit of 
what not only the President would 
accept, but I think frankly what the 
American people as well want to 
accept at this time. 

The fact is that poll after poll has 
shown substantial majorities of the 
American people opposed to increases 
in welfare benefits, period. The House
passed bill would spend substantial 
amounts on benefit increases, thus 
ballooning the cost probably in excess 
of some $7 billion. That was part of 
the argument that we made during 
the course of the deliberation here 
itself. 

The Senate bill, like our Republican 
proposal when we considered it here in 
the House, does not provide for such 
exorbitant increases. 

The motion to instruct calls on the 
conferees to limit total costs to the 
Senate level, and I certainly support 
that goal. 

The motion also addresses the issue 
of House-passed impediments thrown 
in the path of work requirements, in
cluding provisions allowing people to 
refuse a job if the wage is below the 
total cost of their welfare related ben
efits. 

It seems to me we need to be encour
aging people to accept work, not 
making it easier for them to turn 
down jobs, and acceptable jobs. The 
motion to instruct would move us in 
this direction, and that is a good objec
tive. 

I should also note that while the 
motion to instruct does not address 
the issue of work requirements where 
both parents are receiving welfare, 
there is no question but what the 
President is strongly in support of 
such requirements and has indicated 
to Members his intention to veto any 
bill without those requirements. So I 
would urge the conferees to work out 
an acceptable work requirement in 
this regard. 

Taking all these measures into ac
count, as I said, I think we would all 
like to see some welfare reform bill en
acted into law, targeted, as we at
tempted to do on our side early in the 
deliberations, and certainly being 
somewhat responsible as much as we 
possibly can on the overall limits of 
what we have, what we can and cannot 
spend in this area. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the motion to 
instruct wholeheartedly and hope 
there will be sufficient number of 
Members here in the House to do like-

wise to give the conferees that kind of 
direction in the conference. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, if 
there has been anything on which 
common consensus has seemed as
sured during this 100th Congress, it 
has been the need for welfare reform. 
Therefore, it came as no surprise to 
anyone that a couple of weeks ago the 
Senate approved its version of welfare 
reform by the overwhelming vote of 93 
to 3. What I found particularly inter
esting to note was the great similarity 
of the Senate's bill to the Carper sub
stitute, which this body never had the 
chance to vote upon because of the 
modified closed rule. 

As I said, it is with some reluctance 
to the chairman and to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. DoWNEY] in par
ticular, because I know how hard he 
worked on this proposal, but we are 
here in support of the motion to in
struct, but had we had the opportuni
ty in free and open debate to debate 
the issues of the motion to instruct 
and some that are not in the motion to 
instruct I certainly would not be here 
today. 

There are many, many differences 
between the House and Senate. ver
sions of welfare reform, but there are 
two in particular on which this in
struction to the House conferees fo
cuses: 

First, the cost should not exceed $2.8 
billion; and 

Second, there should not be restric
tions on referring able-bodied welfare 
recipients to work. 

I certainly agree with these two in
structions, but I must admit my con
siderable disappointment that there is 
not a third instruction advising confer
ees to agree with the Senate language 
requiring participation in work pro
grams by at least one parent when a 
two-parent home is receiving welfare 
benefits. I am honestly baffled by the 
amount of controversy created by this 
provision. How many non-welfare-re
cipient couples do you know who 
assume a right to have both parents 
stay home full time with the children? 
Most people I know consider it fortu
nate if even one parent can stay at 
home rather than contributing to the 
family income. Is it punitive or un
American to ask for 16 hours of work a 
week in exchange for participation in 
a program which offers not only direct 
monetary benefits, cut education, 
training, child care, health care, and 
other benefits as well? 

I find I must agree with the article 
in the most recent New Republic mag
azine which states that the Senate bill 
is far too soft to bring about the radi
cal reform in the welfare program 
which has been predicted, but that the 
Senate bill is still far preferable to the 
"much inferior House bill." The 

Senate provisions are not punitive, 
stark, make-work ideas. They include 
more training and education than 
work, more exemptions than require
ments, more carrot than stick. I would 
rather see us instruct our conferees to 
accept more of the Senate's provisions. 

Be that as it may, however, the two 
instructions included here are good 
ones and worthy of your support. You 
have never had the opportunity to 
vote specifically on the two basic prin
ciples included in this motion to in
struct the conferees. Take this oppor
tunity to show you do care about re
leasing recipients from the bonds of 
welfare dependency in a meaningful 
way. 

Vote "yes" on this motion to instruct 
the conferees on welfare reform. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mrs. JoHN
soN]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, the bottom line is very 
simple. It is downright cruel to isolate 
young women with small children in 
often very undesirable housing situa
tions where young studs are outside 
the door pushing drugs day in and day 
out. 

0 1045 
It is much more humane, much more 

compassionate to help to assure that 
those young women stay in high 
school and finish their high school 
education and then stay involved part 
time with day care support in some 
adult situation where their own abili
ties and talents can grow so that by 
the time their youngest child is 3 or 6, 
they have the personal abilities, the 
skills, the strength, the confidence to 
become the economic as well as the 
emotional parent of their child. 
If welfare reform is to mean any

thing, it is to mean this system turns 
around to focus on the abilities and 
strengths of women who have become 
dependent on welfare, and not only 
provides them with good transition 
benefits, day care support and health 
care, which both bills do in one way or 
another, and which a conference com
mittee can work out, but much more 
profoundly important, that if they 
target the resources at the develop
ment of that woman's capability to 
not only work but accept a career di
rection; the Senate bill does a much 
better job than does the House bill of 
preventing women's isolation not only 
from the larger . adult communities in 
which their understanding of their 
skills and abilities could grow but from 
training, from job training, from 
posthigh school education settings, 
that she desperately needs if she is to 
become the full parent of her chil-
dren. · 

These instructions to the conferees 
are very narrow. They only deal with 
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the issue of money and, yes, I agree 
with my colleague, the gentleman 
from New York, the bill could be defi
cit neutral, but it is deficit neutral by 
raising taxes. We cannot have deficit 
neutral welfare reform by raising 
taxes, or deficit neutral day care by 
raising taxes, and deficit neutral in 
bills coming before us by raising taxes 
and keep the economy moving and 
jobs out there to employ the welfare 
recipients. 

We do need to cap the dollar 
amount, and this series of instructions 
does that responsibly, but the second 
part of the instructions is dedicated 
specifically to this issue of assuring 
that the program will be one that will 
hook welfare women into their own 
development and their own career de
velopment, their skills and abilities so 
that work and independence will be a 
real possibility, not a hoped for possi
bility. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. OLIN]. 

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in favor of the 
motion to instruct also, and, like the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM], I rise reluctantly, because I rec
ognize the need for welfare reform. 
'There is no question about that. I 
-.;hink everyone in the House agrees 
with that. I am very much aware of 
the amount of work that the commit
tee has done on this bill, and I am very 
much aware of the desire of the com
mittee to have as much flexibility as 
possible in the conference with the 
Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not favor the 
Senate bill in total, but I think that 
really for two basic reasons I favor 
this motion to instruct. The first one 
is the amount of money, and the 
second is the flexibility that is repre
sented in the Senate bill, the flexibil
ity with regard to the job question. I 
do not think anybody in the House 
feels that we can solve the welfare 
problem by throwing money at it. We 
have 3.7 million mothers on welfare, 
and if Members look at the estimate of 
what this bill is going to accomplish, 
the House bill, it is estimated that in 
about 4 years we might have gotten 
25,000 people into a position of self
sufficiency at a cost of $5.9 billion. 
That would be $150,000 per person. 

It has been said that the money is 
going to be raised to pay for this bill 
either at the $5.9 billion or the $2.8 
billion level. I am certainly not con
vinced that we have new revenue spe
cific enough to really back that ques
tion up, and I think that we need to 
keep in mind the practical facts of the 
situation. 

In order for a woman with children 
on welfare to become self-sufficient, 
that woman has to be trained, educat
ed to the extent needed, and the 

woman has to have a certain amount 
of support in day care, and transporta
tion or other support, Medicaid, and 
then that woman has to find a job. 
The job has to pay as least $4 to $5 an 
hour or the woman is not any better 
off than she was in the first place. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to live in an 
area where there are a tremendous 
number of men and women working 
on full-time, 40-hour-a-week jobs right 
now at $4 an hour. A huge number are 
working at $5 an hour. 

I just think that we have to think in 
this program of the need to match the 
training and education to the actual 
availability of jobs, and everybody 
knows that, so that we are not train
ing 10 times the people we are able to 
place, but we need to match; we need 
to match that situation so that we 
move along State by State, locality by 
locality. We find out both what it 
takes to be successful in that particu
lar area with regard to the support 
and the time and how long we have to 
stay with the people, how much help 
they need in advancing to the point 
where they get self-sufficient. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I am not telling 
anybody anything they do not know, 
but I think it is going to take, once we 
start this program and we get the 
States working on it, and they are 
working on it now to some extent, it is 
going to take years until we have a 
chance of making a sizable bite into 
the total welfare rolls of 3. 7 million 
people. I do not think that we need to 
be too· concerned about the fact that 
we might start the program in a more 
modest way. I think it makes sense. I 
think it would be foolish and foolhar
dy to approach the program and sud
denly we are going to do away with 
welfare. It is just not going to happen. 
The jobs are not there. The people 
will require training, and we do not 
know how much support for what 
length of time it is really going to take 
with individual women to get them 
into the position of self-sufficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, for those reasons, I am 
not totally reluctant to support this 
motion to instruct. I think that we 
ought to approach this program mod
estly, carefully, without overly opti
mistic expectations, but approach it, 
and I think the motion to instruct will 
put us on the right track. I think that 
it will encourage us then to consider 
the practicality of the situation and 
have a program that is not so costly 
and flexible enough to work. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. FRENZEL]. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I sup
port the motion of the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] to in
struct. It is a simple and very general 
motion, about as tender an instruction 
as this House could give to any set of 
conferees. 

The Brown motion asks the confer
ees to maintain some semblance of 
fiscal sobriety by not exceeding the 
$2.8 billion which the Senate bill adds 
to our welfare budget. It directs the 
conferees not to approve the lavish in
crease of $7.1 billion in the House's 
open-handed bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that is 
asking too much at a time when we 
are worried about national deficits. It's 
not asking too much if we are trying 
to structure a program that phases in 
nicely so as not to disrupt existing pro
grams and so as to get the most bene
ficial effect out of the programs that 
we want to establish. 

I think we should be demanding that 
our conferees accept this kind of fiscal 
discipline. The people are asking for 
discipline. I really have trouble believ
ing that this House thinks that $7.1 
billion of additional spending is what 
the people want in this situation. 

In addition, the motion asks the con
ferees not to enact new barriers to 
work. As I recall, the House bill had 
three specific barriers to work. One of 
them was the so-called little Davis
Bacon provision which said that a wel
fare beneficiary had to get some com
plicated local current prevailing wage 
or remain on welfare even when work 
was available. The Senate bill provides 
that a beneficiary has only to earn at 
least what he or she are getting under 
welfare. That does not seem to me to 
be terribly restrictive. 

The House bill also had a barrier to 
extended use of the CWEP program in 
which local governments ask welfare 
recipients to do work in the local juris
diction as a condition of receiving wel
fare benefits. Local government cer
tainly should not be barred from en
forcing such conditions. 

I think the welfare bill would be 
much improved if the House conferees 
would follow these instructions, but 
the pending motion is even more im
portant than that. Motions to instruct 
are often mischievous. This motion to 
instruct cuts a little deeper. This 
motion to instruct is going to tell us 
whether we can enact a welfare bill or 
not. That's how important it is. 

It is widely known that despite the 
popularity of the Senate bill, by a 
margin of 90 votes, many of those who 
voted were on the thin edge of an af
firmative vote. It is anticipated that 
the administration cannot stand more 
than $2.8 billion in extra cost which is 
embodied in this motion. 

This motion, whether it succeeds or 
not, is going to tell us whether we can 
have welfare reform or not. I think 
most Members of this House want a 
welfare reform bill. I think most Mem
bers of this House do not expect a $7.1 
billion welfare bill. 

If those conferees do not do what 
this motion asks them to do whether 
the motion is passed or not, it is really 
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unlikely there will be welfare reform 
this year. That does not mean the con
ferees are not going to work hard. I 
am going to. I expect to be a conferee, 
and I will do my best to bring back a 
bill that works. If we do not follow 
these guidelines, we are kidding our
selves if we think we can achieve and 
enact welfare reform this year. 

I want to be very blunt about the 
differences between the two bills. The 
House bill was rather partisan. The 
Senate bill was much less so. The 
House bill pays off the welfare system, 
and the Senate bill does its best to pay 
off the beneficiaries of the system, to 
put people back to work. 

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, if the House 
passes this motion, it will not guaran
tee success of welfare reform, but if 
the House does not pass the motion 
and the conferees do not follow the in
structions, it almost guarantees failure 
of welfare reform. 

I think that would be a sad thing, 
and for that reason I am going to vote 
for the Brown motion, and I urge all 
Members to do so, too. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, the motion that is before the 
body is a very reasonable and limited 
one. All it says is that we ought to ask 
the conferees to keep the cost reasona
ble, stay with the Senate figures of 
$2.8 billion, do not go above them. It 
also says do not add needless restric
tions on work, do not add restrictions 
on work above the Senate level. That 
is all the instructions say. I am con
vinced they are the key toward getting 
welfare reform. If we go beyond these 
levels, we are going to have a bill that 
the President will veto, and that this 
body cannot pass ultimately. 

This effort, this instruction, is not a 
partisan effort. It is a bipartisan 
effort. The "Dear Colleague" that 
went out included the signatures of 
four Democratic Members as well as 
two Republicans. It is a modest, rea
sonable effort, and if Members want 
welfare reform, vote "aye" on the 
motion to instruct. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to fill in the 
time here for a moment, because I am 
waiting for one of our colleagues, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEviN], who desires to speak on this 
matter pending his arrival. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this question of 
cost has got to be one that has con
cerned all of us, because in fashioning 
the bill that the House put together, 
we recognized that the fiscal climate 
was such that if we spent too much 
money we would not pass it in the 
House, and we were unlikely to get a 
Presidential signature. I daresay that 
the offeror of the Senate bill would 
have preferred to spend more money 
than he did, and this question of cost 

has to be equated with the question of 
effectiveness. 

Mr. Speaker, I see my friend, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. OLIN] 
here, and I want to deal with that 
question of effectiveness if I can for a 
moment. What the Senate has said in 
their bill is very interesting. They say 
that 22 percent of all people in the 
system by a certain date must be par
ticipating in work, training and educa
tion. I have no problem with mandat
ing a requirement level for the 
number of people to participate. I 
think that is a good idea. What we 
have further said is that we are going 
to cap the amount of money that we 
allow to be spent for work, education 
and training. 

What the Governors have told us is 
that when we do this, we simply do 
not have the resources to educate, 
train or do a job search for people. 
The money is not there. It is a little 
like saying, "Everyone is going to be 
required to have a high school diplo
ma, but we are not going to be able to 
have the time to provide the teachers; 
therefore, we will issue them the di
ploma without them having to go to 
class." That does not provide for a 
trained work force, and it demeans the 
whole process. That is one of my prob
lems with the Senate bill. That is one 
of my problems with trying to limit 
the cost, if we want to be effective. 

If we want to see people educated 
and trained, we have to be prepared to 
spend the money to do it. We cannot 
just say it, wave a wand, and expect it 
to happen, have a cap, and believe it 
will work. It will not. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEviN]. 

D 1100 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak

er, I appreciate the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. DowNEY], 
acting chairman of the subcommittee, 
yielding time to me, and I join him in 
opposing this motion to instruct. He 
has spelled out very clearly why this 
bill should go to conference. 

The House bill has "work" as its cen
terpiece. It is the Senate bill that 
throws up impediments to work by re
quiring, for example, heads of house
holds who qualify for the UP program 
to spend time in make-work in what 
has sometimes been called CET A type 
jobs rather than looking for full-time, 
private sector jobs. This provision has 
been touted as a new work require
ment. In fact, it is the opposite and its 
effect would be pernicious. 

Not only would it absorb resources 
that could be used to target on the un
skilled, it would also mislead the 
public. Make work, CWEP jobs, are 
not a substitute for real jobs in the 
private sector. 

The gentleman from Minnesota 
talked about one of the limitations we 

placed in the House on CWEP because 
we want in our House bill people 
placed in real, permanent jobs in the 
private sector and not in makeshift 
jobs. It is fascinating that Republicans 
are coming here, some anyway, de
fending a program that is make shift 
in nature instead of the permanent, 
full-time, private sector jobs that we 
are trying to place people into. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I was amazed to read in the 
Wall Street Journal editorial of 2 days 
ago the basic point the gentleman has 
made, that there are many jobs out 
there, and that what we need to do as 
opposed to the make-work approach, 
which is in the Senate bill of the 
CET A type job, is that we should just 
provide the job search to put people in 
private sector, full-time jobs as op
posed to creating make-work jobs. And 
the Wall Street Journal editorial went 
on to say that they were deeply dis
turbed, and they are by many things, 
but they were particularly disturbed 
at the attempts made by our Republi
can friends to create a whole new 
make-work program to put welfare re
cipients to work when there are pri
vate sector jobs going begging. 

It is an excellent point the gentle
man makes and I commend him for it. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. In the bill 
constructed by the House it strives, 
and I think we should have bipartisan 
support on this, to train people, edu
cate people to go permanently into the 
work flow. 

So are there any differences between 
the House and the Senate bills? The 
answer is clearly "Yes." Are these dif
ferences significant? They are. Can 
they be resolved? I think we join to
gether in the hope that they can be. 

That is the job of the conference. It 
should be allowed to do its job. 

I urge that Members oppose the 
motion to instruct. I am convinced 
with the spirit of bipartisanship that 
we can come out of the conference 
with a bill that can be passed by both 
Houses, and I hope signed by the 
President. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield an additional 3 min
utes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JoHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to comment on the 
Wall Street Journai article and the 
comments made by my colleague in 
the preceding minutes of this debate. 
The article in the Wall Street Journal 
specifically referred to the Dole 
amendment that required 16 hours of 
work by a member of a two-parent 
family where both parents were unem
ployed and, therefore, the family was 
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receiving welfare, -or of certain welfare 
recipients. 

This motion to instruct does not spe
cifically support that amendment. The 
motion to instruct is talking about im
pediments to work and prefers the 
Senate position over the House posi
tion. 

I personally believe that this 16 
hours of work is not out of line. I per
sonally believe that it is a very good 
thing for a woman, instead of staying 
home all day every day with young 
children, where day care is provided, 
for them to have 16 hours a week 
working with other adults in other 
jobs. But I do not believe it should 
substitute for serious education or 
training, and I think those are the 
kinds of issues that the con~erence 
committee can resolve. 

All the motion to instruct does is to 
say that some of the barriers to work 
that are in the House bill, that are so 
high and so difficult to surmount and 
that will keep many people out of the 
work force, be rejected, and that the 
work restrictions that are responsible 
in the Senate bill be maintained. 

I support the motion to instruct. It 
is very simple, it is very narrow. It is 
perfectly responsible from the budget 
point of view and from the point of 
view of encouraging education, work, 
t raining, and employment in our wel
fare program. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the motion to go to conference 
on welfare reform, and in opposition to the 
motion to instruct the conferees. 

We have come a long way since our very 
first hearing in the Subcommittee on Public 
Assistance 2 years ago. We heard from pro
ponents and opponents alike. Our final prod
uct may not be everything we wanted, but it is 
a sound beginning to a major overhaul of the 
welfare system. I know that my colleagues, 
the distinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means and the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Public Assistance, worked 
very hard to bring and pass the welfare bill on 
the floor of the House. 

The Senate recently passed its version of 
welfare reform. Now, we have two distinctly 
different bills to reconcile. I would like to point 
out to my colleagues that it is not unusual for 
the House and Senate to produce bills of dif
ferent substance and philosophy. We agree 
that is imperative to reform the welfare 
system. But no matter what the two bills say, 
one thing is clear; the Ways and Means Com
mittee worked long and hard on its bill-the 
least we should do is to meet to discuss and 
hammer the differences out. All the provisions 
of this bill, like all others, deserve to have a 
fair shake from the conferees. 

I have several concerns about the Senate 
bill. Work requirements for the Unemployed 
Parent Program undermine two fundamental 
principles in our welfare reform package. We 
give States flexibility to design work programs 
according to State needs and target scarce 
resources to recipients -who are most likely to 
be long-term dependents on the welfare 
system. Mistakenly, the Senate proposal 

which would require 1 00 percent participation 
in workfare for UP families, would force the 
States to spend precious resources on fami
lies who may not need this type of assistance. 

I am also concerned about rigid participa
tion requirements for work programs. The par
ticipation quotas in the Senate bill would se
verely limit the ability of States to operate 
well-targeted and cost-effective programs. 
Participation quotas tend to force States to 
spread their resources thinly over a large 
number of recipients and restrict State flexibil
ity to design programs based on the specific 
conditions and needs in each .State. 

The substantive differences dictate that we 
go to conference with the Senate. If our goal 
is to put forth the best bill possible, then we 
certainly can look forward to an active debate 
on the merits of the two bills. Independently, 
both the House and Senate came up with 
good provisions for child care and child sup
port enforcement. The conference will be 
useful to join these bills to make fundamental 
improvements in these areas-in this way we 
will be able to come up with the best policies 
for children in our country. 

I urge my colleagues to support the motion 
to go to conference and defeat the Brown 
motion. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous 
question on the motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MoNTGOMERY). The question is on the 
motion to instruct offered by the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 227, nays 
168, not voting 36, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Btl bray 
Biliralds 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boucher 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Bruce 
Buechner 
Bunning 

[Roll No. 2191 
YEAS-227 

Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis <IL> 

DeLay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fa well 
Fish 
Flippo 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gradison 

Grandy Marlenee 
Grant Martin <IL> 
Green Martin <NY> 
Gunderson McCandless 
Hall <TX> McCollum 
Hammerschmidt McCrery 
Hansen McCurdy 
Harris McDade 
Hastert McEwen 
Hayes <LA> McGrath 
Hefley McMillan <NC> 
Hefner McMillen <MD> 
Henry Meyers 
Herger Michel 
Hiler Miller <OH> 
Holloway Miller <WA> 
Hopkins Molinari 
Horton Mollohan 
Houghton Montgomery 
Hubbard Moorhead 
Huckaby Morrison <WA> 
Hughes Neal 
Hunter Nichols 
Hutto Nielson 
Hyde Olin 
Inhofe Oxley 
Ireland Packard 
Jeffords Parris 
Jenkins Pashayan 
Johnson <CT> Patterson 
Johnson <SD> Payne 
Kaptur Penny 
Kasich Petri 
Kolbe Pickett 
Konnyu Porter 
Kostmayer Price 
Kyl Pursell 
Lagomarsino Quillen 
Lancaster Ravenel 
Latta Regula 
Leach <IA> Rhodes 
Leath <TX> Ridge 
Lent .Rinaldo 
Lewis <CA> Ritter 
Lewis <FL> Roberts 
Lightfoot Rogers 
Livingston Roth 
Lloyd Roukema 
Lott Rowland <CT> 
Lowery <CA> Rowland <GA> 
Lujan Saiki 
Luken, Thomas Saxton 
Lukens, Donald Schaefer 
Mack Schneider 
Madigan Schuette 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Boland 
Bonior 
Banker 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bustamante 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clement 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Davis (Ml) 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 

NAYS-168 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <CA> 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MD 
Frank 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray<PA> 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hamilton 
Hawkins 
Hayes <IL> 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jones <NC> 
Jantz 
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Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whittaker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 

Kanjorski 
Kastenmeier 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <GA> 
Lipinski 
Lowry<WA> 

· Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
Mfume 
Miller<CA> 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Moody 
Morella 
Morrison <CT> 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
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Obey 
Ortiz 
Owens<NY> 
Owens<UT> 
Panetta 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 

Ackerman 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Asp in 
Badham 
Blagg! 
Boggs 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Bryant 
Cheney 
DeFazio 

Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 

Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-36 
Dixon 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Fields 
Flake 
Ford<TN> 
Frenzel 
Gregg 
Hatcher 
Jones <TN> 
Kemp 
Kolter 

D 1125 

Lehman<CA> 
Lungren 
MacKay 
Mica 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Ray 
Richardson 
Scheuer 
Solarz 
Spence 
Wortley 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Lungren for, with Mr. Solarz against. 
Mr. Frenzel for, with Mr. Ford of Tennes-

see against. 
Mr. Boulter for, with Mr. Annunzio 

against. 
Mr. GORDON changed his vote 

from "yea" to "nay." 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, 

Messrs. VALENTINE, GAYDOS, and 
MOLLOHAN, Ms. KAPTUR, and 
Messrs. SKAGGS, VOLKMER, 
BEVILL, and SKELTON changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the following conferees on H.R. 1720, 
the Family Welfare Reform Act: 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of the House 
bill <except title X), and the Senate 
amendment <except sections 203(b)(5), 
203<b><6>, 302, 303, 402(d), and 509), 
and modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. RosTENKOWSKI, 
DOWNEY of New York, FoRD of Ten
nessee, PEASE, and MATSUI, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, and Messrs. ARCHER, VANDER 
JAGT, FRENZEL, and BROWN of Colora
do. 

From the Committee on Education 
and Labor, for consideration of title I 
and sections 202, 511, and 804 of the 
House bill, and title II and sections 
502, 503, 506, 507, and 508 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Messrs. 
HAWKINS, FORD of Michigan, KILDEE, 
WILLIAMS, MARTINEZ, SOLARZ, JEF
FORDS, GUNDERSON, TAUKE, and HENRY. 

From the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, for consideration of title 
IV of the House bill, and sections 
203(b)(5), 203(b)(6), 302, 303, 402(d), 
402(f), 404, 508, 509, 510, and 704 of 
the Senate amendment, as well as that 
portion of section 201 of the Senate 
amendment which adds a new section 
417(f)(6) to the Social Security Act, 
and modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. DINGELL, WAXMAN, 
SCHEUER, WALGREN, WYDEN, DOWDY of 
Mississippi, MADIGAN, DANNEMEYER, 
WHITTAKER, and TAUKE. 

From the Committee on Agriculture, 
for consideration of title X and section 
801 of the House bill, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Messrs. 
DE LA GARZA, PANETTA, GLICKMAN, STAG
GERS, OLIN, ESPY, EMERSON, LEWIS of 
Florida, SCHUETTE, and HERGER. 

D 1130 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4481, DEFENSE 
SAVINGS ACT OF 1988 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 489 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. REs. 489 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, 
pursuant to clause l<b) of rule XXIII, de
clare the House resolved into the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
4481) to provide for the closing and realign
ing of certain military installations during a 
certain period, and the first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill for 
failure to comply with the provision of 
clause 2(l)(6) of rule XI are hereby waived. 
After general debate, which shall be con
fined to the bill and to the amendments 
made in order by this resolution, and which 
shall not exceed two and one-half hours, 
with forty-five minutes to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, with forty-five minutes to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Government Operations, 
with thirty minutes to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, and with thirty 
minutes to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Rules, the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. In lieu of the amend
ments now printed in the bill, it shall be in 
order to consider an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the text 
of the amendment printed in the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the five-minute rule, 
said substitute shall be considered as having 
been read, and all points of order against 
said substitute for failure to comply with 
the provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI and . 

with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are hereby 
waived. It shall be in order to consider an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules, if offered by Representative Armey 
of Texas, and all points of order against said 
amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 5(a) of rule XXI are 
hereby waived. At the conclusion of the con
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and any Member may 
demand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute made in order 
as original text by this resolution. The pre
vious question shall be considered as or
dered on the bill and amendments thereto 
of final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] and pending 
that I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 489 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
4481, the Defense Savings Act of 1988, a · 
bill providing for the closing or realign
ing of certain military bases within a 
designated period of time. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule allows a total 
of 2V2 hours of general debate. The 
time allotted to each of the four com
mittees of jurisdiction shall be equally 
divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority members of 
each committee. General debate time 
is broken down this way: Armed Serv
ices Committee, 45 minutes; Govern
ment Operations Committee, 45 min
utes; Merchant Marine Committee, 30 
minutes; and Rules Committee, 30 
minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives clause 2 
(1)(6) of House rule XI against consid
eration of the bill which requires a 3-
day layover before a bill can be consid
ered. 

House Resolution 489 provides for 
an open rule allowing germane amend
ments to be considered. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule makes in order 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute which is printed in the report 
accompanying this resolution as origi
nal text for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. This is the substitute 
agreed to by the Committees on Rules, 
Armed Services, Government Oper
ations, and Merchant Marine. 

The rule waives clause 7 of House 
rule XVI which prohibits nongermane 
amendments, as well as clause 5(a) of 
House rule XXI prohibiting appropria
tions in a legislative bill against con
sideration of the committees' substi
tute. 
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The rule also makes in order an 

amendment in the nature of a substi
tute now printed in the report accom
panying this resolution if offered by 
Representative ARMEY of Texas. The 
rule waives clause 5(a) of House rule 
XXI against the substitute because it 
contains an appropriation in a legisla
tive bill. 

The rule provides one motion to re
commit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very fair rule 
under which to consider this legisla
tion. Four committees have cooperat
ed in bringing one version of the bill 
to the Rules Committee. The rule 
allows Mr. ARMEY to bring up his sub
stitute and it allows consideration of 
other germane amendments to either 
the Armey substitute or the commit
tees' substitute or the bill. 

No matter your opinion of the bill or 
the substitutes, this is a fair rule by 
which to consider them. 

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, not one major military 
base has been closed in this country 
during the decade of the 1980's. Even 
though the needs of the military are 
constantly changing, and some bases 
have outlived their military useful
ness, current law and the skill of Mem
bers in fighting the closure of bases in 
their own districts have prevented the 
closing of unnecessary installations. 
Yet, many of these same Members 
complain about the size of the defense 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. .ARMEY], along with the 
chairman and ranking Republican 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, recognized this problem and 
introduced H.R. 4481, the bill before 
us today. The bill was considered and 
amended by a total of four different 
committees. By the time the bill had 
been worked over by four committees 
its original chief sponsor found it had 
changed almost beyond recognition. 

In his written statement presented 
to the Rules Committee yesterday, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl 
stated as follows: 

The bill as it emerged from committee is 
vastly more complicated than current law 
and certainly more complicated than the 
bill as introduced. It contains a number of 
new obstacles to closing bases that will 
make it even more difficult to achieve sav
ings in this area than it is today. 

Because the amended bill is so dif
ferent from the original proposal, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] in 
a letter signed by a total of 101 Mem
bers asked the Rules Committee to 
make in order an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which would be 
similar to the original bill. The rule 
before you today does that. It allows 
for consideration of the Armey substi
tute. 

Because there were so many commit
tees involved the rule makes in order 
as an original bill a substitute which 
contains elements reported by each of 
the committees involved in amending 
the bill. 

Both the new committee substitute 
and the Armey substitute will be open 
to amendment on the floor. A waiver 
of the germaneness rule is provided 
for the new committee substitute since 
it contains congressional review proce
dures and expedited review procedures 
which were not in the original bill. 
Points of order are also waived against 
both the committee substitute and the 
Armey substitute because technically 
they both contain appropriations in a 
legislative bill. The waiver is included 
because each substitute allows the 
General Services Administration to be 
reimbursed directly from the proceeds 
of a military base sale for any ex
penses incurred in selling the proper
ty. Since the money goes directly to 
the General Services Administration, 
rather than back into the general 
treasury and then through the appro
priation process to the General Serv
ices Administration, technically there 
is an appropriation on legislation and 
the waiver is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration sup
ports House passage of base closings 
legislation in the form of the Armey 
substitute in lieu of the version recom
mended by the House Armed Services 
and Government Operations Commit
tees. 

The administration supports the 
Armey substitute because it would fa
cilitate an efficient and timely base 
closure program. The administration 
opposes the Armed Services/Govern
ment Operations version because it re
quires explicit congressional approval 
of the base closure package which 
would likely derail the entire program. 
Moreover, the Armed Services/Gov
ernment Operations version contains 
several objectional provisions, accord
ing to the administration, particularly 
in regard to the new economic and en
vironmental requirements and the 
time during which cost savings must 
be achieved, which in combination 
would make base closures more rather 
than less difficult. 

Mr. Speaker, because this rule at 
least gives the House an opportunity 
to vote in the Armey substitute, I will 
support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] 
for yielding this time to me. 

Let me begin by thanking the Com
mittee on Rules for their consider
ation in granting me this rule, one 
that specifically allows me to offer my 
amendment in the form of a substi
tute. I appreciate the manner in which 
the Committee on Rules has worked 
on this project, and I appreciate the 

courtesy and the consideration from 
the committee. 

I would like to take a moment, Mr. 
Speaker, to bring to the attention of 
the Members of this body, particularly 
those on the Democrat side of the 
aisle, that there has been an unfortu
nate error in the Democrat study 
group's briefing sheet on this bill 
today. We have been in discussion 
with the study group. We understand 
they are sending out a correction on 
the error, but in the interests of every
body receiving that information let me 
just say the briefing sheet implied 
that under the substitute the money 
to begin base closing would come 
solely from new appropriations, while 
the committee bill would transfer the 
money from other DOD accounts. 

In fact, both bills provide that the 
up front base closing money shall 
come from three sources: appropria
tions, transfer from DOD accounts, 
and proceeds from the sale of excess 
base property. The difference between 
the committee's markup and my bill is 
that the substitute provides for the 
authorizations for appropriations now 
while the committee intends to pro
vide it in next year's Defense bill. 

Mr. Speaker, let me repeat. Both 
bills provide for the initial base clo
sure cost to be provided from new ap
propriations and transfers from DOD 
accounts. There is no difference be
tween them in that respect. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] for yielding 
this time to me, and let me again 
thank the Committee on Rules for 
their courtesy and their consideration 
in granting this rule. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA], 
my distinguished colleague, for yield
ing this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, today's upcoming floor 
debate on base closings represents an 
important step by the House in 
coming to grips with our budget deficit 
and the consequences it will have for 
our economy and the future of our 
children. I am happy that the rule, as 
it should be, is an open one. It has 
been clear for sometime that our fiscal 
imbalances could not continue un
checked. The deficit requires that our 
Government in this Congress restrain 
unnecessary spending. 

In introducing H.R. 4481 the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], our col
league, has responded to the need to 
untie the hands of the Department of 
Defense, the largest single department 
spending about $300 billion a year, so 
that they can spend that money more 
efficiently. There are over 3,800 U.S. 
military installations in the United 
States and its territories, and, Mr. 
Speaker, we spend over $22 billion a 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16781 
year on these military bases. I do not 
think anyone in the Chamber would 
deny that some of these bases could be 
closed or realigned without diminish
ing our Nation's security. 

D 1145 
While it is impossible to say exactly 

how much savings can be achieved, 
the estimates of $2 to $5 billion justify 
passage of base closing legislation. 

The question, Mr. Speaker, is, What 
legislation? In all candor the House is 
ambivalent about this question. We 
want to give the DOD the chance to 
save money. But we are concerned 
that bases in our own districts might 
be affected adversely. The bottom line 
is that we are willing to support the 
principle of base closing necessary to a 
strong and efficient defense posture, 
provided the procedure-is a fair pro
cedure-that in deciding what bases 
should be closed or realigned, that we 
adopt procedures that are fair to every 
Member, every area of the country, 
and every district. 

We are all aware of instances where 
base closings were used as political le
verage or political revenge. Whether it 
was in the Ame,rillo Air Base in Texas 
in the 1960's, which Lyndon Johnson 
closed in revenge, the installations in 
Massachusetts in the 1970's, or Presi
dent Carter's attempt to use military 
bases to influence the outcome of the 
B-1 bomber debate, bases have been 
used repeatedly for less than admira
ble political goals. 

The Great Lakes Naval Training 
Center and Fort Sheridan in my dis
trict have been mentioned in the past 
as targets for closure. Both times, 
however, they were part of a political 
hit list, rather than responsible deci
sionmaking. 

The Great Lakes Naval Training 
Center is the largest naval training fa
cility in the continental United States 
and trains over 30,000 seamen every 
year. If it were to be closed, it would 
have to be rebuilt somewhere else at a 
cost of many billions of dollars. 

Fort Sheridan is the headquarters of 
the Recruit Training Command, the 
headquarters of the 4th Army, and 
more importantly, it is the only avail
able Army installation in the Midwest 
that would be available in the event of 
a national crisis. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we have to be very 
concerned about allowing politics to 
influence base closings, as in the past, 
closings that might undermine rather 
than enhance our Nation's defense 
and also cause the public to distrust 
our motives on this sensitive issue. 

Mr. Speaker, along with my col
leagues, the gentlemen from Illinois 
[Mr. DAVIS] and [Mr. EVANS], I will be 
offering amendments later that we be
lieve will strengthen the bill and make 
it more fair. One of the amendments 
would increase the Commission from 9 
to 15 members and require consulta-

tion with congressional leaders and 
chairmen and ranking members of the 
appropriate committees and subcom
mittees in the House and the Senate 
and would require, most importantly, 
in making the selections, a regional 
balance on the Commission. 

The second amendment we will be 
offering will require that the senior 
staff of the Commission be independ
ent. With 3,800 bases, 500 of them 
major bases, to review between now 
and December, there is a great danger, 
it seems to me, that we will be overly 
influenced by the executive branch 
and that the Commission will simply 
be overwhelmed by the magnitude of 
their work and will simply rubber 
stamp the Department of Defense 
lists. We have to worry that the pro
fessional staff of the Commission, if it 
was all staff members from the De
partment of Defense, would then 
simply make the judgment for the 
Commission. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PoRTER] has 
expired. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
to worry that if the senior staff of the 
Commission came from the Depart
ment of Defense alone, it would simply 
overwhelm the Commission and the 
judgment of the professional staff 
would become simply the judgment of 
the Commission. What we require of 
this Commission is an original judg
ment, an independent judgment. So it 
seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the 
amendment that we will offer second 
that does not permit the DOD senior 
staff to become the senior staff of the 
Commission is one that is very impor
tant, in making sure that the final 
result is a fair one. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I think the 
Members want to have legislation that 
assures that any base closings are free 
from politics, determined solely on the 
basis of what best serves our Nation's 
defense, and that can only be guaran
teed by fair procedures and a fair com
position of the Commission and staff. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I will be working on 
the floor today to offer these amend
ments that will make the procedure 
more fair and the result one that all of 
us can live with. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KA.SICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I want to compliment the Rules 
Committee for giving all Members of 
the House this opportunity. This is, 
obviously, a crucial issue today, and it 
is absolutely vital that both Members 
and staff follow the debate carefully, 
because in the bill that is coming to 
the floor today there are some formu
las that are involved in calculating 

how bases get closed. The formulas are 
absolutely vital in achieving what it is 
that we want to do, which is the order
ly closing of bases. 

The committee tried to take a 
thoughtful approach to this problem, 
and what the Armed Services Commit
tee did in this bill is to say that our 
goal is to close bases, but we have vari
ety of problems out there when it 
comes to closing bases. 

First, what do you do about the eco
nomic impact on communities? 

Second, what do you do about the 
tremendous environmental concerns 
that come about whenever you try to 
get ·into the area of closing bases? 

What the Armed Services Commit
tee tried to do was to address those 
issues. We tried to address the envi
ronmental concerns, not burden local 
communities with the cleanup costs. 

We tried to affect what happens to 
local communities when people find 
themselves in a position where they 
may lose their jobs. So we have an eco
nomic impact fund that is established 
in the bill. 

We tried to establish procedures in 
the area of retraining, which, of 
course, is kind of a code word on both 
sides of the aisle as to how to deal 
with hardships that can be created by 
unemployment. 

We put all these things together and 
we have a good bill here, but it still 
has some basic flaws. 

I am going to offer two amendments 
today that I will explain when we get 
to the armed services debate and also 
in the amendment period. One is to 
extend the period of time at which to 
calculate savings in order to close 
bases. For those Members who have 
not studied the bill, what the bill pro
vides is a formula and we must save 
certain amounts of money in a certain 
period of time in order to close bases. 
If the savings that we make over a 
period of time do not outweigh the 
costs of closing the base, we cannot 
close it. We have a formula that is es
tablished that is designed to do this. 
Frankly, the formula is flawed and I 
will offer an amendment to extend the 
period of time in which we calculate 
cost savings. The chairman of the 
committee is going to support this 
amendment, and there is strong bipar
tisan support for this amendment. 

Additionally, there will be another 
amendment that will address the issue 
of disapproval in the House of a list of 
bases, rather than approval. This is, 
obviously, an essential element and we 
will get into a more thorough discus
sion of that later. 

I support base closings. I supported 
the bill of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEYl from the beginning, but I 
look at the product that the Armed 
Services Committee has produced and 
I believe it is a very thoughtful bill 
that addresses many of the essential 
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problems that affect local communi
ties when it comes to base closings. If 
we would accept a couple amendments 
that I am going to offer which will 
extend the period of time in which we 
calculate cost savings, which means we 
will include more bases in the formula; 
and No. 2, if we pass in the House an 
amendment that says we should have 
disapproval of this list, rather than ap
proval, then I think we have a very 
decent product. It is something that 
people on both sides of the aisle can 
support and it is something that 
makes very good sense for communi
ties and very good sense in these times 
of tight budgets. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle
man yielding me this time and we will 
have further discussion as we move 
through the debate. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I just take this time to compliment 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEYl for all of his hard work on 
this piece of legislation. I do not think 
that it would be before us today if it 
had not been for the initiative and the 
hard work of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. AR.MEY]. I just want to 
compliment the gentleman for a job 
well done. 

I hope that this House will take a 
hard look at these proposals and will 
come down on the side of the bill of 
the gentleman from Texas, because I 
think that if we go forward with this 
legislation as it is before us right now 
with the amendments that have been 
made to the Armed Services Commit
tee and the other committees, we are 
going to have a more difficult time in 
closing some of the unwanted bases. 
What we want to do is to do that and 
to save the taxpayers some money. 
The only way we can do it is to ap
prove the legislation of the gentleman 
from Texas. I hope we will do exactly 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BONIOR. 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 SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 388, nays 
2, not voting 41, as follows: 

Akaka 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO) 
Bruce 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis <IL> 
Davis <MI) 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Dyson 

[Roll No. 2201 
YEAS-388 

Early Latta 
Eckart Leach (!A) 
Edwards <CA> Leath <TX> 
Emerson Lehman <FL> 
Erdreich Leland 
Espy Lent 
Evans Levin <MI> 
Fascell Levine <CA> 
Fawell Lewis <CA> 
Fazio Lewis <FL> 
Feighan Lewis <GA> 
Fish Lightfoot 
Flippo Lipinski 
Florio Livingston 
Foglietta Lott 
Foley Lowery <CA> 
Ford (Ml) Lowry <WA) 
Frank Lujan 
Frenzel Luken, Thomas 
Frost Lukens, Donald 
Gallegly Mack 
Gallo Madigan 
Garcia Manton 
Gaydos Markey 
Gejdenson Marlenee 
Gekas Martin (!L) 
Gephs.rdt Martin <NY> 
Gibbons Martinez 
Gilman Matsui 
Gingrich Mavroules 
Glickman Mazzoli 
Gonzalez McCandless 
Gordon McCloskey 
Gradison McCollum 
Grandy McCrery 
Grant McCurdy 
Gray <IL> McDade 
Gray <PA> McEwen 
Green McGrath 
Guarini McHugh 
Gunderson McMillan <NC> 
Hall <TX> McMillen (MD) 
Hamilton Meyers 
Hammerschmidt Mfume 
Hansen Michel 
Harris Miller <CA> 
Hastert Miller <OH> 
Hawkins Miller <WA> 
Hayes <IL> Mineta 
Hayes <LA> Moakley 
Hefley Molinari 
Hefner Mollohan 
Henry Montgomery 
Berger Moody 
Hertel Moorhead . 
Hiler. Morella 
Hochbrueckner Morrison <CT> 
Holloway Morrison <WA> 
Hopkins Murphy 
Horton Murtha 
Houghton Nagle 
Hoyer Natcher 
Hubbard Neal 
Huckaby Nelson 
Hughes Nichols 
Hunter Nielson 
Hutto Nowak 
Hyde Oakar 
Inhofe Oberstar 
Ireland Obey 
Jacobs Olin 
Jeffords Ortiz 
Jenkins Owens <NY> 
Johnson <CT> Owens <UT> 
Johnson <SD> Oxley 
Jones <NC> Packard 
Jontz Panetta 
Kanjorski Parris 
Kaptur Pashayan 
Kasich Patterson 
Kastenmeier Payne 
Kennedy Pease 
Kennelly Pelosi 
Kildee Penny 
Kleczka Pepper 
Kolbe Perkins 
Konnyu Petri 
Kostmayer Pickett 
Kyl Pickle 
LaFalce Porter 
Lagomarsino Price 
Lancaster Pursell 
Lantos Quillen 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 

Alexander 

Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith(NJ> 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

(NH) 

Smith, Robert 
<OR> 

Snowe 
Solomon 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 

NAYS-2 
Stratton 

Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wyl!e 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 

NOT VOTING-41 
Ackerman Edwards <OK> 
Anderson Engl!sh 
Annunzio Fields 
Badham Flake 
Biaggt Ford <TN> 
Bosco Goodling 
Boulter Gregg 
Bryant Hall <OH> 
Cheney Hatcher 
Coleman <TX> Jones <TN> 
de la Garza Kemp 
DeFazio Kolter 
Dixon Lehman <CA> 
Dwyt:r Lloyd 

Lungren 
MacKay 
Mica 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Ray 
Richardson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Scheuer 
Solarz 
Spence 
Wortley 

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconside1· was laid on 

the table. 

0 1216 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
4264, NATIONAL DEFENSE AU
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL 
YEAR 1989 
Mr. ASPIN submitted the following 

conference report and statement on 
the bill (H.R. 4264) to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal year 1989 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De
partment of Energy, to prescribe per
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 100-753) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
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4264) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1989 for military activities of the De
partment of Defense, for military construc
tion, and for defense activities of the De
partment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This Act may be cited as the "National De
fense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989". 
SEC. Z. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS 

This Act is organized into two divisions as 
follows: 

(1) Division A-Department of Defense 
and Other National Defense Authorizations. 

(2) Division B-Military Construction Au
thorizations. 
SEC. J. TABLE OF CONTENTS 

The table of contents for this Act is as 
follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions. 
Sec. 3. Table of contents. 
DIVISION A-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND 

OTHER NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TIONS 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
PART A-FUNDING AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec. 101. Army. 
Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps. 
Sec. 103. Air Force. 
Sec. 104. Defense Agencies. 
Sec. 105. Chemical demilitarization 

gram. 
Sec. 106. Reserve components. 

pro-

Sec. 107. Authorized multiyear contracts. 
PART B-PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, 

RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 
Sec. 111. Army programs. 
Sec. 112. Navy programs. 

PART B-PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, 
RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

Sec. 211. Trident II missile program. 
Sec. 212. Balanced Technology Initiative. 
Sec. 213. Advanced Tactical Aircraft and 

Advanced Tactical Fighter pro
grams. 

Sec. 214. Air-to-air missile project office. 
Sec. 215. Training in advanced manu.tac

turing technologies. 
Sec. 216. Prohibition on obligation of funds 

for cancelled antisatellite 
weapon program. 

Sec. 217. Long-range conventional cruise 
missile. 

Sec. 218. Seek Spinner Missile program. 
Sec. 219. Depressed-trajectory ballistic mis

siles. 
Sec. 220. Requirement of competition for 

award of grants and contracts 
to colleges and universities for 
certain purposes. 

PART C-STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 
Sec. 221. Funding for the Strategic Defense 

Initiative for fiscal year 1989. 
Sec. 222. Report on allocation of SDI fund

ing for fiscal year 1989. 
Sec. 223. Development and testing of anti

ballistic missile systems or 
components. 

Sec. 224. Accidental launch protection. 
PART D-STRATEGIC PROGRAMS 

Sec. 231. B-1B Bomber program. 
Sec. 232. Advanced Technology B-2 Bomber 

program. 
Sec. 233. Sense of Congress on strategic mis

sile modernization programs. 
PART E-0THER PROGRAMS 

Sec. 241. Advanced Submarine Technology 
Program. 

Sec. 242. Prohibition on testing electromag
netic pulse in Chesapeake Bay. 

Sec. 243. Report on space control capabili
ties. 

Sec. 244. Report on competition for develop
ment of Advanced Tactical Re
conaissance System. 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 

PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec. 301. Operation and maintenance fund

ing. 
Sec. 113. Air Force programs. 
Sec. 114. Interim infantry 

Sec. 302. Working capital funds. 
anti-tank Sec. 303. Humanitarian assistance. 

weapon. 
Sec. 115. Source selection authority for the 

palletized loading system. 
Sec. 116. Bigeye binary chemical bomb. 
Sec. 117. Management of certain defense 

procurement programs. 
Sec. 118. Modifications in chemical demili

tarization program. 
Sec. 119. Report on Navy aircraft require

ments. 
TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST, AND EVALUATION 
PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS AND FUNDING FOR 

SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 
Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 202. Funding for ICBM modernization 

programs. 
Sec. 203. DARPA nuclear monitoring pro

gram. 
Sec. 204. Grant for semiconductor coopera-

tive research program. 
Sec. 205. Airship program. 
Sec. 206. Extended air defense. 
Sec. 207. Product evaluation activity. 
Sec. 208. Chemical weapons convention 

compliance monitoring pro
gram. 

Sec. 209. Optoelectronics Materials Center. 

Sec. 304. Tripler Army Medical Center. 
Sec. 305. Assistance to the 1990 Goodwill 

Games. 
Sec. 306. Inauguration assistance. 

PART B-LIMITATIONS 
Sec. 311. Prohibition on financing certain 

activities by direct appropria
tions. 

Sec. 312. Prohibition on joint use of Dob
bins Air Force Base with civil 
aviation. 

Sec. 313. Prohibition on purchase of Toshi
ba products for resale in mili
tary exchange stores. 

Sec. 314. Limitation on funding for United 
States Southern Command air
lift. 

Sec. 315. One-year extension of limitation 
on Army depot maintenance 
funding. 

Sec. 316. Operation of SR-71 depot rework 
facility. . 

Sec. 317. Management of civilian personnel 
during fiscal years 1989 and 
1990. 

Sec. 318. Limitation on operation of exist
ing Poseidon class submarines 
U.S.S. James Monroe and 
U.S.S. Henry Clay. 

PART C-PERMANENT LAw CHANGES 

Sec. 321. Limitation on private operation 
of commissary stores. 

Sec. 322. Allowable costs with respect to cer
tain service contracts per
formed overseas. 

Sec. 323. Authority to continue support of 
scouting activities overseas. 

Sec. 324. Transfers and exchanges of certain 
documents, historical artifacts, 
and condemned and obsolete 
combat materiel. 

Sec. 325. Qualifications for head of audit
ing Junction in military de
partments. 

Sec. 326. Prohibition on certain depot 
maintenance workload compe
titions. 

Sec. 327. Report on manpower, mobility, 
sustainability, and equipment. 

Sec. 328. Lease of aircraft for Fleet Elec
tronic Warfare Support Group 
activities. 

PART D-CONTRACTING OUT 

Sec. 331. Requirements for certain circular 
A-76 procedures. 

Sec. 332. Performance of Jirefighting and se
curity guard Junctions at Am
chitka, Alaska. 

PARTE-DEFENSE SUPPLIES SECURITY AND 
CONTROL 

Sec. 341. Defense supply management stud
ies and modernization plan. 

Sec. 342. Supply security and control im
provements. 

Sec. 343. Inventory investigations. 
Sec. 344. Reports to the Secretary of the 

Treasury of losses of muni
tions. 

PART F-STUDIES AND REPORTS 

Sec. 351. Study of Department of Defense 
safety standards for transpor
tation of hazardous materials. 

Sec. 352. Report on the use of degradable 
plastic items by Department of 
Defense. 

Sec. 353. Navy participation in feasibility 
study of Sunset Harbor Project, 
California. 

TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

PART A-ACTIVE FORCES 

Sec. 401. End strengths tor active forces. 
Sec. 402. Repeal of mandatory reductions in 

strength of active duty officer 
corps. 

Sec. 403. Temporary reduction in number of 
Air Force colonels. 

PART B-RESERVE FORCES 

Sec. 411. End strengths for Selected Reserve. 
Sec. 412. End strengths for Reserves on 

active duty in support of the 
Reserves. 

Sec. 413. Clarification of applicability of 
prior amendments relating to 
number of members in certain 
grades authorized to be on 
active duty in support of the 
Reserves. 

PART C-MILITARY TRAI1fiNG 

Sec. 421. Authorization of training student 
loads. 

PART D-AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 431. Authorization of appropriations 
for military personnel for fiscal 
year 1989. 



16784 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
TITLE V-MILITARY PERSONNEL 

POLICY 
PART A-OFFICER PERSONNEL POLICY 

Sec. 501. Selection boards. 
Sec. 502. Removal/rom promotion list. 
Sec. 503. Selective early retirement for cer

tain pre-DOPMA Navy and 
Marine Corps officers. 

Sec. 504. Technical revision of section 638 
of title 10, United States Code. 

PART B-JOINT OFFICER PERSONNEL POLICY 

Sec. 511. Waiver authority with respect to 
selection of officers for the 
joint specialty. 

Sec. 512. Joint specialty officers in critical 
joint duty assignments. 

Sec. 513. Promotion policy objectives for of
ficers with the joint specialty. 

Sec. 514. Length of joint duty assignments. 
Sec. 515. Additional transition provisions 

for implementation of prereq
uisite for promotion to initial 
flag and general officer grade. 

Sec. 516. Extension of transition to joint 
duty assignment stalling re
quirements. 

Sec. 517. Counting of officers with critical 
occupational specialty involv
in-7 combat operations tor pur
poses of joint duty assignment 
stalling and tour lengths. 

Sec. 518. Service by captains and Navy lieu
tenants in joint duty assign
ment to be counted tor all offi
cer personnel laws concerning 
such service. 

Sec. 519. Technical amendments. 
PART C-MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec. 521. Testing of new entrants tor drug 
and alcohol abuse. 

Sec. 522. Requirement to accept persons en
listing in the Air Force on 
gender-free basis. 

Sec. 523. Military education for Army Na
tional Guard civilian techni
cians. 

Sec. 524. Expansion of military spouse em
ployment preference. 

Sec. 525. Manpower cost estimates for 
major defense acquisition pro
grams. 

TITLE VI-COMPENSATION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

PART A-PAY AND ALLOWANCES 

Sec. 601. Military pay raise for fiscal year 
1989. 

Sec. 602. Allowance tor transportation of 
household goods. 

PART B-SPECIAL PAY FOR CRITICAL 
PERSONNEL 

Sec. 611. Aviator retention bonus. 
Sec. 612. Medical officer retention bonus. 
Sec. 613. Special pay tor critically short 

wartime health specialists in 
the Selected Reserve. 

PART C-0THER PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

Sec. 621. Housing lease indemnity program. 
Sec. 622. Retired pay inversions resulting 

from court-martial punish
ment. 

Sec. 623. Travel and transportation allow
ances for emergency travel. 

Sec. 624. Travel and transportation allow
ances incident to voluntary ex
tension of overseas tours of 
duty. 

Sec. 625. Civilian clothing allowance. 
PART D-BENEFITS RELATING TO INCAPACITA

TION OF CERTAIN RESERVE MEMBERS IN LINE 
OF DUTY 

Sec. 631. Compensation for certain Reserve 
members. 

Sec. 632. Travel tor dependents of certain 
members. 

Sec. 633. Injury, disability, and death com
pensation coverage for ROTC 
cadets during military training 
activities. 

PARTE-HEALTH CARE MANAGEMENT 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 641. Requirement to submit end 
strengths and manpower report 
tor medical personnel. 

Sec. 642. Requirements with respect to cer
tain Navy medical personnel. 

Sec. 643. Provisions relating to Navy health 
profession personnel. 

Sec. 644. Sharing of health-care resources 
between the Department of De
fense and the Veterans' Admin
istration. 

Sec. 645. Extension of termination date for 
former Public Health Service 
hospitals and requirement that 
such hospitals be cost effective. 

Sec. 646. Eligibility of certain institutions 
to receive reimbursement under 
CHAMP US. 

PART F-MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec. 651. Limited extension of certain medi
cal benefits for former spouses. 

Sec. 652. Technical correction to Survivor 
Benefit Plan coverage of 
former spouses. 

Sec. 653. Annuity for certain surviving 
spouses. 

Sec. 654. Report on definition of dependent 
tor certain purposes. 

TITLE VII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 

PART A-ORGANIZATION 

Sec. 701. Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, and Com
munications. 

Sec. 702. Designation in each military de
partment of Assistant Secretary 
with responsibility tor finan
cial management. 

Sec. 703. General Counsels of military de
partments. 

Sec. 704. Deferral of retirement date for 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Stall. 

PART B-FORCE STRUCTURE 

Sec. 711. Assignment of combatant forces. 
Sec. 712. Responsibility and authority of 

Commander of Special Oper
ations Command. 

Sec. 713. Strategic air defense alert mission. 
Sec. 714. Reports on budgets tor unified and 

specified commands. 
Sec. 715. Report on initial review of unified 

command plan and initial 
review of service roles and mis
sions. 

PART C-PERSONNEL-RELATED PROVISIONS 

Sec. 721. Regulations for delivery of mili
tary personnel to civil authori
ties when charged with certain 
offenses. 

Sec. 722. Annuities for judges of United 
States Court of Military Ap
peals 

PART D-OTHER 

Sec. 731. Annual net assessments. 
Sec. 732. Linkage of national military strat

egy and weapon acquisition 
programs. 

Sec. 733. Report on funding for the ammu
nition production base. 

Sec. 734. Sense of Congress concerning de
classification of classified in
formation. 

Sec. 735. Advance payment of administra
tive claims. 

Sec. 736. Energy efficiency incentive. 
TITLE VIII-ACQUISITION POLICY AND 

MANAGEMENT 
PART A-ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT 

Sec. 801. Integrated financing policy. 
Sec. 802. Competitive prototype strategies. 
Sec. 803. Delegation of authority to approve 

certain contract justifications. 
Sec. 804. Evaluation of contracts for profes

sional and technical services. 
Sec. 805. Procurement of critical aircralt 

and ship spare parts. 
Sec. 806. Incentives for innovation. 
Sec. 807. Regulations on use of fixed-price 

development contracts. 
Sec. 808. Department of Defense advisory 

panel on government-industry 
relations. 

Sec. 809. Report on simplification and 
streamlining of acquisition 
procedures. 

PART B-DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Sec. 821. Maintenance and improvement of 
the defense industrial base. 

Sec. 822. Source for procurement of certain 
valves and machine tools. 

Sec. 823. Critical technologies plan. 
Sec. 824. Defense memoranda of under

standing. 
Sec. 825. Department of Defense offset 

policy. 
Sec. 826. Allowability of costs to promote 

the export of defense products. 
PART C-POLICIES RELATING TO DEFENSE 

CONTRACTORS 

Sec. 831. Additional prohibitions on per
sons convicted of felonies relat
ed to defense contracts. 

Sec. 832. Limitation on allowability of 
costs of contractors incurred in 
certain proceedings. 

Sec. 833. Air travel expenses of defense con
tractor personnel. 

Sec. 834. Standards for contractor invento
ry accounting systems. 

Sec. 835. Equal employment opportunities 
relating to an Army contract. 

PART D-MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec. 841. Procurement Technical Assistance 
Cooperative Agreement Pro
gram. 

Sec. 842. Product evaluation. 
Sec. 843. Contract goal for minorities in 

printing-related services. 
Sec. 844. Extension of contract goal tor 

small and disadvantaged busi
nesses. 

Sec. 845. Deadline tor certain small busi
ness regulations. 

Sec. 846. Saleguarding of military whistle
blowers. 

TITLE IX-MATTERS RELATING TO 
ARMS CONTROL 

Sec. 901. Sense of Congress on expanding 
confidence-building measures. 

Sec. 902. Sense of Congress on START talks. 
Sec. 903. Sense of Congress concerning role 

of Congress in arms control 
and defense policies. 

Sec. 904. Sense of Congress on the five-year 
ABM Treaty review. 

Sec. 905. Revision of annual report on 
Soviet compliance with arms 
control commitments. 

Sec. 906. Annual report on arms control 
strategy. 

Sec. 907. Report on antiballistic missile ca
pabilities and activities of the 
Soviet Union. 
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Sec. 908. Analysis of alternative strategic 

nuclear force postures tor the 
United States under a potential 
START Treaty. 

Sec. 909. On-Site Inspection Agency. 
Sec. 910. Coordination of veri/ication 

policy and research and devel
opment activities. 

TITLE X-MATTERS RELATING TO 
NATO COUNTRIES AND OTHER ALLIES 

Sec. 1001. Increase in annual dollar limita
tion on acquisition and cross
servicing agreements with 
allied countries. 

Sec. 1002. Authority to waive surcharges on 
certain sales to NATO. 

Sec. 1003. Autholity of military depart
ments to loan and borrow from 
foreign countries materials, 
supplies, and equipment tor re
search and development pur
poses. 

Sec. 1004. Sense of Congress on need for 
modernization of theater nucle
ar capabilities of NATO. 

Sec. 1005. Report on NATO Defense Pro
gram/or fiscal year 1990. 

Sec. 1006. Improvement in defense research 
and procurement liaison with 
IsraeL 

Sec. 1007. Modification of requirement con
cerning designation of maJor 
non-NATO allies. 

Sec. 1008. Call for continued defense bur
densharing discussions with 
allies. 

Sec. 1009. Contributions by Japan to global 
stability. 

TITLE XI-DRUG INTERDICTION 
Sec. 1101. Annual guidelines to the military 

departments. 
Sec. 1102. Lead agency for detection. 
Sec. 1103. Communications Network. 
Sec. 1104. Enhanced drug interdiction and 

law enforcement assistance by 
the Department of Defense. 

Sec. 1105. Enhanced drug interdiction and 
enforcement role for the Na
tional Guard. 

Sec. 1106. Funding of activities related to 
drug interdiction. 

Sec. 1107. Report on needed legislation. 
TITLE XII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

PART A-FINANCIAL AND BUDGET MATTERS 
Sec. 1201. Transfer authority. 
Sec. 1202. Increase in fiscal year 1988 de

fense funds transfer authoriza
tion. 

PART B-FISCAL YEAR 1988 UNAUTHORIZED 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 1211. Authority for obligation of cer
tain unauthorized fiscal year 
1988 defense appropriations. 

Sec. 1212. Limitation on obligation tor cer
tain unauthorized appropria
tions. 

Sec. 1213. Repeal of certain general pro1Ji
sions. 

PART C- NAVAL VESSELS AND SHIPYARDS 
Sec. 1221. Naming of Trident submarine the 

U.S.S. Melvin Price. 
Sec. 1222. Naming of Navy ship the 

U.S.S. Bob Hope. 
Sec. 1223. Rate of progress payments on 

naval ship repair contracts. 
Sec. 1224. Limitation on repair of naval 

vessels in foreign shipyards. 
Sec. 1225. Competition between public and 

private shipyards. 
Sec. 1226. Depot-level maintenance of ships. 
Sec. 1227. Report on effects of naval ship

building on maritime indus
tries. 

Sec. 1228. Report on encouragement of con
struction in United States ship
yards of combatant vessels for 
allies. 

Sec. 1229. Report on small patrol boats of 
Navy. 

PART D-MISCELLANEOUS 
Sec. 1231. Report on susceptibility of de

Jensa computer assets to com
puter viruses. 

Sec. 1232. Reassessment of Soviet electronic 
espionage capability from 
Mount Alto embassy site. 

Sec. 1233. Technical amendments. 
TITLE XIII-FOREIGN RELATIONS 

MATTERS 
Sec. 1301. Sense of Congress concerning the 

Panama Canal and the United 
States Southern Command. 

Sec. 1302. Limitation on assistance to Pan
amanian Defense Force. 

Sec. 1303. Sense of Congress concerning in
dictment of General Noriega of 
Panama on drug-related 
charges. 

Sec. 1304. Sense of Congress on introduc
tion of Armed Forces into Ni
cargua for combat. 

Sec. 1305. Human rights violations by the 
government of Poland. 

Sec. 1306. Conditions for sale or other 
transfer of F-15 aircrajt to 
Saudi Arabia. 

Sec. 1307. Restriction on sale of arms to cer
tain nations. 

Sec. 1308. United States bases in the Repub
lic of the Philippines. 

Sec. 1309. Annual assessment of security at 
United States bases in the Phil
ippines. 

Sec. 1310. Economic sanctions against 
Ethiopia. 

TITLE XIV-DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 
PART A-NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec. 1401. Operating expenses. 
Sec. 1402. Plant and capital equipment. 
Sec. 1403. Funding limitations. 

PART B-RECURRING GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 1421. Reprogramming. 
Sec. 1422. Limits on general plant projects. 
Sec. 1423. Limits on construction projects. 
Sec. 1424. Fund transfer authority. 
Sec. 1425. Authority for construction 

design. 
Sec. 1426. Authority tor emergency con

struction design. 
Sec. 1427. Funds available tor all national 

security programs of the De
partment of Energy. 

Sec. 1428. Availability of funds. 
PART C-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 1431. Review of the inertial confine
ment fusion program. 

Sec. 1432. Assistance to communities aJJect
ed by closing of N Reactor. 

Sec. 1433. Review of waste isolation pilot 
plant in New Mexico. 

Sec. 1434. Authority to loan personnel and 
facilities to community devel
opment organizations near 
Hanford Reservation. 

Sec. 1435. New production reactor. 
Sec. 1436. Nuclear test ban readiness pro

gram. 
PART D-DOE DEFENSE NucLEAR FACILITIES 

SAFETY OVERSIGHT BOARD 
Sec. 1441. Establishment of Defense Nuclear 

Facilities SaJety Board. 
Sec. 1442. Transfer. 

TITLE XV-NATIONAL DEFENSE 
STOCKPILE 

Sec. 1501. Authorized disposals. 
Sec. 1502. Authorization of acquisitions. 
Sec. 1503. Technical and clarifying amend-

ments. 
TITLE XVI-CIVIL DEFENSE 

Sec. 1601. Authorization of appropriation. 
DIVISION B-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec. 2001. Short title. 

TITLE XXI-ARMY 
Sec. 2101. Authorized construction and land 

acquisition projects. 
Sec. 2102. Family housing. 
Sec. 2103. Improvements to military family 

housing units. 
Sec. 2104. Defense access roads. 
Sec. 2105. Authorization of appropriations, 

Army. 
Sec. 2106. Extension of certain prior year 

authorizations. 
TITLE XXII-NAVY 

Sec. 2201. Authorized construction and land 
acquisition projects. 

Sec. 2202. Family housing. 
Sec. 2203. Improvements to military family 

housing units. 
Sec. 2204. Defense access roads. 
Sec. 2205. Authorization of appropriations, 

Navy. 
Sec. 2206. Acquisition of housing at certain 

naval air stations. 
TITLE XXIII-AIR FORCE 

Sec. 2301. Authorized construction and land 
acquisition projects. 

Sec. 2302. Family housing. 
Sec. 2303. Improvement to military family 

housing units. 
Sec. 2304. Authorization of appropriations, 

Air Force. 
Sec. 2305. Extension of certain previous au

thorizations. 
TITLE XXIV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Sec. 2401. Authorized construction and land 
acquisition projects. 

Sec. 2402. Family housing. 
Sec. 2403. Improvements to military family 

housing units. 
Sec. 2404. A/cent School. 
Sec. 2405. Conforming storage facilities. 
Sec. 2406. Defense access roads. 
Sec. 2407. Authorization of appropriations, 

defense agencies. 
Sec. 2408. Resiting of overseas contingency 

medical facility. 
Sec. 2409. Extension of certain previous au

thorizations. 
Sec. 2410. Reynolds Army Community Hos

pital, Fort Sill, Oklahoma, and 
Seoul Army Community Hospi
tal, Seoul, Korea. 

TITLE XXV-NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 
ORGANIZATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

Sec. 2501. Authorized construction and land 
acquisition projects. 

Sec. 2502. Authorization of appropriations, 
NATO. 

TITLE XXVI-GUARD AND RESERVE 
FACILITIES 

Sec. 2601. Authorized Guard and Reserve 
construction and land acquisi
tion projects. 

Sec. 2602. AircraJt parking ramp/holding 
pad at Yeager Airport, Charles
ton, West Virginia. 

Sec. 2603. Construction of replacement fa
cilities at O'Hare Air Reserve 
forces facility, fllinois. 
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TITLE XXVII-EXPIRATION OF 

AUTHORIZATIONS; EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 2701. Expiration of authorizations and 

amounts required to be speci
fied by law. 

Sec. 2702. Effective date. 
TITLE XXVIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

PART A-PROGRAM CHANGES 
Sec. 2801. Long-term facilities contracts. 
Sec. 2802. Increase in foreign housing leas

ing authority. 
Sec. 2803. Reports on real property transac

tions. 
Sec. 2804. Notification requirement relating 

to acquisition of interest in 
land. 

Sec. 2805. Planning assistance tor impacted 
communities. 

PART B-MISCELLANEOUS 
Sec. 2811. Prohibition of funding for cer

tain military construction con
tracts on Guam. 

Sec. 2812. Brooke Army Medical Center. 
Sec. 2813. Community planning assistance. 
Sec. 2814. Fort DeRussy, Hawaii. 
Sec. 2815. Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michi

gan. 
Sec. 2816. Location of hazardous waste stor

age facility at Pearl Harbor 
Naval Shipyard. 

Sec. 2817. Solicitation for proposals tor 
office space tor Navy. 

Sec. 2818. Third Infantry Division Memori
al. 

Sec. 2819. Commission on alternative utili
zation of military facilities. 

PART C-REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS 
Sec. 2821. Land exchange, Alameda County, 

California. 
Sec. 2822. Land conveyance, Lompoc, Cali

fornia. 
Sec. 2823. Land easement, Orange County, 

California. 
Sec. 2824. Land exchange, San Diego, Cali

fornia. 
Sec. 2825. Land transfer, Washington, Dis

trict of Columbia. 
Sec. 2826. Land conveyance, Okaloosa 

County, Florida. 
Sec. 2827. Transfer of land, Suitland Feder

al Center, Maryland. 
Sec. 2828. Air Force plant at Columbus, 

Ohio. 
Sec. 2829. Land conveyance, Fort Jackson, 

South Carolina. 
DIVISION A-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND 

OTHER NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TIONS 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
PART A-FUNDING AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 101. ARMY 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated tor fiscal year 1989 tor procurement 
for the Army as follows: 

(1) For aircraft, $2,883,700,000. 
(2) For missiles, $2,605,200,000. 
f3J For weapons and tracked combat vehi

cles, $2,915,100,000. 
(4) For ammunition, $2,064,036,000. 
f5J For other procurement, $4,580,346,000, 

of which-
fA) $872,671,000 is for tactical and support 

vehicles; 
fBJ $2,811,727,000 is tor communications 

and electronics equipment,· and 
fCJ $895,948,000 is tor other support equip

ment. 
SEC. 10Z. NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 

fa) AIRCRArr.-Funds are hereby author
ized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1989 
for procurement of aircraft for the Navy in 
the amount of $9,169,253,000. 

fbJ WEAPONs.-Funds are hereby author
ized to be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 
for procurement of weapons (including mis
siles and torpedoes) tor the Navy in the 
amount of $5,972,181,000. Amounts author
ized under the preceding sentence are avail
able as follows: 

(1) For ballistic missile programs, 
$1,872,538,000. 

(2) For other missile programs, 
$3,203,737,000. 

(3) For torpedo programs, $700,054,000 as 
follows: 

For the MK-48 torpedo program, 
$431,014,000. 

For the MK-50 torpedo program, 
$198,547,000. 

For the Vertical Launched ASROC pro
gram, $17,552,000. 

For the modification of torpedoes and re
lated equipment, $3,289,000. 

For the torpedo support equipment pro
gram, $25,988,000. 

For the antisubmarine warfare range sup
port program, $22,664,000. 

f4J For other weapons, $108,440,000, of 
which-

fA) $19,449,000 is tor the MK-15 close-in 
weapon system; and 

fBJ $54,557,000 is tor the close-in weapon 
system modification program. 

(5) For spares and repair parts, 
$87,412,000. 

(C) SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION.-Funds 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1989 tor shipbuilding and conver
sion tor the Navy in the amount of 
$9,056,100,000. Amounts authorized under 
the preceding sentence are available as fol
lows: 

For the Trident submarine program, 
$1,368,100,000. 

For the SSN-688 nuclear attack submarine 
program, $1,493,600,000. 

For the SSN-21 nuclear attack submarine 
program, $1,488,000,000. 

For the aircraft carrier service life exten
sion program fSLEPJ, $135,400,000. 

For the DDG-51 guided missile destroyer 
program, $2,207,300,000. 

For the LHD-1 amphibious assault ship 
program, $737,500,000. 

For the MHC coastal minehunter program, 
$197,200,000. 

For the TA0-187 fleet oiler program, 
$284,900,000. 

For the AO (Jumbo) conversion program, 
$84,900,000. 

For the TAGOS ocean surveillance ship 
program, $159,600,000. 

For the AOE fast combat support ship pro
gram, $363,900,000. 

For the landing craft, air cushion (LCACJ 
program, $192,600,000. 

For outfitting and post delivery, 
$343,100,000. 

(d) 0771ER PROCUREMENT, NAVY.-Funds are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1989 for other procurement for 
the Navy in the amount of $4,817,750,000. 
Amounts authorized under the preceding 
sentence are available as follows: 

f1J For the ship support equipment pro
gram, $649,740,000. 

f2J For the communications and electron
ics equipment program, $1,548,164,000. 

f3J For aviation support equipment, 
$550,692,000. 

(4) For the ordnance support equipment 
program, $1,135,671,000. 

f5J For civil engineering support equip
ment, $109,061,000. 

f6J For supply support equipment, 
$126,495,000. 

(7 J For personnel and command support 
equipment, $470,731,000. 

(8) For spares and repair parts, 
$227,196,000. 

feJ MARINE CoRPs.-Funds are hereby au
thorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1989 for procurement tor the Marine Corps 
in the amount of $1,297,265,000. 
SEC. 103. AIR FORCE 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 for procurement 
tor the Air Force as follows: 

(1J For aircraft, $16,125,024,000. 
f2J For missiles, $7,716,533,000. 
(3) For other procurement, $8,196,782,000, 

O/Which-
(AJ $605,087,000 is for munitions and asso

ciated support equipment; 
fBJ $279,768,000 is tor vehicular equip

ment; 
fCJ $1,893,245,000 is for electronics and 

telecommunications equipment; and 
fDJ $5,418,682,000 is for other base mainte

nance and support equipment. 
SEC.104. DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1989 tor procurement 
for the Defense Agencies in the amount of 
$1,205,100,000. 
SEC. 105. CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION PROGRAM 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 for the chemical 
demilitarization program under section 
1412 of the Department of Defense Authori
zation Act, 1986 f50 U.S.C. 1521) in the 
amount of $179,500,000, otwhich-

(1) $44,300,000 is tor procurement; 
(2) $17,900,000 is for research, develop

ment, test, and evaluation; and 
f3J $117,300,000 is for operation and 

maintenance. 
SEC. 106. RESERVE COMPONENTS 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 for procurement 
of airc1aft, vehicles, communications equip
ment, and other miscellaneous equipment 
tor the reserve components of the Armed 
Force<: a~ follows: 

For the Army National Guard, 
$240,000,000. 

For the Air National Guard, $216,500,000. 
For the Army Reserve, $30,000,000. 
For the Naval Reserve, $75,000,000. 
For the Air Force Reserve, $232,000,000. 
For the Marine Corps Reserve, $50,000,000. 

SEC. 107. AUTHORIZED MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS 

fa) ARMY.-Subject to subsections fdJ and 
(e), the Secretary of the Army may enter into 
multiyear contracts in accordance with sec
tion 2306fhJ of title 10, United States Code, 
for procurement of the following: 

f1J CH-47D helicopter modification. 
f2J Multiple Launch Rocket System 

fMLRSJ. 
(3) T-700 helicopter engine. 
(4) AH-64 Apache helicopters. 
(5) M1 Abrams tanks for 3,000 tanks. 
(b) NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.-Subject to 

subsections fdJ and feJ, the Secretary of the 
Navy may enter into multiyear contracts in 
accordance with section 2306fhJ of title 10, 
United States Code, for procurement of the 
following: 

(1) A V-8B aircraft. 
(2) UHF Follow-On Satellite System. 
fcJ AIR FoRCE.-Subject to subsections fdJ 

and feJ, the Secretary of the Air Force may 
enter into multiyear contracts in accord
ance with section 2306fhJ of title 10, United 
States Code, for procurement of the follow
ing: 

(1) F-16 aircraft. 
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f2J Defense Meteorological Satellite Pro

gram fDMSPJ. 
(d) CoNDlTIONs.-A multiyear contract au

thorized by this section may not be entered 
into unless each of the following conditions 
is satMect: 

(1) The Secretary of Defense certifies to 
Congress that the current five-year defense 
program fully funds the support costs asso
ciated with the multiyear program. 

f2J The proposed multiyear contract pro
vides for production at not less than mini
mum economic rates given the existing tool
ing and facilities. 

(3) The proposed multiyear contract-
fA) achieves a 10 percent savings as com

pared to the cost of current negotiated con
tracts, adJusted for changes in quantity and 
for inflation; or 

(B) achieves a 12 percent savings as com
pared to annual contracts if no recent con
tract experience exists. 

(e) NEGOTIATED PRICED OPTioNs.-The Sec
retary of Defense may instruct the Secretary 
of the military department concerned to in
corporate into a proposed multiyear con
tract under this section negotiated priced 
options for varying the quantities of end 
items to be procured over the period of the 
contract. 

PART B-PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, 
RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

SEC. 111. ARMY PROGRAMS 
fa) ADATS AIR DEFENSE WEAPON.-(1) The 

Secretary of the Army may obligate funds 
appropriated for fiscal year 1989 for pro
curement of the ADATS Air Defense Weapon 
system in the amount of $85,000,000 for pro
duction of five fire units and 60 missiles to 
be used specifically for production qualifica
tion testing and operational testing. Funds 
may be obligated for such purpose only after 
the Director of Operational Test and Eval
uation of the Department of Defense certi
fies to the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
that he has approved the plan for the quali
fication testing and operational testing for 
such system. 

(2) The Secretary of the Army may obligate 
funds for procurement and advanced pro
curement for such system for any fiscal year 
after fiscal year 1989 only after-

fA) the operational tests for such system 
are completed; 

(B) the Secretary of Defense certifies to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives that the 
system meets or exceeds the operational per
formance criteria of the Army; 

fCJ the Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation of the Department of Defense 
provides to those Committees his evaluation 
of the performance of the system; and 

fDJ the Comptroller General of the United 
States provides to those Committees his 
evaluation of the performance of the system. 

fb) MoRTAR.s.-The Secretary of the Army 
may not obligate funds appropriated for 
fiscal year 1989 for procurement of 120-mil
limeter mortars or 4.2-inch mortars for for 
procurement of ammunition for either such 
mortar) until the Secretary does each of the 
following: 

f 1J Submits to Congress a new master plan 
for Army mortars, including a description of 
the status of 4.2-inch mortars (and the am
munition for such mortars) and the status 
of any proposed upgrade of such mortar or 
ammunition. 

(2) Certifies to Congress that the current 
five-year defense plan provides for funding 
for the initiatives set forth in such master 
plan. 
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(3) Completes the analysis (referred to as 
an "Arsenal Act analysis") of the cost-effec
tiveness of using domestic sources fas pro
vided under section 4532 of title 10, United 
States Code) for manu.tacture of 120-milli
meter mortars that was specified in section 
122fa)(2J of Public Law 99-661. 

(c) 155-MILLIMETER BASE BURN ASSEMBLY 
UNITS.-(1) If the contractor for low-rate ini
tial production of base burn assembly units 
for the 155-millimeter M864 artillery projec
tile certifies to the Secretary of the Army 
that the contractor is . willing to finance the 
expenses of preparing facilities and equip
ment at fand otherwise "facilitizing") a 
Government-owned contractor-operated 
Army ammunition plant for production of 
such base burn assembly units, the Secretary 
shall contract with that contractor for pro
duction of not less than 96,000 of such units 
with funds appropriated for such program 
for each of fiscal years 1989 and 1990 f!or a 
production rate of not less than 8,000 units 
per month under the program for those 
fiscal years). 

(2) In carrying out the program for pro
duction of such base burn assembly units, 
the Secretary of the Army, through the use of 
competitive procedures, shall select a second 
source producer for such base burn assembly 
units during fiscal year 198 9. 
SEC. llZ. NA YY PROGRAMS 

(a) AH-1 W GROUND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT.-
0/ the amount appropriated pursuant to 
section 102 for the Navy for procurement, 
$55,000,000 may be obligated only for the 
procurement of AH-1 W ground support 
equipment. 

(b) TRIDENT II MISSILE PROGRAM.-(1) Of 
the amounts appropriated pursuant to sec
tion 102 for the Navy for the procurement of 
missiles for fiscal year 1989, $1,865,609,000 
may be obligated only for the Trident II mis
sile program. 

f2J In achieving any undistributed reduc
tion required to be made in programs, 
projects, or activities for which funds have 
been appropriated to the Department of De
fense for fiscal year 1989, no reduction may 
be made in the amount of funds available 
for the Trident II missile program. 

(C) DDG-51 DESTROYER PROGRAM COMPETI· 
TION.-Notwithstanding the proviso to the 
item relating to the DDG-51 destroyer pro
gram in the paragraph under the heading 
"SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY" in 
title III of the Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, 1988 (as contained in section 
101 fbJ of Public Law 1 00-202), the Secretary 
of the Navy may limit competition for the 
shipbuilding portion of the DDG-51 destroy
er program for any fiscal year to the two 
shipyard contractors to which such competi
tion was limited on December 21, 1987 (the 
day before the date of the enactment of 
Public Law 1 00-202), if the Secretary certi
fies to the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
that the limitation of such competition to 
those contractors either-

(1) would likely result in a lower total cost 
to the United States for the fiscal year 1989 
program than would result from including 
other shipyard contractors in the competi
tion; or 

(2) is necessary to meet the cost, schedule, 
or performance requirements of the Navy or 
such other requirements of the Navy as may 
be determined by the Secretary. 

(d) USE OF PRIOR YEAR FUNDS FOR DDG-51 
DESTROYER PROGRAM.-(1) There are hereby 
authorized to be transferred to the ship
building and conversion program for the 
Navy for fiscal year 1988, to the extent pro-

vided in appropriation Acts, amounts that 
were appropriated for the Department of De
fense for fiscal year 1988 or any prior fiscal 
year that remain available for obligation 
and that are no longer required for the pur
pose for which originally appropriated. The 
total amount transferred pursuant to the 
authority of this section may not exceed 
$730,000,000. Amounts transferred pursuant 
to this section shall be used for the procure
ment of one DDG-51 class guided missile de
stroyer. 

f2J The authority to transfer amounts 
under this subsection is in addition to any 
other authority to transfer amounts provid
ed in this or any other Act. 

f3J A transfer pursuant to the authority 
provided by this section shall not extend the 
period of availability for obligation of the 
amo·unts so transferred. 

(e) MARINE CORPS TACTICAL RADIOS.
Amounts previously appropriated to the 
Navy for procurement of TSEC/KY-67 
(Bancroft) radios and that are available for 
obligation may be obligated only for pro
curement of SINCGARS radios. 

(f) 5-[NCH SEMIACTIVE LASER-GUIDED PRO· 
JECTILE PROGRAM.-0/ the funds appropri
ated or otherwise made available for other 
procurement for the Navy for fiscal year 
1989, the Secretary of the Navy shall make 
available such funds as necessary for the 5-
inch semiactive laser-guided projectile pro
gram in order to complete production quali
fication of 150 of such projectiles, with 50 
such projectiles to be produced by each of 
the three established competitive sources. 
SEC. llJ. AIR FORCE PROGRAMS 

(a) AIR NATIONAL GUARD USE OF CERTAIN 
AIRCRArr.-The Secretary of the Air Force 
may authorize the Air National Guard to 
use the eight C-130 aircraft rand support 
equipment related to such aircraft) that are 
in long-term storage at Air Force plant #6, 
Marietta, Georgia. Of funds appropriated 
for the Air Force for fiscal year 1989 for 
modification of C-130 aircraft, $17,500,000 
shall be available only to refurbish such air
craft for full operational use. 

(b) AIR FORCE LAUNCH FACILITY.-Funds ap
propriated or otherwise made available to 
the Air Force for fiscal year 1989 may not be 
obligated or expended in connection with 
the launch facility at Vandenberg Air Force 
Base, California (designed for the launch of 
Titan IV expendable launch vehicles), iden
tified as the SLC-7 Launch Facility. 
SEC. JU. INTERIM INFANTRY ANTI-TANK WEAPON 

(a) DETERMINATION OF INTERIM INFANTRY 
ANTI-TANK WEAPON.-The Secretary of the 
Army shall select an interim infantry anti
tank weapon from among the Milan II 
weapon, the Bofors Bill weapon, Dragon 
Generation II weapon, and the Marine 
Corps Dragon Generation III weapon. The 
selection shall be based on the Secretary's 
determination of which of such weapons is 
the most effective weapon on the basis of all 
of the operational testing and evaluation of 
those weapons conducted as of June 1, 1989. 
The Secretary shall manage the program for 
the weapon selected so that such weapon is 
ready to enter into low-rate initial produc
tion during fiscal year 1990. ' 

(b) OT&E ASSESSMENT.-The Director of 
Operational Test and Evaluation of the De
partment of Defense shall conduct an inde
pendent assessment of the operational tests 
and evaluations referred to in subsection 
fa). The Director shall submit a report on 
such assessment to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives not later than June 1, 1989. 
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SEC. 115. SOURCE SELECTION AUTHORITY FOR THE 

PALLET/ZED LOADING SYSTEM 
Section 259(b) of the National Defense Au

thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1068) is 
amended by striking out "The Under Secre
tary of Defense for Acquisition" at the begin
ning of the second sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof "The Acquisition Executive for 
the Department of the Navy". 
SEC. 116. BIGEYE BINARY CHEMICAL BOMB 

(a) AUTHORIZED PROCUREMENT FOR TEST· 
ING.-(1) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Defense for 
fiscal years before fiscal year 1989 for pro
curement under the BIGEYE binary chemi
cal bomb program may be obligated or ex
pended in connection with such program 
only for procurement of production-config
ured bombs. Any bombs procured under the 
preceding sentence may be used only in con
ducting required follow-on operational test
ing scheduled to be performed during fiscal 
years 1989 and 1990. 

(2) Any such funds not obligated for the 
purpose described in paragraph (1) may be 
used for the purpose of maintaining pro
gram continuity for the BIGEYE bomb pro
gram. 

(3) None of the funds referred to in para
graphs (1) and (2) may be used for low-rate 
initial production. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR OBLIGATION OF FUNDS 
FOR PROCUREMENT.-Except as provided in 
subsection (/), funds appropriated or other
wise made available to the Department of 
Defense after the date of the enactment of 
this Act may not be obligated or expended 
for procurement of the BIGEYE binary 
chemical bomb, or for any component of 
such bomb or the assembly of such bomb 
until the reports required by subsections (cJ 
and (d) have been submitted in accordance 
with those subsections and only then if nei
ther of those reports includes a certiJication 
that one or more of the production certifica
tion conditions has not been met. 

(C) CERTIFICATION BY DIRECTOR, OT&E.
Upon the completion of operational and de
velopmental tests conducted in connection 
with the BIGEYE binary chemical bomb 
program, the Director of Operational Test 
and Evaluation of the Department of De
fense shall submit to Congress a report certi
fying, with respect to each of the production 
certiJication conditions, whether or not, in 
the judgment of the Director, such condition 
has been met. 

(d) CERTIFICATION BY COMPTROLLER GENER· 
AL.-Upon the submission of the report 
under subsection (c), the Comptroller Gener
al of the United States shall submit to Con
gress a report certiJying, with respect to 
each of the production certification condi
tions, whether or not, in the judgment of the 
Comptroller General, such condition has 
been met. 

(e) PRODUCTION CERTIFICATION CONDI
TIONS.-For purposes of this section, the term 
"production certiJication conditions" 
means, with respect to the operational and 
development tests of the BIGEYE bomb 
each of the following: ' 

(1) That the operational and developmen
tal tests conducted in connection with such 
program after the date of the enactment of 
this Act were realistic and adequate. 

(2) That the plan and objectives for those 
tests were clear, well defined, and properly 
quantifiable. 

(3) That the design of those tests supports 
a valid statistical analysis of data. 

(4) That the criteria/or a no-test were ade
quately defined in the plan for those tests. 

(5) That the performance of such bomb in 
those tests met or exceeded the standards es
tablished for the tests. 

(6) That the BIGEYE bomb program is 
otherwise ready to proceed into full-scale 
production. 

(f) FY89 AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.-0/ 
amounts appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Defense for 
fiscal year 1989, $15,000,000 may be obligat
ed or expended for procurement for the 
BIGEYE program without regard to the lim
itations contained elsewhere in this section, 
but only for the purposes of maintaining 
program contir~uity, maintaining the sub
contractor base, and procuring piece parts 
and components. Such funds may not be ob
ligated or expended for low-rate initial pro
duction or for final assembly. 
SEC. 11'1. MANAGEMENT OF CERTAIN DEFENSE PRO

CUREMENT PROGRAMS 
(a) STRETCHOUT IMPACT STATEMENT.-The 

Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress, at the same time the budget for any 
fiscal year is submitted to Congress under 
section 1105 of title 31, United States Code, 
a statement of what the effect would be 
during the fiscal year for which the budget 
is submitted of the stretchout of a major de
fense acquisition program iJ either of the 
following applies with respect to that pro
gram: 

(1) The final year of procurement sched
uled for the program at the time the state
ment is submitted is more than two years 
later than the final year of procurement for 
the program as specified in the most recent 
annual Selected Acquisition Report for that 
program. 

(2) The proposed procurement quantity for 
that fiscal year is less than 90 percent of the 
procurement quantity proposed for the same 
fiscal year in the most recent annual Select
ed Acquisition Report for that program. 

(b) CHANGES IN CERTAIN CosTS To BE IN
CLUDED.-A statement under subsection (a) 
with respect to a major defense acquisition 
program shall contain an estimate of the 
projected increase in unit cost and the pro
jected increase in total program cost for the 
system being procured under the program 
compared to the program specified in the 
most recent annual Selected Acquisition 
Report/or that program. 

(C) IDENTIFICATION OF STRETCHED OUT PRO· 
GRAMs.-The Secretary shall include in a 
statement under subsection (a) identifica
tion of all major acquisition programs for 
which the proposed procurement quantity 
for that fiscal year is less than 80 percent of 
the baseline production rate for that fiscal 
year, as defined by section 2432(c)(3)(C)(i) 
of title 10, United States Code, and an ex
planatory statement for the lower procure
ment rate for each program. 

(d) LIMITATIONS.-(!) Subsection (a) shall 
apply only for major defense acquisition 
programs for which procurement is pro
posed at a rate of six or more units per year. 

(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply if the 
total procurement quantity has been in
creased, compared to the program speciJied 
in the most recent annual Selection Acquisi
tion Report for that program, and subsec
tion fa)(2) does not apply. 

(e) REPORT ON ESTABLISHING MAXIMUM PRO
DUCTION RATES.-Not later than March 15, 
1989, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report on the feasibility and effect of estab
lishing maximum production rates by De
cember 1990 for certain major defense acqui
sition programs. The report shall identify 

and discuss ten programs, of which seven 
shall be programs for the procurement of 
conventional, tactical, or dual-capable sys
tems. 

(/) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "major defense acquisition 
program" has the meaning given that term 
in section 2430 of title 10, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 118. MODIFICATIONS IN CHEMICAL DEMIUTARI

ZATJON PROGRAM 

(a) EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION 
OF PROGRAM.-Subsection (b) of section 1412 
of the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1512(b)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "September 30, 1994" in 
paragraphs (1) and (3)(A) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "the stockpile elimination 
deadline"; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking out 
"within 30 days" and all that follows in that 
paragraph and inserting in lieu thereof "not 
later than the earlier of (A) 30 days after the 
date on which the decision to defer is made, 
or (B) 30 days before the stockpile elimina
tion deadline."; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(4) If the Secretary determines at any 
time that there will be a delay in meeting 
the requirement in paragraph (1) for the 
completion of the destruction of chemical 
weapons by the stockpile elimination dead
line, the Secretary shall immediately notify 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives of that 
projected delay. 

"(5) For purposes of this section, the term 
'stockpile elimination deadline' means April 
30, 1997.". 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR SUCCESSFUL COMPLE· 
TION OF OPERATIONAL VERIFICATION.-Such 
section is further amended by striking out 
subsection (k) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(k) OPERATIONAL VERIFICATION.-(!) Until 
the Secretary of the Army successfully com
pletes (through the prove-out work to be con
ducted at Johnston Atoll) operational veriJi
cation of the technology to be used for the 
destruction of live chemical agents and mu
nitions under this section, the Secretary 
may not conduct any activity for equipment 
prove out and systems test before live chemi
cal agents are introduced at a facility (other 
than the Johnston Atoll facility) at which 
the destruction of chemical agent anti muni
tions weapons is to take place 'under this 
section. The limitation in the preceding sen
tence shall not apply with respect to the 
Chemical Agent Munition Disposal System 
in Tooele, Utah. 

"(2) Upon the successful completion of the 
prove out of the equipment and facility at 
Johnston Atoll, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives a report certiJying that the prove 
out is completed. 

"( 3) If the 'Secretary determines at any 
time that there will be a delay in meeting 
the deadline of December 31, 1990, scheduled 
by the Department of Defense for completion 
of the operational verification at Johnston 
Atoll referred to in paragraph (1), the Secre
tary shall immediately notiJy the Commit
tees of that projected delay.". 
SEC. 119. REPORT ON NA YY AIRCRAFT REQUIRE

MENTS 

Not later than December 1, 1988, the Secre
tary of Defense shall submit to Congress a 
detailed report on the current and projected 
requirements of the Navy for aircraft. The 
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Secretary shall include in such report the 
following in/ormation: 

(1) The plans of the Department of Defense 
to alleviate existing shortfalls of Navy 
aircraft. 

(2) The plans of the Department of Defense 
to maintain or reduce the current average 
age of Navy combat aircraft. 

( 3) The plans of the Department of Defense 
to modify Navy aircraft to make such air
craft effective against current and projected 
threats. 

(4) The level of funding required to carry 
out the plans referred to in paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) during fiScal years 1990 through 
1994. 
TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, 

AND EVALUATION 
PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS AND FUNDING FOR 

SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 
SEC. ZOl. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor /iS cal year 198 9 for the use of the 
Armed Forces tor research, development, 
test, and evaluation, in amounts as follows: 

For the Army, $5,198,444,000. 
For the Navy (including the Marine 

Corps), $9,383,162,000. 
For the Air Force, $14,680,825,000. 
For the Defense Agencies, $8,707,727,000, of 

which-
(1) $155,900,000 is authorized for the ac

tivities of the Deputy Under Secretary of De
fense, Test and Evaluation; and 

(2) $123,400,000 is authorized for the Di
rector of Operational Test and Evaluation. 
SEC. ZOZ. FUNDING FOR ICBM MODERNIZATION PRO

GRAMS 
(a) PROGRAM FUNDS.-0/ the funds appro

priated pursuant to section 201 for the Air 
Force, the amount of $790,000,000 shall be 
available tor ICBM modernization pro
grams. 

(b) ALLoCATION.-0/ the amount specified 
in subsection (a)-

(1) $40,000,000 shall be available for con
tinued development and flight testing of the 
MX missile; and 

(2) not more than $750,000,000 shall be 
available in total for the small ICBM pro
gram and the MX Rail-Garrison program. 

(c) LIMITATIONS ON 0BLIGATION.-0f the 
amount specified in subsection (b)(2)-

(1) the amount obligated before the Presi
dential determinations are made under sub
section (d) tor the small ICBM program may 
not exceed $250,000,000; and 

(2) the amount obligated be/ore the Presi
dential determinations are made under sub
section (d) tor the MX Rail-Garrison pro
gram may not exceed $250,000,000. 

(d .·· PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.-During 
the period beginning on January 21, 1989, 
and ending on March 31, 1989, the President 
shall-

(1) determine whether to continue or to 
terminate either or both of the programs re
ferred to in subsection (c); and 

(2) based upon that determination, deter
mine how to allocate among those and other 
programs the funds described in subsection 
(b)(2) which as of the time of the determina
tion remain available tor obligation. 

(e) REPORT.-Not later than 10 days after 
the date of the President's determination 
under subsection (c), but in no event later 
than April 10, 1989, the President shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
and the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and House of Representatives a 
report on his actions under subsection (d), 
including a statement of-

(1) his decision with respect to continu
ation or termination of the ICBM modern-

ization programs referred to in subsection 
fcJ; and 

(2) how the funds described in subsection 
(b)(2) that remain available for obligation 
are to be obligated. 
SEC. ZOJ. DARPA NUCLEAR MONITORING PROGRAM 

Of the amount appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 tor Defense Agencies, $37,600,000 
shall be available only to the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency for the nu
clear monitoring program. 
SEC. Ztu. GRANT FOR SEMICONDUCTOR COOPERA

TIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM 
Of the amount appropriated pursuant to 

section 201 for Defense Agencies, 
$100,000,000 shall be available only to make 
grants under section 272 of Public Law 100-
180. 
SEC. 205. AIRSHIP PROGRAM 

Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 201, the Secretary of Defense may 
make available an amount not to exceed 
$25,000,000 for the Airship Program. 
SEC. Z06. EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE 

Of the amount appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 tor Defense Agencies, $25,000,000 
may be obligated only upon approval of the 
Director of Defense Research and Engineer
ing for the purpose of research and develop
ment in connection with anti-tactical mis
sile systems. If any such funds are made 
available to a firm in an allied country, 
those funds may not be obligated until the 
Secretary of Defense enters into a coopera
tive program with that country tor that pur
pose. 
SEC. ZO'I. PRODUCT EVALUATION ACTIVITY 

Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 201, $17,500,000 shall be available 
only tor the product evaluation activity pro
vided for under section 2369 of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by section 842 
of this Act. 
SEC. ZOB. CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION COMPLI· 

ANCE MONITORING PROGRAM 
Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to 

section 201, $6,800,000 shall be available 
only to conduct a program to develop and 
demonstrate compliance monitoring capa
bilities in support of the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons proposed 
by the United States in the Con.terence on 
Disarmament. 
SEC. Z09. OPTOELECTRONICS MATERIALS CENTER 

Of the amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 201 tor Defense Agencies, $14,500,000 
shall be available only for the establishment 
of an Optoelectronics Materials Center at a 
university in the United States and tor the 
acquisition of associated facilities. 

PART B-PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, 
RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

SEC. Zll. TRIDENT II MISSILE PROGRAM 
(a) TRIDENT II MISSILE.-0/ the amount ap

propriated pursuant to section 201 for the 
Navy, $580,889,000 may be obligated only for 
the Trident II missile program. 

(b) UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION.-In achiev
ing any undistributed reduction required to 
be made in programs, projects, or activities 
for which funds have been appropriated to 
the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1989, no reduction may be made in the 
amount of funds available for the Trident II 
missile program. 
SEC. Zl2. BALANCED TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE 

(a) AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED.-0/ the amounts 
appropriated pursuant to section 201-

(1) $263,000,000 may be obligated only for 
research and development in connection 
with those programs, projects, and activities 
i nitiated pursuant to section 222 of the De-

partment of Defense Authorization Act tor 
Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Law 99-661; 100 
Stat. 3845) or section 215 of the National De
fense Authorization Act tor Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180; 100 
Stat. 1050); and 

(2) $50,000,000 may be obligated only for 
research and development under the Bal
anced Technology Initiative and only for 
new and innovative programs, projects, and 
activities that have not been designated tor 
funding under a provision of law referred to 
in clause (1). 

(b) DETERMINATION OF SOURCE OF FUNDS.
The Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering shall determine the amount of the 
funds appropriated to the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and Defense Agencies pursuant to sec
tion 201 that are to be allocated (as provid
ed in subsection fa)) tor the Balanced Tech
nology Initiative. The Director shall make 
such determination on the merits of the pro
grams, projects, and activities referred to in 
section 215(b) of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 that are carried out by the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, and Defense Agencies, taking into 
consideration ongoing technology research 
and exploitation opportunities. 

(c) PROHIBITION REGARDING UNDISTRIBUTED 
REDUCTIONS.-No portion of any undistrib
uted reduction may be applied against the 
funds allocated under subsection fa) or 
against any funds made available for the 
Balanced Technology Initiative that are in 
addition to the funds specified in subsection 
(a). 

(d) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 
SDI.-None of the funds allocated under sub
section (a) may be used in connection with 
any program, project, or activity in support 
of the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(e) REPORT.-Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services and the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report on 
the implementation of this section. The 
report shall include the following: 

(1) The amount allocated under subsection 
fa) for each program, project, or activity 
and the identification of the source of such 
amount. 

(2) Identification of other ongoing re
search and development projects not provid
ed tor under this section that should be in
cluded in the Balanced Technology Initia
tive in order to improve conventional de
fense capabilities. 

(3) For each program, project, or activity 
for which funds have been allocated under 
subsection (a) or which is identified under 
paragraph (2), a five-year funding plan that 
is sUfficient to maintain significant 
progress in research and development under 
such program, project, or activity, including 
a description of the major milestones tor 
each such program, project, or activity and 
the projected dates tor achieving those mile
stones. 
SEC. ZJJ. ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFI' AND AD· 

VANCED TACTICAL FIGHTER PRO
GRAMS 

(a) ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFT, NAVY.-
0/ the amounts made available to the De
partment of Defense pursuant to section 201 
for the Advanced Tactical Aircraft program 
of the Navy, not more than 50 percent of 
such amounts may be obligated or expended 
unless the Secretary of Defense certifies to 
Congress that the Navy has budgeted sU/fi
cienttunds tor fiscal year 1990 through 1994 
to participate in the demonstration and val-
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idation program (including source selec
tion) tor the Advanced Tactical Fighter of 
the Air Force. 

(b) ADVANCED TACTICAL FIGHTER, AIR 
FoRcE.-0/ the amounts appropriated pur
suant to section 201, not more than 
$350,000,000 may be obligated or expended 
for the Advanced Tactical Fighter program 
of the Air Force unless the Secretary of De
tense certi,fies to Congress that the Air Force 
has budgeted su.t/icient funds tor fiscal years 
1990 through 1994 to participate in the full 
scale development of the Advanced Tactical 
Aircralt of the Navy. 
SEC. ZU. AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE PROJECT OFFICE 
· fa) LIMITATION.-Subject to subsection fb), 

amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
201-

(1) may not be obligated in excess of 
$20,000,000 tor the Advanced Air-to-Air Mis
sile fAAAM) program; and 

(2) may not be obligated in excess of 
$10,000,000 tor the Advanced Medium Range 
Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM) program. 

(b) JOINT PROGRAM 0FFICE.-Subsection (a) 
shall cease to apply upon the establishment 
by the Secretary of the Navy and the Secre
tary of the Air Force of a joint program 
office, to operate under the guidance of the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, tor co-de
velopment of the Advanced Air-to-Air Missile 
and the product improved Advanced 
Medium-Range Air-to-Air Missile. 
SEC. 115. TRAINING IN ADVANCED MANUFACTURING 

TECHNOLOGIES 
(a) FUNDS FOR PURCHASE AND INSTALLATION 

oF EQUIPMENT.-0/ the amounts appropri
ated pursuant to section 201, not more than 
$15,000,000 may be obligated tor the pur
chase of high technology manujacturing 
equipment and the installation of such 
equipment in a private, nonprofit center tor 
advanced technologies tor the purpose of 
training, in a production facility, machine 
tool operators in skills critical to the defense 
technology base to build, operate, and main
tain such equipmenL 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.-Funds may not be obli
gated tor the purpose described in subsec
tion (a) until-

(1) the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, and 
the Secretary of Education enter into a 
.memorandum of understanding concerning 
the participation of their respective depart
ments in a project to demonstrate the train
ing of machine technicians in a production 
facility; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense approves the 
obligation of such funds tor such purpose; 
and 

(3) a period of 60 days elapses alter the 
Secretary of Defense submits to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives a report that sets 
forth-

fA) a detailed explanation of proposed 
Federal expenditures, 

fB) a description of the cost-sharing ar
rangements between the Government agen
cies concerned and the private sector, and 

(C) a description of how the proposed pro
gram furthers the industrial and technologi
cal goals of the Department of Defense. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
219(b) of Public Law 100-180 is repealed. 
SEC. 116. PROHIBITION ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS 

FOR CANCELLED ANTISATELLITE 
WEAPON PROGRAM 

(a) PROHIBITION.-Residualfiscal year 1988 
ASAT funds may not be obligated tor the 
ASAT program. 

(b) RESIDUAL FISCAL YEAR 1988 ASAT FUNDS 
DEFINED.-For purposes of this section, the 

term "residual fiscal year 1988 ASAT funds, 
means funds in the amount of $16,000,000 
which were appropriated to the Department 
of Defense tor fiscal year 1988 tor research, 
development, test, and evaluation tor the Air 
Force which-

(1) were originally made available for the 
ASAT program; and 

(2) which remain available tor obligation 
following cancellation of that program by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

(c) ASAT PROGRAM DEFINED.-For purposes 
of subsections fa) and (b), the term "ASAT 
program, means the program of the Air 
Force to develop an F-15 launched minia
ture homing vehicle antisatellite weapon. 
SEC. Zl'l. LONG-RANGE CONVENTIONAL CRUISE MIS-

SILE 
(a) REPORT.-Not later than December 31, 

1988, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report on the plans . and projected expendi
tures tor the Long-Range Conventional 
Cruise Missile program of the Department of 
Defense. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.-The Secretary 
shall include in such report the following: 

(1) The 5-year funding plan for the pro
gram. 

(2) A discussion of how the program might 
be carried out under a joint entity of the 
military services. 

(3) A discussion of the military missions 
that a long-range conventional cruise mis
sile would be designed to ful/ill. 

(4) A list of the validated military require
ments prescribed tor a long-range conven
tional cruise missile. 

(5) An estimate of when a long-range con
ventional cruise missile system incorporat
ing the most recent advances in guidance, 
propulsion, mission planning, and muni
tions technologies would be ready tor full
scale engineering development and testing 
of initial operating capability. 
SEC. 118. SEEK SPINNER MISSILE PROGRAM 

Funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Defense pur
suant to this Act or any Act enacted alter 
the date of the enactment of this Act may 
not be obligated or expended tor the Seek 
Spinner Missile program in any configura
tion. 
SEC. 219. DEPRESSED-TRAJECTORY BALLISTIC MIS

SILES 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF DEFINITION.-Not 

later than April1, 1989, the Secretary of De
tense shall prescribe a definition of what 
constitutes a depressed trajectory tor astra
tegic ballistic missile. The definition shall 
be prescribed in coordination with the Di
rector of Central Intelligence. The Secretary 
shall prescribe such definition in specific 
quantitative terms so as to clearly distin
guish ballistic missile trajectories which are 
depressed from other ballistic missile trajec
tories, including minimum-energy ballistic 
missile trajectories, so that if the United 
States and the Soviet Union mutually ob
serve a policy of non-flight testing of de
pressed-trajectory strategic ballistic mis
siles, the observance of that policy-

(1) would, to the maximum possible 
degree, reduce the potential tor a short-time
of-flight attack on strategic aircralt or other 
strategic assets the survivability or effective
ness of which depends on timely receipt of 
adequate warning of attack, but 

(2) would not significantly altect present 
or planned practices of the United States tor 
the testing of ballistic missiles that are not 
intended tor development of a depressed
trajectory capability. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than April 1, 1989, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress a report on depressed-trajectory strate
gic ballistic missiles (as defined under sub
section fa)), which shall be prepared in co
ordination with the Director of Central In
telligence. The report shall set forth the defi
nition prescribed under subsection fa) and 
shall include each of the following: 

(1) An evaluation of the ability of the 
United States to monitor flight tests by the 
Soviet Union of depressed-trajectory strate
gic ballistic missiles (as defined under sub
section (a)) on dedicated or nondedicated 
test ranges. 

(2) A description of any past flight test of 
a ballistic missile by the United States or by 
the Soviet Union that would qualify as a 
test of a depressed-trajectory strategic ballis
tic missile as defined under subsection (a). 

(3) An evaluation of the possibility that 
the Soviet Union could deploy depressed
trajectory ballistic missiles fas defined 
under subsection (a)) with su.tficient confi
dence in the reliability of those missiles tor 
use in an attack on the United States with
out further flight testing. 

(C) FLIGHT-TEST LIMITATION.-During the 
flight-test limitation period, no funds appro
priated or otherwise made available to the 
Department of Defense may be used tor 
flight testing of a depressed-trajectory ballis
tic missile (as defined under subsection fa)). 

(2) For purposes of this section, the term 
"flight-test limitation period, means the 
period-

fA) beginning on the later of
fi) June 1, 1989; or 
fii) the end of the 60-day period beginning 

on the date of the submission of the report 
under subsection (b); and 

(B) ending on September 30, 1989. 
If the end of the 60-day period described in 
subparagraph fAHii) is alter August 1, 1989, 
the flight-test limitation period shall begin 
on August 1, 1989. 

(d) REMOVAL OF LIMITATION.-The limita
tion under subsection (c) shall cease to 
apply if the President certifies to Congress 
in writing that the Soviet Union has, alter 
the beginning of the flight-test limitation 
period, carried out a flight test of a de
pressed-trajectory ballistic missile (as de
fined under subsection fa)). 

(2) If the President makes a certi,fication 
under paragraph (1), funds to enable the 
United States to carry out a flight test of a 
depressed-trajectory strategic ballistic mis
sile may be provided in accordance with 
procedures applicable with respect to the 
transfer of funds, and any request by the 
President or the Secretary of Defense with 
respect to such a transfer shall be promptly 
considered by the appropriate committees of 
Congress. 
SEC. ZZO. REQUIREMENT OF COMPETITION FOR 

AWARD OF GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 
TO COLLEGES AND UNIYERSITIES FOR 
CERTAIN PURPOSES 

(a) REQUIREMENT OF COMPETITION.-Chap
ter 139 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting alter section 2360 the 
following new section: 
"§2361. Award of grants and contracts to college• 

and univerBitiea: requirement of competition 

"(a) The Secretary of Defense may not 
make a grant or award a contract to a col
lege or university tor the performance of re
search and development, or for the construc
tion of any research or other facility, unless 
the grant or contract is made or awarded 
using competitive procedures. 
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"(b) A provision of law enacted a.tter the 

date of the enactment of this section may 
not be construed as modi.Jying or supersed
ing the provisions of subsection fa) unless 
thnt provision of law specvically refers to 
thir section and specifically states that such 
pre.; . sion of law modifies or supersedes the 
proui.Sions of this section.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of sec
tions at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting a.tter the item relating 
to section 2360 the following new item: 

"2361. Award of grants and contracts to 
colleges and universities: requirement 
of competition.". 

PART C-STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 
SEC. ZZI. FUNDING FOR THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

INITIATIVE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989 
(a) AMOUNTS AUTHOR/ZED.-0/ the amounts 

appropriated pursuant to section 201 or oth
erwise made available to the Department of 
Defense tor research, development, test and 
evaluation tor fiscal year 1989, not more 
than $3,738,000,000 may be obligated tor the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(b) SPECIFIED ACTIVITIES.-0/ the amounts 
available tor the Strategic Defense Initiative 
program under subsection fa)-

(1) not less than $350,000,000 shall be 
available only tor Ground Based Kinetic In
terceptor Systems; 

(2) not less than $225,000,000 shall be 
available tor the Free Electron Laser tech
nology integration experiment; and 

(3) not more than $85,000,000 shall be 
available tor the Space-Based Interceptor 
program. 

(C) DEFENSE-WIDE MISSION SUPPORT.-0/ the 
amount made available pursuant to subsec
tion (a), $21,000,000 may be used tor de
tense-wide mission support of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. 

(d) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS.
Amounts appropriated to or tor the use of 
the Department of Defense tor fiscal year 
1989 may not be used to establish a Strategic 
Defense System Operational Test and Eval
uation activity. 
SEC. ZZZ. REPORT ON ALLOCATION OF SDI FUNDING 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1989 
fa) REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense 

shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services and the Committees on Appropria
tions of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives a report on the allocation of 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail
able tor the Strategic Defense Initiative tor 
fiscal year 1989. The report shall speci.Jy the 
amount of such funds allocated tor each pro
gram, project, or activity of the Strategic De
tense Initiative within each appropriation 
account. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection fa) shall be submitted 
not later than 90 days a.tter the date of the 
enactment of legislation appropriating 
funds tor the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Organization of the Department of Defense 
tor fiscal year 1989. 
SEC. ZZJ. DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING OF ANTIBAL

LISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS OR COMPO· 
NENTS 

(a) UsE OF FUNDS.-(1) Funds appropriated 
to the Department ot Defense tor fiscal year 
1989, or otherwise made available to the De
partment of Defense from any funds appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 or tor any fiscal 
year before 1989, shall be subject to the limi
tations prescribed in paragraph (2). 

(2) The funds described in paragraph (1) 
may not be obligated or expended-

fA) tor any development or testing of anti
ballistic missile systems or components 
except tor development and testing consist-

ent with the development and testing de· 
scribed in the March 1988 SDIO Report,· or 

fBJ tor the acquisition of any material or 
equipment (including any long lead materi
als, components, piece parts, test equipment, 
or any modi.Jied space launch vehicle) re
quired or to be used tor the development or 
testing of antiballistic missile systems or 
components, except tor material or equip
ment required tor development or testing 
consistent with the development and testing 
described in the March 1988 SDIO Report. 

(3) The limitation under paragraph (2) 
shall not apply to funds trans/erred to or tor 
the use of the Strategic Defense Initiative 
tor fiscal year 1989 v the transfer is made in 
accordance with section 1201 of this Act. 

(b) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, the 
term "March 1988 SDIO Report" means the 
report entitled, "Report to Congress on the 
Strategic Defense Initiative': dated March 
23, 1988, prepared by the Strategic Defense 
Initiative Organization and submitted to 
certain committees of the Senate and House 
of Representatives pursuant to section 1102 
of the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-525; 10 U.S. C. 2431 
note). 
SEC. ZU. ACCIDENTAL LAUNCH PROTECTION 

fa) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) The United States is a signatory to the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 

(2) The Soviet Union has deployed ap
proximately 1,400 land-based intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles and approximately 900 
sea-based ballistic missiles. 

(3) There have been several accidents in
volving ballistic missiles, including the loss 
of a submarine of the Soviet Union due to 
inadvertent missile ignition and the inad
vertent landing in China of a test missile of 
the Soviet Union. 

(4) Prolveration of ballistic missile tech
nology, such as the action of the People's Re
public of China in providing ballistic mis
siles to Saudi Arabia, raises the possibility 
of future nuclear threats. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress-

(1) that the Secretary of Defense should 
direct the Strategic Defense Initiative Orga
nization to give priority to development of 
technologies and systems tor a system capa
ble of protecting the United States from the 
accidental launch of a strategic ballistic 
missile against the continental United 
States; and 

(2) that such development of an accidental 
launch protection system should be carried 
out with an objective ot ensuring that such 
system is in compliance with the 1972 Anti
Ballistic Missile Treaty. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than March 1, 1989, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress a report on the status of planning tor 
development of a deployment option tor 
such an accidental launch protection 
system. 

PART D-STRATEGIC PROGRAMS 
SEC. ZJJ. B-IB BOMBER PROGRAM 

(a) CONDITION ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.
The Secretary of Defense may not obligate 
funds appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 tor 
enhancements or mission-speci.fic equip
ment or modi.Jications tor the B-1B aircra.tt 
until the Secretary submits to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives the report required 
by section 243(e)(3) of Public Law 100-180 
(101 Stat. 1064). After that report is submit
ted, funds may be obligated tor such pur
poses only as speci.fically authorized by law. 

(b) REPORT ON ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM.-(1) 
The Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report set
ting forth-

(A) the total cost-
(i) of fixing any discrepancies in the base

line; and 
(ii) of the enhancements planned or pro

grammed/or the B-1B aircra.tt; and 
fBJ a description of each type of such fix 

or enhancement. 
(2) Such report shall be submitted in con

junction with the submission ot the Presi
dent's budget tor fiscal year 1990 pursuant 
to section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code. 

(C) EXPLORATION OF ALTERNATIVE ELECTRON
IC WARFARE SYSTEMS.-0/ the amounts ap
propriated to the Air Force pursuant to sec
tion 201, the sum of $15,000,000 shall be 
available only tor the purpose of conducting 
a preliminai-!1 evaluation of whether exist
ing electronic warfare systems could be used 
to replace portions of the ALQ-161 system of 
the B-1B aircrajt in the event that the cur
rent plan of the Air Force tor 1·ecovery of 
that system tails to achieve the desired 
results. 
SEC. ZJZ. ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY B-Z BOMBER PRO· 

GRAM 

(a) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT INITLtTIVE.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall require that the 
cost, performance, and management initia
tive tor the Advanced Technology B-2 
Bomber program established pursuant to 
section 121 of Public Law 100-180 (101 Stat. 
1 040) include the creation of a full perform
ance matrix. 

(b) GAO CosT REVIEW.-(1) The Comptrol
ler General of the United States shall review 
the costs of the Advanced Technology 
Bomber program. In reviewing such costs, 
the Comptroller General shall act independ
ently of the Department of Defense. 

(2)(AJ The Secretary of Defense shall 
ensure that the Comptroller General is given 
direct, full, and timely access to all in.torma
tion and materials speci.fied in subpara
graph (B) in order tor the Comptroller Gen
eral to carry out the cost review required by 
paragraph (1). 

(B) In.tormation and materials referred to 
in subparagraph (AJ are in.formation and 
materials that are held by, or otherwise 
available to, the Department of Defense (in
cluding the Department of the Air Force) or 
any contractor tor the Advanced Technology 
Bomber program (including any subcontrac
tor) and that are required by the Secretary 
of the Air Force tor the purpose of perform
ing the required Independent Cost Analysis 
of the Advanced Technology Bomber pro
gram and by the Secretary of Defense tor the 
purpose of performing the Cost Analysis Im
provement Group review of that program. 

(3) The Comptroller General shall submit 
a report on the 'program cost review under 
this subsection to the Armed Services Com
mittees not later than March 1, 1989. 

(c) REPORT ON TOTAL PROGRAM COST.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall ~bmit to Con
gress a report setting forth the total program 
cost, in constant and in cu ent dollars, of 
the Advanced Technology B-2 Bomber pro
gram. Such report shall be submitted not 
later than March 1, 1989. 

(d) COST MONITORING AND TRACKING.-The 
Secretary of Defense, acting through the 
Under Secretary of Defense tor Acquisition, 
shall conduct an evaluation of the current 
system tor monitoring and tracking costs tor 
the Advanced Technology Bomber program 
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and shall prepare an assessment of that 
system. Not later than March 1, 1989, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Armed Services 
Committees a report setting forth the Secre
tary's findings, based upon such evaluation 
and assessment, with respect to that system 
and any recommendations of the Secretary 
tor improving that system. 

(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term ·~rmed Services Committees" 
means the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives. 
SEC. ZJJ. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON STRATEGIC MIS-

SILE MODERNIZATION PROGRAMS 

It is the sense of Congress that the authori
zation of funds in this Act tor research and 
development tor both the small interconti
nental ballistic missile system (the so-called 
Midgetman system) and tor the rail-garrison 
MX system does not constitute a commit
ment or express an intent by Congress to 
provide funds to procure and deploy the 
Midgetman missile or to deploy any MX 
missiles in a rail-garrison basing mode or 
both. 

PART E-0THER PROGRAMS 
SEC. Zll. ADVANCED SUBMARINE TECHNOLOGY PRO

GRAM 
(a) FISCAL YEAR 1989 FUNDING.-(1) Of the 

amount appropriated pursuant to section 
201 tor Defense Agencies, the Secretary of 
Defense shall make $65,000,000 available 
only tor the purpose of continuing the Ad
vanced Submarine Technology Program ini
tiated in section 211 of Public Law 100-180 
(101 Stat. 1048). Amounts appropriated tor 
such purpose tor fiscal year 1989 may be 
used only tor that program. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense may use funds 
appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 tor such 
program only-

fA) tor submarine hull, mechanical, and 
electrical technologies,· and 

(B) tor nonnuclear propulsion technol
ogies. 

(3) Funds appropriated tor fiscal year 
1989 tor such program may be used tor re
search relating to the effect on submarine 
design of weapons, sensors, or communica
tions equipment, but may not be used tor re
search on weapons, sensors, or communica
tions equipment. 

( 4) Funds appropriated tor fiscal year 
1989 tor such program may be used only tor 
exploratory development, advanced technol
ogy development, and (as necessary) basic 
research to support the overall objectives of 
the program. 

(b) PURPOSE OF PROGRAM.-(1) Congresses
tablished the Advanced Submarine Technol
ogy Program in light of the large amount of 
activity by the Soviet Union in the area of 
naval submarines and the declining advan
tage of the United States in submarine 
technology. 

(2) The purpose of the Advanced Subma
rine Technology Program is to explore inno
vative state-of-the-art technologies tor ad
vanced submarines and to augment the ex
isting United States submarine technology 
base in order to establish a sound and in
creasing submarine technology base. 

(3) Congress recognizes that research and 
development activities with respect to sub
marine weapons and sensors and high den
sity innovative and advanced, nuclear plant 
systems are necessary and important. How
ever, in light of the purpose of the program 
to augment the submarine technology base, 
Congress has in this section provided sepa
rate authorization tor funding to augment 
the technology base tor submarine hull, me
chanical, and electrical systems. 

(4) Section 211fa) of Public Law 100-180 is 
amended-

fA) by striking out the second and third 
sentences of paragraph ( 1J; and 

fBJ by striking out paragraph (2). 
(C) MANAGEMENT OF PROGRAM BY DARPA.

In carrying out the provisions of section 
211(a) of Public Law 100-180 that the Ad
vanced Submarine Technology Program be 
carried out through the Director, Advanced 
Research Projects Agencies fDARPA), the 
Secretary of Defense shall provide that the 
overall management of the execution of such 
program, including the administration of 
funds appropriated tor the program, be 
vested in the Director. In managing such 
program, the Director shall take into consid
eration the advice of the advisory board es
tablished pursuant to congressional direc
tion as part of the fiscal year 1988 budget 
process. 

(d) FIVE-YEAR PLAN.-(1) Not later than Oc
tober 31, 1988, the Secretary ot Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
a report setting forth a detailed five-year 
plan tor the Advanced Submarine Technolo
gy Program. The plan shall update the 
report submitted pursuant to section 
211fb)(1J of Public Law 100-180. 

(2) The report under paragraph (1) shall 
include the following: 

fA) Identi.tication of each of the technol
ogies to be studied or developed under the 
program. 

(B) With respect to each of the technol
ogies to be developed-

(i) identiJication of responsibility tor the 
execution of the program and the manage
ment of the program; and 

fii) milestones tor obligating funds under 
the program and tor maJor program reviews 
under the program. 

(3) Section 211(b)(2) of Public Law 100-
180 is repealed. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORTS.-Not later than De
cember 1 of each of the years 1989 through 
1994, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report on the Advanced Submarine Technol
ogy Program. Each report shall describe-

(1) the activities carried out under the 
program during the preceding fiscal year; 

(2) the obligation of funds tor the program 
during that fiscal year; 

(3) activities accomplished under the pro
gram during that fiscal year; 

(4) ongoing activities under the program; 
and 

(5) maJor decisions made by the Director 
of the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency that were not supported by the 
advice of the advisory board referred to in 
subsection (c) and the reasons why the deci
sions were so made. 
Each such report shall also describe how the 
matters set forth in paragraphs (1) through 
(4) meet the criteria established in the five
year plan tor the program set out in the 
report under subsection (d). 

(/) PROGRAM DUR.ATION.-In providing 
funds under this section tor the Advanced 
Submarine Technology Program tor fiscal 
year 1989, Congress expects that the pro
gram will be continued in the five-year de
tense plan of the Secretary of Defense and 
that the management of the program will 
continue to be executed through the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency tor an 
additional three-to-five years. 

(g) PROHIBITION ON CONTRACTOR MANAGE· 
MENT.-The Director, Defense Advanced Re
search Projects Agency, may not carry out 

the Advanced Submarine Technology Pro
gram through obligation of all funding to a 
single contractor or through the use of man
agement by a single public or private ship
yard. The Director, in allocating funds 
under the program and in light of the pur
poses of the program, shall seek to obligate 
funds to a wide variety of recipients. 
SEC. ZIZ. PROHIBITION ON TESTING ELECTROMAG

NETIC PULSE IN CHESAPEAKE BAY 

The Secretary of the Navy may not carry 
out an electromagnetic pulse program in the 
Chesapeake Bay area in connection with the 
Electromagnetic Pulse Radiation Environ
ment Simulator Program tor Ships (EM
PRESS 11). 
SEC. Z4J. REPORT ON SPACE CONTROL CAPABILITIES 

(a) REPORT.-Not later than the date on 
which the President submits the budget tor 
fiscal year 1990 to Congress under section 
1105 of title 31, United States Code, the Sec
retary ot Defense shall submit to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a comprehen
sive report on space control capabilities of 
the Armed Forces. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.-The report shall 
include the following matters: 

(1) A description of requirements tor space 
control capabilities related to deterrence 
and warfighting objectives, including space 
surveillance and anti-satellite capabilities, 
that have been validated by the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and transmitted to 
the commander of the United States Space 
Command. 

(2) A net assessment of the space control 
capabilities of the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

(3) An assessment of current deficiencies 
in United States space control capabilities 
and recommendations tor overcoming those 
deficiencies. 

(4) A 5-year plan tor improving ground
and space-based surveillance systems and 
their associated command, control, and 
communications systems and the cost and 
schedule tor implementing the plan. 
SEC. 244. REPORT ON COMPETITION FOR DEVELOP

MENT OF ADVANCED TACTICAL RECON
NAISSANCE SYSTEM 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary ot the 
Air Force shall submit to Congress a report 
outlining the plans of the Secretary tor es
tablishing, to the maximum extent practica
ble, competition in the development and 
production of components tor the Advance 
Tactical Reconnaissance System. 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
PART A-AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. JOJ. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING 

fa) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author
ized to be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 
tor the use of the Armed Forces and other ac
tivities and agencies of the Department of 
Defense tor expenses, not otherwise provided 
tor, tor operation and maintenance in 
amounts as follows: 

For the Army, $22,103,900,000. 
For the Navy, $24,852,100,000. 
For the Marine Corps, $1,817,000,000. 
For the Air Force, $21,855,600,000. 
For the Defense Agencies, $7,685,400,000. 
For the Army Reserve, $794,900,000. 
For the Naval Reserve, $979,200,000. 
For the Marine Corps Reserve, $77,500,000. 
For the Air Force Reserve, $1,033,900,000. 
For the Army National Guard, 

$1,801,200,000. 
For the Air National Guard, 

$1,971,000,000. 
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For the National Board tor the Promotion 

of RiJle Practice. $4,300,000. 
For the Court of Military Appeals, 

$3,500,000. 
For Environmental Restoration, Defense, 

$500,000,000. 
For Humanitarian Assistance, $13,000,000. 
(b) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION FOR CONTIN· 

GENCIES.-There are authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989, in addition to 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
in subsection fa), such sums as may be nec
essary-

(1) tor unbudgeted increases in fuel costs; 
and 

(2) tor unbudgeted increases as the result 
ot in./lation in the cost of activities author
ized by subsection fa). 
SEC. JOZ. WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 tor the use of the 
Armed Forces and other activities and agen
cies of the Department of Defense tor provid
ing capital tor working-capital funds in 
amounts as follows: 

For the Army Stock Fund, $291,900,000. 
For the Navy Stock Fund, $184,700,000. 
For the Air Force Stock Fund, 

$186,900,000. 
For the Defense Stock Fund, $25,000,000. 

SEC. JOJ. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE 
fa) PuRPosE.-The amount authorized in 

section 301 tor humanitarian assistance 
shall be used tor the purpose of providing 
transportation tor humanitarian relief tor 
persons displaced or who are refugees be
cause of the invasion of Afghanistan by the 
Soviet Union. Of the amount authorized in 
such section tor such purpose, not more 
than $3,000,000 may be used tor distribution 
of humanitarian relief supplies to the non
Communist resistance organization at or 
near the border between Thailand and Cam
bodia. 

(b) AUTHORITY To TRANSFER FUNDS.-The 
Secretary of Defense may transfer to the Sec
retary of State not more than $3,000,000 of 
the funds appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization in section 301 tor humanitarian 
assistance to provide tor (1) paying tor ad
ministrative costs of providing the transpor
tation described in subsection fa), and (2) 
the purchase or other acquisition of trans
portation assets for the distribution of relief 
supplies in the country of destination. 

(C) TRANSPORTATION UNDER DIRECTION OF 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE.-Transportation 
provided with funds appropriated pursuant 
to the authorization in section 301 tor hu
manitarian assistance shall be under the di
rection of the Secretary of State. 

(d) MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO BE 
UsED.-Transportation tor humanitarian 
relief provided with funds appropriated pur
suant to the authorization in section 301 tor 
humanitarian assistance shall be by the 
most economical commercial or military 
means available, unless the Secretary of 
State determines that it is in the national 
interest of the United States to use means 
other than the most economical available. 
Such means may include the use of aircraJt 
and personnel of the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces. 

(e) A VA/LABILITY OF FUNDS.-Amounts ap
propriated pursuant to the authorization in 
section 301 tor humanitarian assistance 
shall remain available until expended, to the 
extent provided in appropriations Act. 

(/) REPORTS.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services and Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-

tives a report, not later than 60 days aJter 
the date of the enactment of this Act. The 
Secretary shall also submit a report to those 
committees not later than June 1, 1989, and 
not later than June 1 of each year thereaJter, 
until all funds available under this section 
have been obligated. Each such report shall 
contain (as of the date on which the report 
is submitted) the following information: 

fA) The total amount ot tunds obligated 
tor humanitarian relief under the humani
tarian relief laws specified in paragraph (2). 

fB) The number of scheduled and complet
ed flights tor purposes of providing humani
tarian relief under the humanitarian relief 
laws specified in paragraph (2). 

fCJ A description of any transfer (includ
ing to whom the transfer is made) of excess 
nonlethal supplies of the Department of De
fense made available for humanitarian 
relief purposes under section 2547 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(2) The humanitarian relief laws referred 
to in paragraph (1) are the following: 

fA) This section. 
(B) Section 331 of the National Defense 

Authorization Act tor Fiscal Year 1987 
(Public Law 99-661; 100 Stat. 3856). 

fC) Section 331 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act tor Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1078). 
SEC. JfU. TRJPLER ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 

The Secretary of the Army shall establish, 
during fiscal year 1989, a video teleconfer
encing center at the Tripler Army Medical 
Center, Hawaii. 
SEC. J05. ASSISTANCE TO THE 1990 GOODWILL GAMES 

(a) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE.
The Secretary of Defense may provide logis
tical support and personnel services to Fed
eral, State, and local governmental entities 
in connection with the 1990 Goodwill 
Games to be held at Seattle, Washington. 
Except as provided in subsection fb), such 
support and services shall be provided by the 
Secretary on a reimbursable basis. 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT WAIVER.-(1) The Secre
tary may waive the requirement tor reim
bursement tor logistical support and person
nel services provided under this section to 
ensure the security of persons and property 
in connection with such games if-

fA) the Attorney General of the United 
States certifies to the Secretary that there 
are significant potential threats to the secu
rity of persons or property, or both, at such 
games and that other Federal entities and 
the State and local entities concerned do not 
have the capability to deal adequately with 
such potential threats; 

(B) the Attorney General recommends that 
the requirement tor reimbursement tor as
sistance under this section be waived be
cause-

fi) such assistance is necessary to provide 
the degree of security that is essential in the 
national interest; and 

fii) unusual circumstances tor such assist
ance make it impractical tor other Federal 
entities or the State or local entities con
cerned to reimburse the Secretary tor such 
assistance. 

(2) Waivers under paragraph (1) shall be 
made by the Secretary on the case-by-case 
basis. 

fc) AUTHORIZATION.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 the 
amount of $5,000,000 tor the purpose of car
rying out this section. 

(d) RESTRICTION ON FUNDS.-Funds made 
available to or tor the use of the Department 
of Defense may not be used to provide logis
tical support or personnel services in con
nection with the Goodwill Games referred to 

in subsection fa) unless such funds have 
been specifically appropriated tor such pur
pose. 

(e) COMPUTATION OF AMOUNTS.-In comput
ing the amount that has been expended in 
carrying out the provisions ot this section, 
the Secretary shall include the pay and al
lowances of members of reserve components 
of the Armed Forces called or ordered to 
active duty (including active duty tor train
ing) to provide support tor the Goodwill 
Games referred to in subsection fa), but 
shall exclude the pay and nontravel related 
allowances of other members of the Armed 
Forces serving on active duty. 
SEC. J06.1NAUGURATION ASSISTANCE 

(a) FURNISHING OF MATERIALS, SUPPLIES, AND 
SERVICES.-During fiscal year 1989, the Sec
retary of Defense may, as the Secretary de
termines to be appropriate and under such 
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe, 
lend materials or supplies and provide ma
terials, supplies, or services of personnel to 
the Inaugural Committee established under 
the first section of the Presidential Inaugu
ral Ceremonies Act (36 U.S. C. 721 et seq.) or 
to the joint committee described in section 9 
otthatAct. 

(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.-The authority 
provided by subsection fa) is in addition to 
the authority provided by section 2543 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

PART B-LIMITATIONS 

SEC. Jll. PROHIBITION ON FINANCING CERTAIN AC
TIVITIES BY DIRECT APPROPRIATIONS 

(a) PROHIBITION.-During fiscal year 1989, 
the Secretary of the Navy may not take any 
action with respect to converting or plan
ning the conversion of the operation of an 
activity specified in subsection fb) from op
eration as an activity financed by the Naval 
Industrial Fund (as authorized by section 
2208 of title 10, United States Code) to oper
ation as an activity financed by direct ap
propriations. 

(b) ACTIVITIES COVERED.-An activity re
ferred to in subsection fa) is any of the fol
lowing: 

(1) Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis, 
Indiana. 

(2) Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, 
Port Hueneme, California. 

(3) Naval Air Engineering Center, Lake
hurst, New Jersey. 
SEC. JJZ. PROHIBITION ON JOINT USE OF DOBBINS 

AIR FORCE BASE WITH CIVIL AVIATION 

The Secretary of the Air Force may not 
enter into an agreement that would provide 
tor or permit the joint use of Dobbins Air 
Force Base, Marietta, Georgia, by the Air 
Force and civil aircraJt. 
SEC. JJJ. PROHIBITION ON PURCHASE OF TOSHIBA 

PRODUCTS FOR RESALE IN MILITARY 
EXCHANGE STORES 

(a) PROHIBITION.-During the three-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact
ment of this Act, no product manu.tactured 
or assembled by Toshiba America, Incorpo
rated, or Toshiba Corporation for any of its 
aJ!iliates or subsidiaries) may be purchased 
by the Department of Defense tor the pur
pose ot resale of such product in a military 
exchange store or in any other morale, wel
fare, recreation, or resale activity operated 
by the Department of Defense (either direct
ly or by concessionaire). 

(b) ExcEPTION.-The prohibition in subsec
tion fa) shall not apply to microwave ovens 
manujactured or assembled in the United 
States. 
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SEC. 311. LIMITATION ON FUNDING FOR UNITED 

STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND AIRLIFT 

Funds appropriated tor operation and 
maintenance tor the Air Force tor fiscal year 
1989 may not be obligated or expended in 
connection with any contract tor aircra.tt 
with short takeoff and landing capability 
until-

( 1J the Secretary of Defense approves a re
quirements document and an acquisition 
plan, including costs and schedule informa
tion, tor an aircra.ft with short takeoff and 
landing capability tor the United States 
Southern Command; and 

f2) the Secretary of Defense submits both 
the document and the plan to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 
SEC. 315. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF UMITATION ON 

ARMY DEPOT MAINTENANCE FUNDING 

(a) ONE-YEAR EXTENSION.-Section 314 O/ 
the National Defense Authorization Act tor 
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-
180; 101 Stat. 1074) is amended-

(1) in subsection fa), by striking out 
"fiscal year 1988" and inserting in lieu 
thereof ''fiscal year 1989"; and 

(2) in subsection fb)(1)(C), by striking out 
''fiscal year 1989" and inserting in lieu 
thereof ''fiscal year 1990". 

fb) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection fa) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1988. 
SEC. 316. OPERATION OF SR-71 DEPOT REWORK FA· 

CIUTY 

The Secretary of the Air Force shall ensure 
that the facility used tor depot support and 
rework tor the SR-71 fleet of aircra.tt at 
Palmdale, Cali,/ornia, shall remain oper
ational through September 30, 1989. 
SEC. 317. MANAGEMENT OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

DURING FISCAL YEARS 1989 AND 1990 

(a) PROHIBITION ON MANAGEMENT BY END· 
STRENGTH.-During fiscal years 1989 and 
1990, the civilian personnel ot the Depart
ment of Defense may not be managed on the 
basis of any end-strength or any similar or 
related methodology, and the management 
of such personnel during that fiscal year 
shall not be subject to any constraint or lim· 
itation fknown as an "end-strength") on the 
number of such personnel who may be em
ployed on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) WAIVER OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL CEIL
INGS.-Section 115fb)(2) of title 10, United 
States Code, shall not apply with respect to 
fiscal years 1989 and 1990 or with respect to 
the appropriation of funds tor that year. 

(C) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives semiannual reports on the 
obligation of funds appropriated tor civil
ian personnel of the Department of Defense 
tor fiscal years 1989 and 1990. Each report 
shall include-

(1) tor each appropriation account, the 
amounts authorized and appropriated tor 
such personnel tor fiscal years 1989 and 
1990; and 

(2) tor each appropriation account and tor 
the entire Department-

fA) the actual number of such personnel 
employed, and the amount of funds obligat
ed tor such personnel, as of the end of each 
six-month period described in the report; 
and 

fB) the projected number ot such personnel 
to be employed, and amount of funds that 
will be obligated tor such personnel, as of 
the end of each of fiscal years 1989 and 1990. 

SEC. 318. UMITATION ON OPERATION OF EXISTING 
POSEIDON CLASS SUBMARINES U.S.S. 
JAMES MONROE AND U.S.S. HENRY 
CLAY 

Effective as of September 1, 1989, no funds 
appropriated to the Department of Defense 
tor fiscal year 1989 or a prior year may be 
obligated or expended-

(1) to overhaul, operate, or deploy the 
U.S.S. Henry Clay fSSBN 625); or 

(2) to overhaul, operate, maintain, or 
deploy the U.S.S. James Monroe fSSBN 622). 

PART C-PER.MANENT LAw CHANGES 
SEC. JZ1. UMITATION ON PRIVATE OPERATION OF 

COMMISSARY STORES 

SP.ction 2482 ot title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentences: "A contract with a 
private person tor the operation of any com
missary store may not require or permit the 
contractor to carry out functions tor the 
procurement of products to be sold in the 
store or to engage in Junctions relating to 
the overall management of a commissary 
system or the management of any such store. 
Such functions shall be carried out by per
sonnel ot the Department of Defense under 
regulations approved by the Secretary of De
tense.". 
SEC. JZZ. ALLOWABLE COSTS WITH RESPECT TO CER-

TAIN SERVICE CONTRACTS PER· 
FORMED OVERSEAS 

fa) CERTAIN SEVERANCE PAY CosTS NoTAL
LOWABLE.-Section 2324fe)(1J of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

"fM) Costs of severance pay paid by the 
contractor to foreign nationals employed by 
the contractor under a service contract per
formed outside the United States, to the 
extent that the amount of severance pay 
paid in any case exceeds the amount paid in 
the industry involved under the customary 
or prevailing practice tor firms in that in
dustry providing similar services in the 
United States, as determined under regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of De
tense.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subparagraph fM) of 
section 2324fe)(1J of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by paragraph (1), shall apply 
with respect to any contract entered into 
a.tter the end of the 180-day period begin
ning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. JZJ. AUTHORITY TO CONTINUE SUPPORT OF 

SCOUTING ACTIVITIES OVERSEAS 
fa) AUTHORITY.-(1) Chapter 155 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
''§2606. Scouting: cooperation and assistance in for

eign areas 
"fa) Subject to subsection fb), the Secre

tary concerned may cooperate with and 
assist quali,/ied scouting organizations in 
establishing and providing facilities and 
services tor members of the armed forces and 
their dependents, and civilian employees of 
the Department of Defense and their depend
ents, at locations outside the United States. 

"(b) Cooperation and assistance under 
subsection fa) shall be provided under regu
lations prescribed by the Secretary of De
tense and may be provided only iJ the Presi
dent determines that such cooperation and 
assistance is necessary in the interest of the 
morale, welfare, and recreation of members 
of the armed forces. 

"(c) Personnel of a quali,/ied scouting or
ganization, including officials certi,/ied by 
that organization as represetJ,ting that orga
nization, who are performing duties in con
nection with cooperation and assistance 

provided under subsection fa) may be fur
nished-

"(1) transportation at the expense of the 
United States while traveling to and from, 
and while performing, such duties in the 
same manner as civilian employees of the 
United States; and 

"(2) available of/ice space (including 
space tor recreational activities tor Boy 
Scouts and Girl Scouts), warehousing, utili
ties, and a means of communication, with
out charge. 

"(d) Supplies of a qualified scouting orga
nization may be transported at the expense 
of the United States iJ the Secretary con
cerned determines, under regulations pre
scribed under subsection (b), that the sup
plies are necessary to the cooperation and 
assistance provided under this section. 

"(e) The Secretary concerned may reim
burse a qualified scouting organization tor 
all or part ot the pay of an employee of that 
organization tor any period during which 
the employee was performing services under 
subsection fa). Any such reimbursement 
may not be made from appropriated funds 
and shall be made under regulations pre
scribed under subsection fb). 

"(/) For the purposes of this section, em
ployees of a quali,/ied scouting organization 
performing services under subsection fa) 
may not be considered to be employees of the 
United States. 

"(g) In this section, the term 'quali,/ied 
scouting organization' means the Girl 
Scouts of the United States of America and 
the Boy Scouts of America.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2606. Scouting: cooperation and assistance 

in foreign areas.". 
(b) FUNDING DURING FISCAL YEAR 1988.-No 

funds may be appropriated tor fiscal year 
1988 by reason of the enactment of this sec
tion. Funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense in Public Law 100-202 tor oper
ation and maintenance tor fiscal year 1988 
may be used tor the purposes of section 2606 
of title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection fa). 
SEC. JU. TRANSFERS AND EXCHANGES OF CERTAIN 

DOCUMENTS, HISTORICAL ARTIFACTS, 
AND CONDEMNED AND OBSOLETE 
COMBAT MATERIEL 

fa) AUTHORITY.-(1) Section 2572 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 
"§2572. Document., historical artifact., and con

demned or obsolete combat materiel: loan, gift. or 
exchange 
"fa) The Secretary concerned may lend or 

give items described in subsection (c) that 
are not needed by the military department 
concerned for by the Coast Guard, in the 
case of the Secretary of Transportation), to 
any of the following: 

"(1) A municipal corporation. 
"(2) A soldiers' monument association. 
"(3) A museum, historical society, or his

torical institution of a State or a foreign 
nation. 

"(4) An incorporated museum that is oper
ated and maintained tor educational pur
poses only and the charter of which denies it 
the right to operate tor profit. 

"(5) A post of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States or of the Ameri
can Legion or a unit of any other recognized 
war veterans' association. 

"(6) A local or national unit of any war 
veterans' association of a foreign nation 
which is recognized by the national govern-
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ment of that nation for by the government 
of one of the principal political subdivisions 
of that nation). 

"(7) A post of the Sons of Veterans Re
serve. 

"fb)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the Secre
tary concerned may exchange items de
scribed in subsection fc) that are not needed 
by the armed forces for similar items held by 
any individual, organization, institution, 
agency, or nation. 

"(2) The Secretary concerned may not 
make an exchange under paragraph f 1) 
unless the monetary value of property trans
ferred to the United States under the ex
change is not less than the value of the prop
erty transferred by the United States. The 
Secretary concerned may waive the limita
tion in the preceding sentence in any case 
in which the Secretary determines that the 
item to be received by the United States in 
the exchange will significantly enhance the 
historical collection of the property admin
istered by the Secretary. 

"fc) This section applies to the following 
types of property held by a military depart
ment or the Coast Guard: books, manu
scripts, works of art, historical artifacts, 
drawings, plans, models, and condemned or 
obsolete combat materiel. 

"(d)(1) A loan or gift made under this sec
tion shall be subject to regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary concerned and to 
regulations under section 205 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 u.s.c. 486). 

"(2) The United States may not incur any 
expense in connection with a loan or gift 
under subsection fa).". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The item relat
ing to such section in the table of sections at 
the beginning of chapter 153 is amended to 
read as follows: 
"25 72. Documents, historical artifacts, and 

condemned or obsolete combat 
materiel: loan, gift, or ex
change.". 

SEC. JZS. QUALIFICATIONS FOR HEAD OF AUDITING 
FUNCTION IN MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY.-Section 
3014fc) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(5) The head of the office or other entity 
established or designated by the Secretary to 
conduct the auditing Junction shall have at 
least Jive years of professional experience in 
accounting or auditing. The position shall 
be considered to be a career reserved posi
tion as defined in section 3132fa)(8) of title 
5" 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF THE NA VY.-Section 
5014fc) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"f5HAJ The head of the office or other 
entity established or designated by the Secre
tary to conduct the auditing Junction shall 
have at least Jive years of professional expe
rience in accounting or auditing. The posi
tion shall be considered to be a career re
served position as defined in section 
3132fa)(8) of title 5. 

"(B) The position of regional director 
within such office or entity, and any other 
position within such office or entity the pri
mary responsibilities of which are to carry 
out supervisory Junctions, may not be held 
by a member of the armed forces on active 
duty.". 

(c) DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE.-Section 
8014fc) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(5) The head of the office or other entity 
established or designated by the Secretary to 
conduct the auditing Junction shall have at 
least Jive years of professional experience in 
accounting or auditing. The position shall 
be considered to be a career reserved posi
tion as defined in section 3132fa)(8) of title 
5" 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.-(1) The requirements 
of sections 3014fc)(5), 5014fc)(5)(A), and 
8014fc)(5) of title 10, United States Code (as 
added by subsections fa), fb), and fc), respec
tively), shall apply with respect to any 
person appointed on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act as the head of the 
office or other entity designated for conduct
ing the auditing Junction in a military de
partment. 

f2) Subparagraph fB) of section 5014fc)(5) 
of title 10, United States Code fas added by 
subsection fb)), shall take effect at the end of 
the one-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. JZ6. PROHIBITION ON CERTAIN DEPOT MAINTE

NANCE WORKLOAD COMPETITIONS 
fa) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 146 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§2466. Prohibition on certain depot maintenance 

workload competitions 
"The Secretary of Defense may not require 

the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of 
the Air Force, in selecting an entity to per
form any depot maintenance workload, to 
carry out a competition Jor such selection-

"(1) between or among maintenance ac
tivities of the Department of the Army and 
the Department of the Air Force; or 

"(2) between a maintenance activity of 
either such department and a private con
tractor.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of sec
tions at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"2466. Prohibition on certain depot mainte-

nance workload competi-
tions.". 

SEC. JZ'l. REPORT ON MANPOWER, MOBILITY, SUS
TAINABILITY, AND EQUIPMENT 

fa) REPORT REQUIREMENT.-The Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives a comprehensive report 
on the readiness of the Armed Forces, in 
terms of manpower, mobility, sustainability, 
and equipment, to perform their assigned 
missions. The report shall be based on the 
manpower and other resources planned Jor 
the Armed Forces in the 1990-1991 biennial 
budget Jor the Department of Defense. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN REPORT.
The Secretary shall include the following in 
the report required by subsection fa): 

f 1) A detailed analysis of trends in readi
ness and sustainaf:!ility of the military 
forces of the United States over the Jive-year 
period 1985 to 1989 and, based on the cur
rent Five Year Defense Plan or other plan
ning document approved by the Secretary, a 
projection of such trends over the succeed
ing Jive-year period. 

(2) A detailed evaluation of the readiness 
and sustainability of the unified combatant 
commands and the specified combatant 
commands of the Armed Forces. 

f 3) A discussion of-
fA) the readiness and sustainability of the 

military forces of the United States in terms 
of the standards approved by the Secretary 
of Defense; 

fB) the readiness and sustainability of 
allied forces of the United States; and 

fC) the readiness and sustai~ability of po
tential enemy forces. 

f4) A list of all improvements that need to 
be made in the readiness and sustainability 
of the manpower, mobility, and equipment 
of the Armed Forces to correct major short
falls of the unified combatant commands 
and the specified combatant commands, the 
relative priority of each such improvement, 
and the estimated cost of each such im
provement. 

(5) Such other information regarding the 
readiness of the Armed Forces, in terms of 
manpower, mobility, sustainability, and 
equipment, as the Secretary considers appro
priate. 

(C) PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENTS.-The rela
tive priority of the improvements referred to 
in subsection fb)(4) shall be determined by 
the Secretary on the basis of the improve
ments necessary to ensure the ability of the 
Armed Forces to perform their assigned mis
sions and the ability of the United States to 
meet its military commitments. 

(d) REPORT DEADLINE.-The Secretary shall 
submit the report required by subsection fa), 
together with such comments and recom
mendations as the Secretary considers ap
propriate, not later then February 15, 1989. 
SEC. JZB. LEASE OF AIRCRAFJ' FOR FLEET ELEC-

TRONIC WARFARE SUPPORT GROUP AC
TIYITIES 

The Secretary of the Navy may lease air
craft Jor Fleet Electronic Warfare Support 
Group activities in accordance with section 
2401 of title 10, United States Code, if the 
cost of such a lease is less than the cost of 
operating and maintaining the same 
number of existing aircraft of the Navy for 
that purpose. 

PART D-CONTRACTING OUT 
SEC. JJJ. REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTAIN CIRCULAR 

A-76 PROCEDURES 
fa) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 146 of title 10, 

United States Code, as amended by section 
326, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"§2467. Cost comparisons: requirements with re

spect to retirement costs and consultation with 
employees 
"(a) REQUIREMENT To INCLUDE RETIREMENT 

CosTS.-(1) In any comparison conducted by 
the Department of Defense under Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-76 for 
any successor administrative regulation or 
policy) of the cost of performing commercial 
activities by Department of Defense person
nel and the cost of performing such activi
ties by contractor personnel, the Secretary of 
Defense shall include retirement system 
costs fas described in paragraphs f2) and 
(3)) of both the Department of Defense and 
the contractor. 

"(2) The retirement system costs of the De
partment of Defense shall include fto the 
extent applicable) the following: 

"fA) The cost of the Federal Employees' 
Retirement System, valued by using the 
normal-cost percentage (as defined by sec
tion 8401 (23) of title 5, United States Code). 

"(B) The cost of the Civil Service Retire
ment System under subchapter III of chap
ter 8 3 of such title 5. 

"(C) The cost of the thrift savings plan 
under subchapter III of chapter 84 of such 
title 5. 

"(D) The cost of the old age, survivors, and 
disability insurance taxes imposed under 
section 3111fa) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(3) The retirement system costs of the 
contractor shall include the cost of the old 
age, survivors, and disability insurance 
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taxes imposed under section 3111faJ of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the cost of 
thrift or other retirement savings plans, and 
other relevant retirement costs. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT To CONSULT DOD EM
PLOYEES.-(1) Each officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense responsible tor deter
mining under Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-76 whether to convert to 
contractor performance any commercial ac
tivity of the Department-

"( A) shall, at least monthly during the de
velopment and preparation of the perform
ance work statement and the management 
efficiency study used in making that deter
mination, consult with civilian employees 
who will be a.tfected by that determination 
and consider the views of such employees on 
the development and preparation of that 
statement and that study; and 

"(BJ may consult with such employees on 
other matters relating to the that determina
tion. 

"(2)(AJ In the case of employees represent
ed by a labor organization accorded exclu
sive recognition under section 7111 of title 
5, United States Code, consultation with 
representatives of that labor organization 
shall satisfy the consultation requirement in . 
paragraph (1). 

"(BJ In the case of employees other than 
employees referred to in subparagraph (AJ, 
consultation with appropriate representa
tives of those employees shall satisfy the 
consultation requirement in paragraph (1). 

"(3) The Secretary of Defense shall pre
scribe regulations to carry out this subsec
tion. The regulations shall include provi
sions for the selection or designation of ap
propriate representatives of employees re
ferred to in paragraph (2)(BJ tor purposes of 
consultation required by paragraph (1J. ". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of sec
tions at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"2467. Cost comparisons: requirements with 

respect to retirement costs and 
consultation with employees.". 

SEC. JJZ. PERFORMANCE OF FIREFIGHTING AND SE
CURITY GUARD FUNCTIONS AT AMCHIT· 
KA,ALASKA 

(a) AUTHORITY To CoNTRACT.-The Secre
tary of the Navy may contract tor the per
formance of firefighting and security guard 
Junctions required by the Navy at the over
the-horizon radar site at Amchitka, Alaska. 

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF LIMITATION ON USE 
OF FUNDS.-Section 2693 of title 10, United 
States Code, shall not apply with respect to 
the authority provided in subsection (a). 

PARTE-DEFENSE SUPPLIES SECURITY AND 
CONTROL 

SEC. 341. DEFENSE SUPPLY MANAGEMENT STUDIES 
AND MODERNIZATION PLAN 

(a) DEFENSE INVENTORY SECURITY AND CON· 
TROL ENHANCEMENT STUDY.-(1) The Secre
tary of Defense shall carry out a study to de
termine the effectiveness of Department of 
Defense procedures tor ensuring security 
and control of supplies at Department of De
fense depots. 

(2HAJ Not later than 18 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secre
tary of Defense shall submit to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report on there
sults of the study. The Secretary may submit 
the report in both classified and unclassified 
forms if the Secretary considers it necessary 
to do so in the interest of national security. 

fBJ The Secretary of Defense, at the same 
time as the Secretary submits the report to 
Congress under subparagraph (AJ, shall 

transmit a copy of the report to the Comp
troller General of the United States. 

( 3J The Comptroller General shall-
fA) review the report transmitted by the 

Secretary of Defense under paragraph 
(2HBJ; and 

(BJ submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, within 90 days after the date 
on which the Comptroller General receives 
such report, any findings and recommenda
tions on procedures tor ensuring the securi
ty and control of supplies at Department of 
Defense depots that the Comptroller General 
considers appropriate. 

(b) ANALYSIS OF SALES OF SURPLUS MUNI
TIONS.-The Secretary of Defense shall-

(1J conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the 
practice of selling surplus Department of 
Defense munitions to the public and to li
censed dealers; and 

(2) submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, a 
report containing a description and discus
sion of each such practice. 

(C) SUPPLY TRACEABILITY ENHANCEMENT.
The Secretary of Defense shall-

(1) develop improved methods for the iden
tification of and accounting tor individual 
items of ammunition, explosives, and other 
Department of Defense supplies that are sus
ceptible to pilferage; and 

(2) submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, a 
report containing a description and discus
sion of each such method. 

(d) SUPPLY SYSTEM MODERNIZATION PLAN.
The Secretary of Defense shall-

(1J prepare a plan for the modernization 
of the supply facilities and supply distribu
tion procedures of each of the military de
partments and Defense Agencies of the De
partment of Defense; and 

(2) not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, transmit a copy of 
such plan to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives. 
SEC. JIZ. SUPPLY SECURITY AND CONTROL IMPROVE

MENTS 
(a) SECURITY AND CoNTROL OF SUPPLIES: RE

PORTS, FUNDING, PROCEDURES.-(1) Part IV of 
subtitle A of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new chapter: 
"CHAPTER 171-SECURITY AND CONTROL OF 

SUPPLIES 
"Sec. 
"2891. Security and control of supplies: 

annual report. 
"2892. Miscellaneous procedures. 
"§2891. Security and control of supplies: annual 

report 
"(aJ The Secretary of Defense shall submit 

to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report tor each of fiscal years 1989, 1990, 
and 1991 on security and control of Depart
ment of Defense supplies. Each such report 
shall be submitted not later than tour 
months after the end of the fiscal year tor 
which the report is submitted. 

"(b) Each report shall include the follow
ing: 

"(1) A summary of each of the physical in
ventory program plans of the Department of 
Defense, the Defense Logistics Agency, and 
the military departments tor the fiscal year 
in which the report is submitted. 

"(2) A discussion of the deficiencies, if 
any, in the security and control of Depart
ment of Defense supplies in the fiscal year 
preceding the year in which the report is 
submitted and a discussion of the extent to 
which such deficiencies have been corrected. 

"( 3J A discussion of-
"(AJ research and development projects 

carried out by the Department of Defense in 
such preceding fiscal year tor the improve
ment of the inventory and recordkeeping ca
pabilities of the Department; 

"(BJ any proposals tor expeditious appli
cation of any new technology resulting from 
such projects; and 

"(CJ the budget needs tor research and de
velopment for such purpose in the fiscal 
year in which the report is submitted and 
any subsequent fiscal year tor which the 
budget needs have been determined. 

"(4) The budget authority made available 
to the Department of Defense for inventory 
control junctions in the fiscal year in which 
the report is submitted and in each of the 
five fiscal years preceding such fiscal year. 

"(5) The budget authority proposed tor 
such purpose in the budget submitted to 
Congress under section 1105 of title 31 tor 
the fiscal year following the fiscal year in 
which the report is submitted. 

"(6) The budget authority needed tor such 
purpose in each of the five fiscal years fol
lowing the fiscal year tor which such budget 
is submitted. 

"(7J An evaluation of the effectiveness of 
supply inventory control in the fiscal year 
preceding the fiscal year in which the report 
is submitted, the criteria used by the Secre
tary to make such evaluation, and the infor
mation considered by the Department in 
making the evaluation, including the value 
of supplies lost or stolen or tor which ac
countability has otherwise been lost. 

"(8) The aggregate statistics tor all inci
dents of theft, fraud, or breach of security 
involving Department of Defense supplies 
that were investigated by military or civil
ian law enforcement agencies during the 
fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in 
which the report is submitted (including in
cidents involving munitions), a summary 
description of all such incidents (including 
the circumstances under which the incidents 
occurred), and the lessons learned by the De
partment of Defense from such incidents. 
"§2892. Miscellaneous procedures 

"fa) The Secretary of Defense shall require 
an investigation of each discrepancy in an 
accounting tor supplies of the Department 
of Defense involving an amount exceeding 
the amount determined under procedures 
prescribed by the Secretary. The Secretary 
shall prescribe procedures that provide tor 
random investigation of physical inventory 
discrepancies, regardless of the value of the 
property involved in the discrepancy. 

"(bJ The Secretary shall, to the extent fea
sible, require that the job Junction of supply 
ordering and the job Junction of supply re
ceiving be performed by different offices and 
individuals. 

"(c) The Secretary shall ensure-
"(1J that the employees of the Department 

of Defense and members of the armed forces 
assigned to manage Department of Defense 
supplies are skilled in the management of 
such supplies; and 

"(2) that no employee of the Department of 
Defense and no member of the armed forces 
is assigned to perform such Junction tor dis
ciplinary reason.". 

(2) The tables of chapters at the beginning 
of such part and such subtitle are each 
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amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

"I'll. Security and Control of Supplies ....... 2891'~ 
(b) REPORT EXCEPTION.-The Secretary O/ 

Defense may omit in the report for any 
fiscal year under section 2891 of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
fa), the in.formation relating to any of fiscal 
years 1983 through 1988, described in sub
section (b)(4) of such section, for which the 
Secretary determines that there are inad
equate records. 
SEC. 313. INVENTORY INVESTIGATIONS 

(a) UNDERCOVER INVESTIGATIONS.-(1) Con
gress finds that the use of undercover inves
tigative techniques by the Department of De
fense enhances the ability of the Department 
of Defense to detect and investigate theft of 
Government property (including munitions) 
from the Department of Defense supply 
system. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense is urged to 
continue to conduct undercover investiga
tions to detect and investigate thefts re
ferred to in paragraph (1). 

(b) INVENTORY SECURITY INCIDENT REPOSI
TORY.-The Secretary of Defense shall estab
lish and maintain a centralized computer 
system for recording and organizing in./or
mation on theft, fraud, and breach of securi
ty and incidents involving the loss of De
partment of Defense supplies (including mu
nitions). 
SEC. 314. REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY OF THE 

TREASURY OF LOSSES OF MUNITIONS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 161 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§2'122. Theft or loss of ammunition, destructive 

devices, and explo1ive•: report to Secretary of 
Treasury 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Defense 

shall report the theft or other loss of any am
munition, destructive device, or explosive 
material from the stocks of the Department 
of Defense to the Secretary of the Treasury 
within 72 hours, if possible, after the discov
ery of such theft or loss. 

"(b) EXCLUSION FOR CERTAIN [TEMS.-The 
Secretary of Defense may exclude from the 
reporting requirement under subsection fa) 
any item referred to in that subsection if-

"(1) the Secretary determines that the item 
represents a low risk of danger to the public 
and would be of minimal utility to any 
person who may illegally receive such item; 
and 

"(2) the exclusion of such item is speci/ied 
as being excluded from the reporting re
quirement in a memorandum of agreement 
between the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

"(C) DEFINITIONS.-[n this Section: 
"(1) The term 'explosive materials' means 

explosives, blasting agents, and detonators. 
"(2) The terms 'destructive device' and 

'ammunition' have the same meanings as 
provided in paragraphs (4) and (17), respec
tively, of section 921 of title 18. ". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-(1) Chapter 161 
of such title is further amended-

fA) by striking out the chapter heading at 
the beginning and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 
"CHAPTER 161-PROPERTY RECORDS AND 

REPORT OF THEFT OR LOSS OF CERTAIN 
PROPERTY'~ and 

"2722. Theft or loss of ammunition, destruc
tive devices, and explosives: 
report to Secretary of the 
Treasury.". 

(2) The tables of chapters at the beginning 
of part A, and at the beginning of part IV of 
part A, of such title are each amended by 
striking out the item relating to chapter 161 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"161. Property RecordB and Report of 

Theft or Loss of Certain Property........ 2'122'~ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall take effect with 
respect to thefts and losses discovered more 
than 180 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

PART F-STUDIES AND REPORTS 
SEC. 351. STUDY OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

SAFETY STANDARDS FOR TRANSPOR
TATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to Congress a report on 
the adequacy of Department of 
Defense safety standards for the transporta
tion of hazardous materials. 
SEC. 35Z. REPORT ON THE USE OF DEGRADABLE 

PLASTIC ITEMS BY DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of Defense shall 
conduct a study of the use of disposable 
plastic items by the Department of Defense 
during fiscal year 1989 in order to identify 
the types of such items used by the Depart
ment of Defense and to determine the ap
proximate quantity of those items used an
nually by the Department of Defense and to 
identify which of those items are degradable 
and which are not degradable. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than March 1, 1990, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives a report on the results of 
the study required by subsection fa). The 
report shall include-

(1) recommendations of the Secretary con
cerning the feasibility of substituting de
gradable plastic items tor nondegradable 
plastic items identified in the study that are 
needed by the Department of Defense; and 

(2) a description of-
fA) the availability of degradable plastic 

items that are suitable substitutes for the 
nondegradable plastic items identified; and 

fB) any additional cost to the United 
States that would result from conversion to 
the use of such degradable plastic items over 
the cost of continued use of the nondegrada
ble plastic items. 
SEC. 353. NAVY PARTICIPATION IN FEASIBILITY 

STUDY OF SUNSET HARBOR PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 

fa) REQUIRED FUNDING.-The Secretary of 
the Navy shall obligate not less than 
$100,000 as the contribution by the Depart
ment of the Navy to the feasibility study by 
the Army Corps of Engineers of the Sunset 
Harbor Project, California, which was au
thorized by Public Law 99-662. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDS.-For the purpose de
scribed in subsection fa), the Secretary of 
the Navy may use operation and mainte
nance funds appropriated to or tor the use 
of the Department of the Navy for fiscal year 
1989. 

TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

PART A-ACTIVE FORCES 
SEC. 401. END STRENGTHS FOR ACTIVE FORCES 

(B) by adding at the end of the table of sec- The Armed Forces are authorized end 
tions at the beginning of such chapter the strengths tor active duty personnel as of 
following new item.· September 30, 1989, as follows: 

(1) The Army, 771,800, of which not more 
than 106,927 may be officers. 

(2) The Navy, 593,200, of which not more 
than 72,610 may be officers. 

(3) The Marine Corps, 197,200, of which 
not more than 20,120 may be officers. 

(4) The Air Force, 575,100, of which not 
more than 105,038 may be officers. 
SEC. 40Z. REPEAL OF MANDATORY REDUCTIONS IN 

STRENGTH OF ACTIVE DUTY OFFICER 
CORPS 

(a) PUBLIC LAW 99-661.-Section 403 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act tor 
Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Law 99-661; 100 
Stat. 3859) is amended by striking out the 
last line (relating to September 30, 1989) in 
the table in subsection fa). 

(b) PUBLIC LAW 100-180.-Section 402(c) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act tor 
Fiscal Years1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-
180; 101 Stat. 1081) is repealed. 

(c) LIMITATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990.-(1) 
The number of officers serving on active 
duty (excluding officers in categories speci
fied in paragraph (2)) as of September 30, 
1990, may not exceed-

fA) in the case of the Army, 106,427; and 
(B) in the case of the Air Force, 102,438. 
(2) Officers in the categories described in 

section 403fb) of the National Defense Au
thorization Act/or Fiscal Year 1987 shall be 
excluded in counting officers under this sub
section. 
SEC. 403. TEMPORARY REDUCTION IN NUMBER OF 

AIR FORCE COLONELS 
The number of officers that (but for this 

section) would be authorized under section 
523 of title 10, United States Code, and other 
applicable provisions of law to be serving on 
active duty in the Air Force in the grade of 
colonel during fiscal year 1989 is hereby re
duced by 125, and the number of such offi
cers that fbut tor this section) would be so 
authorized to be serving on active duty 
during fiscal year 1990 is hereby reduced by 
250. 

PART B-RESERVE FORCES 
SEC. 411. END STRENGTHS FOR SELECTED RESERVE 

fa) AUTHORIZATION.-The Armed Forces are 
authorized strengths tor Selected Reserve 
personnel of the reserve components as of 
September 30, 1989, as follows: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the 
United States, 457,300. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 320,600. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 152,600 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 43,600. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 115,200. 
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 83,600. 
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 13,000. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(1) Section 

411fc) of the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 
(Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1082) is 
amended by striking out "or subsection (b)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "or section 
411(a) of the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act, Fiscal Year 1989". 

(2) Section 411(d) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "subsections fa) and (b)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "subsection fa) 
and by section 411fa) of the National De
fense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989". 
SEC. 4/Z. END STRENGTHS FOR RESERVES ON 

ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE RE
SERVES 

Within the strengths prescribed in section 
411, the reserve components of the Armed 
Forces are authorized, as of September 30, 
1989, the following number of Reserves to be 
serving on full-time active duty or, in the 
case of members of the National Guard, full-
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time National Guard duty tor the purpose of 
organizing, administering, recruiting, in
structing, or training the reseroe compo
nents: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the 
United States, 25, 725. 

(2) The Army Reseroe, 13,329. 
(3) The Naval Reseroe, 21,991. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reseroe, 1,945. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 7, 948. 
(6) The Air Force Reseroe, 657. 

SEC. 413. CLARIFICATION OF APPLICABILITY OF 
PRIOR AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN CERTAIN 
GIUDES AUTHORIZED TO BE ON 
ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE RE
SERVES 

The provisions of section 5 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act tor Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 
1020) shall not apply to the amendments 
made by subsections faH2J and fb)(2J of sec
tion 413 of such Act. 

PART C-MILITARY TRAINING 
SEC. 411. AUTHORIZATION OF TRAINING STUDENT 

LOADS 
fa) IN GENERAL.-For fiscal year 1989, the 

components of the Armed Forces are author
ized average military training student loads 
as follows: 

(1) The Army, 80,281. 
(2) The Navy, 65,925. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 18,064. 
(4) The Air Force, 36,857. 
(5) The Army National Guard of the 

United States, 19,561. 
(6) The Army Reseroe, 17,190. 
(7) The Naval Reseroe, 3,136. 
(8) The Marine Corps Reseroe, 3,459. 
(9) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 2,868. 
(10) The Air Force Reseroe, 1,827. 
(b) ADJusTMENTS.-The average military 

student loads authorized in subsection (a) 
shall be adjusted consistent with the end 
strengths authorized in parts A and B. The 
Secretary of Defense shall prescribe the 
manner in which such adjustment shall be 
apportioned. 

PART D-AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 431. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

MILITARY PERSONNEL FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1989 

There is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated to the Secretary of Defense tor military 
personnel tor fiscal year 1989 a total of 
$78,461,000,000. The authorization in the 
preceding sentence supersedes any other au
thorization of appropriations (definite or 
indefinite) tor such purpose tor fiscal year 
1989. 

TITLE Y-MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY 
PART A-OFFICER PERSONNEL POLICY 

SEC. 501. SELECTION BOARDS 
(a) INFORMATION FURNISHED TO BOARDS.

Section 615 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended-

(1) in subsection fa), by striking out 
clause (4) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"(4) information or guidelines relating to 
the needs of the armed force concerned tor 
officers having particular skills, including 
guidelines or information relating to the 
need tor either a minimum number or a 
maximum number of officers with particu
lar skills within a competitive category;"; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) Information or guidelines furnished 
to a selection board under subsection (a) 

may not be modified, withdrawn, or supple
mented after the board submits the report to 
the Secretary of the military department 
concerned pursuant to section 617(aJ of this 
title, except that, in the case of a report re
turned to a board pursuant to section 
618(a)(2) of this title tor further proceedings 
because of a determination by the Secretary 
of the military department concerned that 
the board acted contrary to law, regulation, 
or guidelines, the Secretary may modify, 
withdraw, or supplement such information 
or guidelines as part of a written explana
tion to the board as provided in that sec
tion.". 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROMOTION.
Section 616(a) of such title is amended by 
inserting "(as noted in the guidelines or in
formation furnished the board under section 
615fa) of this title)" after "particular skills". 

(C) REPORTS OF SELECTION BOARD.-Section 
617faH2J of such title is amended by insert
ing "(as noted in the guidelines or informa
tion furnished the board under section 
615(a) of this title)" after "concerned". 

(d) ACTION ON REPORTS.-(1) Subsection (a) 
of section 618 of such title is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a)(1) Upon receipt of the report of a se
lection board submitted to him under sec
tion 617faJ of this title, the Secretary of the 
military department concerned shall review 
the report to determine whether the board 
has acted contrary to law or regulation or to 
guidelines furnished the board under section 
615(a) of this title. Following such review, 
unless the Secretary concerned makes a de
termination as described in paragraph (2), 
the Secretary shall submit the report as re
quired by subsection (b) or (c), as appropri
ate. 

"(2) I/, on the basis of a review of the 
report under paragraph (1), the Secretary of 
the military department concerned deter
mines that the board acted contrary to law 
or regulation or to guidelines furnished the 
board under section 615(a) of this title, the 
Secretary shall return the report, together 
with a written explanation of the basis tor 
such determination, to the board tor further 
proceedings. Upon receipt of a report re
turned by the Secretary concerned under 
this paragraph, the selection board for a 
subsequent selection board convened under 
section 611 (a) of this title tor the same grade 
and competitive category) shall conduct 
such proceedings as may be necessary in 
order to revise the report to be consistent 
with law, regulation, and such guidelines 
and shall resubmit the report, as revised, to 
the Secretary in accordance with section 617 
of this title.". 

(2) Subsection (c)(1J of such section is 
amended-

( A) by striking out ", modification,"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: "If 

the authority of the President under this 
paragraph to approve or disapprove the 
report of a selection board is delegated to 
the Secretary of Defense, it may not be re
delegated except to an official in the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense.". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply with respect to selection 
boards convened under section 611(aJ ot 
title 10, United States Code, on or after that 
effective date. 
SEC. 501. REMOVAL FROM PROMOTION LIST 

(a) AUTHORITY To REMOVE.-The first sen
tence of section 5905(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"The President may remove the name of any 

reseroe officer from a promotion list estab
lished under this chapter.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to remov
al actions taken by the President on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 503. SELECTIVE EARLY RETIREMENT FOR CER

TAIN PRE-DOPMA NAVY AND MARINE 
CORPS OFFICERS 

(a) CONFORMANCE TO ARMY AND AIR FORCE 
PROVISIONs.-Subsection faH2J of section 613 
of the Defense Officer Personnel Manage
ment Act (Public Law 96-513; 10 U.S.C. 611 
note) is amended-

(1) by striking out "or" at the end of 
clause fBJ; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause fCJ and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
or"; and 

( 3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(DJ selected tor early retirement under 
section 638 of title 10, United States Code.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-Such section 
is further amended-

(1) by striking out "on the etiective date of 
this Act" in the matter in subsection (a)(1) 
preceding clause (A) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "on September 15, .1981 "; and 

(2) by striking out "on the day before the 
effective date of this Act" each place it ap
pears in such section and inserting in lieu 
thereof "on September 14, 1981". 
SEC. 504. TECHNICAL REVISION OF SECTION 638 OF 

TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE 

Subsection fa) ot section 638 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a)(1J A regular officer on the active-duty 
list of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine 
Corps may be considered tor selective early 
retirement by a selection board convened 
under section 611 fb) of this title if the offi
cer is described in any of subparagraphs fA) 
through (D) as follows: 

"(A) An officer holding the regular grade 
of lieutenant colonel or commander who has 
tailed of selection tor promotion to the grade 
of colonel or, in the case of an officer of the 
Navy, captain two or more times and whose 
name is not on a list of officers recommend
ed tor promotion. 

"(B) An officer holding the regular grade 
of colonel or, in the case of an officer of the 
Navy, captain who has seroed at least tour 
years of active duty in that grade and whose 
name is not on a list of officers recommend
ed tor promotion. 

"(CJ An officer holding the regular grade 
of brigadier general or rear admiral flower 
haTJJ who has seroed at least three and one
hal/ years of active duty in that grade and 
whose name is not on a list of officers rec
ommended tor promotion. 

"(D) An officer holding the regular grade 
of major general or rear admiral who has 
seroed at least three and one-haTJ years of 
active duty in that grade. 

"(2) The Secretary of the military depart
ment concerned shall specify the number of 
officers described in paragraphs (1)(A) and 
f1HBJ which a selection board convened 
under section 611(b) of this title may recom
mend /CJr early retirement. Such number 
may not be more than 30 percent of the 
number of officers considered in each grade 
in each competitive category.". 

PART B-JOINT OFFICER PERSONNEL POLICY 
SEC. 511. WAIVER AUTHORITY WITH RESPECT TO SE

LECTION OF OFFICERS FOR THE JOINT 
SPECIALTY 

The last sentence of section 661 fcH3HDJ of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended-
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(1) by inserting "tor officers in the same 

pay grade" alter "under this paragraph"; 
(2) by striking out "5 percent" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "1 0 percent"; and 
(3) by inserting "in that pay grade" alter 

"number of officers". 
SEC. 511. JOINT SPECIALTY OFFICERS IN CRITICAL 

JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 
(a) FLEXIBlLITY FOR CRITICAL JOINT DUTY 

ASSIGNMENT POSITIONS.-Section 661(d)(2) 0/ 
title 10. United States Code, is amended-

(1) by inserting "(AJ" alter "(2)"; 
(2) by striking out the last sentence; and 
( 3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(BJ Until January 1, 1994, at least 80 per-

cent of the positions designated by the Secre
tary under subparagraph fAJ shall be held at 
all times by officers who have the joint spe
cialty. On and alter January 1, 1994, each 
position so designated may (subject to sub
paragraph (CJJ be held only by an officer 
who has the joint specialty. 

"(CJ The Secretary of Defense may, on a 
case-by-case basis, waive the requirement in 
the second sentence of subparagraph fBJ 
with respect to a particular assignment of 
an officer to a position designated as a criti
cal joint duty assignment position. The au
thority of the Secretary to make such a 
waiver may be delegated only to the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Stal/. 

"(D) During the period beginning on Octo
ber 1, 1992, and ending on January 1, 1993, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress a report on the operation, to the date 
of the report, of the first sentence of sub
paragraph (BJ and on the Secretary's projec
tion tor the use of the waiver authority pro
vided under subparagraph fCJ, including 
the Secretary's estimate of the average 
annual number of waivers to be provided 
under subparagraph fCJ. ". 

(b) REVISION OF ANNUAL REPORT.-Section 
667 of such title is amended-

fA) by redesignating paragraph (16) as 
paragraph f17J; and 

(BJ inserting alter paragraph (15) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(16J During the period of the applicabil
ity of the first sentence of subparagraph (BJ 
of section 661fd)(2) of this title, in/ormation 
on critical positions not filled by officers 
with the joint specialty, including-

"( A) a listing by organization of the joint 
duty assignment positions which were not 
filled by officers with the joint specialty; 

"(BJ an explanation of the reasons such 
positions were not filled by officers with the 
joint specialty, described by the categories of 
such reasons; and 

"(CJ the percentage of critical joint duty 
assignment positions held by officers who 
have the joint specialty.". 
SEC. 51J. PROMOTION POUCY OBJECT/YES FOR OFFI

CERS WITH THE JOINT SPECIALTY 
Section 662faJ of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting "to the next 
higher grade" in paragraphs (1) and (3) 
alter "promoted". 
SEC. 514. LENGTH OF JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 

Section 664 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended-
fA) by striking out "three years" in para

graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof "two 
years"; and 

fBJ by striking out "three and one-half 
years" in paragraph (2) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "three years". 

(2) Subsection (c)(1J is amended-
fA) by striking out "has been" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "is"; and 
(B) by striking out "be/ore such assign

ment begins". 

(3) Subsection (d)(2J is amended by insert
ing "which is less than the applicable stand
ard prescribed in subsection far" alter 
"Hawaii". 

(4) Subsection (/J is amended-
fA) by striking out "or" at the end of para

graph (2); 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu a semi
colon; and 

(CJ by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(4) a joint duty assignment outside the 
United States or in Alaska or Hawaii tor 
which the normal accompanied-by-depend
ents tour of duty is prescribed by regulation 
to be at least two years in length, if the offi
cer serves in the assignment tor a period 
equivalent to the accompanied-by-depend
ents tour length (except that not more than 
6 percent of all joint duty assignments may 
be considered to be under this paragraph at 
any timeJ; or 

"(5) a joint duty assignment with respect 
to which the Secretary of Defense has grant
ed a waiver under subsection (b), but only 
in a case in which the Secretary determines 
that the service completed by that officer in 
that duty assignment shall be considered to 
be a full tour of duty in a joint duty assign
ment.". 

(5) Subsection (g)(3) is amended by strik
ing out "shall be excluded-" and all that 
follows in that subsection and inserting in 
lieu thereof "shall be excluded if the officer 
served less than 10 months in that assign
ment.". 

(6) Such section is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"(h) CONSTRUCTIVE CREDIT.-(1) The Secre
tary of Defense may accord constructive 
credit in the case ot an officer (other than a 
general or flag officer J who, tor reasons of 
military necessity, is reassigned from a joint 
duty assignment within 60 days of meeting 
the tour length criteria prescribed in subsec
tion f/H1J, (/)(2), (/)(4), or (g)(2). The 
amount of constructive service that may be 
credited to such officer shall be the amount 
su.tficient tor the completion of the applica
ble tour of duty requirement, but in no case 
more than 60 days. 

"(2) For the purpose of computing under 
subsection (e) the average length of joint 
duty assignments during a fiscal year, the 
amount of any constructive service credited 
under this subsection with respect to a joint 
duty assignment to be counted in that com
putation shall be excluded. 

"(3) This subsection shall not apply in the 
case of an officer who serves less than 10 
months in the joint duty assignment.". 
SEC. 515. ADDITIONAL TRANSITION PROYISIONS FOR 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PREREQUISITE 
FOR PROMOTION TO INITIAL FLAG AND 
GENERAL OFFICER GRADE 

(a) NAVY NUCLEAR PROPULSION 0FFICERS.
(1) Section 619(eJ of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

fA) by striking out "January 1, 1992" in 
the second sentence of paragraph (1) and in
serting in lieu thereof "January 1, 1994"; 
and 

(BJ by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) Not later than March 1 of each year 
/rom 1989 through 1994, the Secretary of De
tense shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House ot 
Representatives a report on the implementa
tion during the preceding calendar year of 
the transition plan developed by the Secre
tary pursuant to section 1305fbJ of Public 
Law 100-180 (101 Stat. 1173) with respect to 

service by qualified nuclear propulsion offi
cers in joint duty assignments. ". 

(2) Section 1305(b) of Public Law 100-180 
is amended by striking out "January 1, 
1992" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "January 1, 1994". 

(3) The Secretary of Defense, alter consul
tation with the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Stall, shall revise the transition 
plan developed pursuant to section 1305 (b) 
ot Public Law 100-180 to take account of the 
amendments made by paragraphs (1) and 
(2). The Secretary shall include with the first 
report of the Secretary under section 
619feH5J of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by paragraph (1)(BJ, a report on the 
actions of the Secretary in revising such 
transition plan. 

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-(1) Paragraph (2) 
of section 619(eJ of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

fA) by striking out "and" at the end of 
subparagraph fCJ; and 

(B) by striking out subparagraph (D) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(D) in the case of an officer who served in 
a joint duty assignment that began before 
January 1, 1987, if the officer served in that 
assignment for a period of suJ/icient dura
tion (which may not be less than 12 months) 
tor his service to have been considered a full 
tour of duty under the policies and regula
tions in effect on September 30, 1986; and 

"(E) until January 1, 1994, in the case of 
an officer who-

"(i) served in an assignment (other than a 
joint duty assignment) that began be/ore Oc
tober 1, 1986, and that involved significant 
experience in joint matters (as determined 
by the Secretary) if the officer served in that 
assignment tor a period of su.t/icient dura
tion (which may not be less than 12 months) 
tor his service to have been considered a full 
tour of duty under the policies and regula
tions in effect on September 30, 1986; or 

"(iiJ served in a joint duty assignment tor 
not less than two years during which the of
ficer is selected tor promotion to the grade ot 
brigadier general or rear admiral flower 
hal/).". 

(2) Paragraph (3)(CJ of such section is 
amended by striking out "paragraph f2HBJ, 
f2HCJ, or (2)(DJ" and inserting in lieu there
of "paragraph (2) (other than under sub
paragraph (A) of that paragraph)". 
SEC. 516. EXTENSION OF TRANSITION TO JOINT DUTY 

ASSIGNMENT STAFFING REQUIRE-
MENTS 

(a) GENERAL EXTENSION.-Subsection (a) O/ 
section 406 of the Goldwater-Nichols De
partment of Defense Reorganization Act ot 
1986 (Public Law 99-433; 100 Stat. 1033) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a) JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENTS.-(1) Section 
661fdJ of title 10, United States Code, shall 
be implemented as rapidly as possible and 
(except as provided under paragraph (2)) 
not later than October 1, 1989. 

"(2) The first sentence of section 
661 fd)(2)(BJ of such title shall apply with re
spect to positions designated under the first 
sentence of section 661f.d)(2)(AJ of that title 
as critical joint duty assignment positions 
which become vacant alter January 1, 
1989.''. 

(b) TRANSITION.-Subsection (b)(1)(B) of 
such section is amended by striking out 
clauses (ii) and (iii) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(ii) waive the requirement tor the length 
of a joint duty assignment in the case of a 
joint duty assignment begun by an officer 
be/ore January 1, 1987, if the officer served 
in that assignment tor a period of suJ/icient 
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duration (which may not be less than 12 
months) to have been considered a full tour 
of duty under the policies and regulations in 
effect on September 30, 1986; or 

"(iii) consider as a joint duty assignment 
any tour of duty begun by an officer before 
October 1, 1986, that involved significant 
experience in joint matters (as determined 
by the Secretary) if the officer served in that 
assignment for a period of su,fficient dura
tion (which may not be less than 12 months) 
for his service to have been considered a full 
tour of duty under the policies and regula
tions in effect on September 30, 1986. ". 

(C) DEADLINE FOR INITLtL SELECTION OF 0FFI· 
CERS FOR THE JOINT SPECIALTY.-Subsection 
(b)(3) of such section is amended by striking 
out "two years after the date of the enact
ment of this Act" and inserting in lieu there
of "on October 1, 1989". 
SEC. 517. COUNTING OF OFFICERS WITH CRITICAL 

OCCUPATIONAL SPECIALTY INVOLVING 
COMBAT OPERATIONS FOR PURPOSES 
OF JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENT STAFFING 
AND TOUR LENGTHS 

(a) STAFFING.-Section 661(d)(4) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out "one-third" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"25 percent". 

(b) TOUR LENGTHS.-Section 664(e)(2) Of 
such title is amended by striking out "1 0 
percent" and inserting in lieu thereof "12¥: 
percent". 
SEC. 518. SERVICE BY CAPTAINS AND NA YY UEUTEN

ANTS IN JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENT TO 
BE COUNTED FOR ALL OFFICER PER
SONNEL LAWS CONCERNING SUCH 
SERVICE 

Section 661 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(f) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN SERVICE.-Any 
service by an officer in the grade of captain 
or, in the case of the Navy, lieutenant in a 
joint duty assignment shall be considered to 
be service in a joint duty assignment for 
purposes of all laws (including section 
619(e)(1) of this title) establishing a require
ment or condition with respect to an offi
cer's service in a joint duty assignment.". 
SEC. 519. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO JOINT DUTY 
ASSIGNMENTS.-(1) Section 154(b)(1)(B) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out "served in at least one joint 
duty assignment (as defined under section 
668(b) of this title)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "completed a full tour of duty in a 
joint duty assignment (as defined in section 
664(f) of this title)". 

(2) Section 164faH1HBJ of such title is 
amended by striking out "served in at least 
one joint duty assignment (as defined under 
section 668(b) of this title)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "completed a full tour of duty in 
a joint duty assignment (as defined in sec
tion 664(f) of this title)". 

(3) Sections 3033faH2HBJ, 5033faH2HBJ, 
5043faH2HBJ, and 8033(a)(2)(B) of such 
title are amended by striking out "joint duty 
assignment" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"full tour of duty in a joint duty assignment 
(as defined in section 664(f) of this title)". 

(b) CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS SUBSECTION 
DESIGNATION.-Section 668 of such title is 
amended by redesignating subsection (f) as 
subsection (c). 

PART C-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 511. TESTING OF NEW ENTRANTS FOR DRUG 

AND ALCOHOL ABUSE 

(a) REVISION OF MANDATORY TESTING PRO· 
GRAM.-(1) Section 978 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"§978. Drug and alcohol abrue and dependencg: 
teating of nell) entrant. 
"(a)(1) Except as provided in paragraph 

(2), the Secretary concerned shall require 
each member of the armed forces under the 
Secretary's jurt.sdiction, within 72 hours 
after the member's initial entry on active 
duty after enlistment or appointment, to-

"( A) undergo testing (by practicable, scien
tifically supported means) for drug and al
cohol use; and 

"(BJ be evaluated for drug and alcohol de
pendency. 

"(2) The Secretary concerned shall require 
an applicant for appointment as a cadet or 
midshipman to undergo the testing and 
evaluation described in paragraph (1) 
during the physical examination given the 
applicant before such appointment. The Sec
retary concerned shall require a person to 
whom a commission is offered under section 
2106 of this title following completion of the 
program of advanced training under the Re
serve Officers' Training Corps program to 
undergo such testing and evaluation during 
the precommissioning physical examination 
given such person. 

"(b) A person who refuses to consent to 
testing and evaluation required by subsec
tion (a) may not be retained in the armed 
forces, and any original appointment of 
such person as an officer shall be terminat
ed, unless that person consents to such test
ing and evaluation. 

"(c)(1) The enlistment or appointment of a 
person who is determined, as a result of an 
evaluation conducted under subsection 
(a)(1)(B), to be dependent on drugs or alco
hol at the time of such enlistment or ap
pointment shall be void. 

"(2) A person whose enlistment or ap
pointment is voided under paragraph (1) 
shall be referred to a civilian treatment fa
cility. 

"(d) The testing and evaluation required 
by subsection (a) shall be carried out under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense in consultation with the Secretary 
of Transportation. Those regulations shall 
apply uniformly throughout the armed 
forces. 

"(e) In time of war, or time of emergency 
declared by Congress or the President, the 
President may suspend the provisions of 
subsection (a).". 

(2) The item relating to that section in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
49 of such title is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"978. Drug and alcohol abuse and dependen

cy: testing of new entrants". 
(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De

fense shall prescribe regulations for the im
plementation of section 978 of title 10, 
United States Code, as amended by subsec
tion fa), not later than 60 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The testing and eval
uat-ion program prescribed by that section 
shall be implemented not later than October 
1, 1989. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
513(b)(2) of the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 
(Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1091) is re
pealed. 
SEC. 511. REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT PERSONS EN

LISTING IN THE AIR FORCE ON 
GENDER-FREE BASIS 

(a) REQUIREMENT.-(1) Chapter 833 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by in
serting after section 8251 the following new 
section: 

"§8252. Regular Air Force: gender-free btuia for ac
ceptance of original enliatmenta 
"(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), 

in accepting persons for original enlistment 
in the Regular Air Force, the Secretary of the 
Air Force may not-

"(1) set a minimum or maximum percent
age of persons who may be accepted for such 
an enlistment according to gender for skill 
categories or jobs; or 

"(2) in any other way base the acceptance 
of a person for such an enlistment on 
gender. 

"(b) Subsection fa) shall not apply with re
spect to an enlistment specified as being for 
training leading to designation in a skill 
category involving duty assignments to 
which, under section 8549 of this title, 
female members of the Air Force may not be 
assigned.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 8251 the 
following new item: 
"8252. Regular Air Force: gender-free basis 

for acceptance of original en
listments.". 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.-The Secretary of the 
Air Force shall develop a methodology for 
implementing section 8252 of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a), not later than October 1, 1989. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Such section shall 
apply with respect to persons accepted for 
original enlistment in the Regular Air Force 
after September 30, 1989. 

(d) REPEAL OF FY 89 REQUIREMENT FOR 
SPECIFIED PERCENTAGE OF AIR FORCE ENLIST· 
EES To BE WOMEN.-Section 551(a) of the De
partment of Defense Authorization Act, 1985 
(10 U.S.C. 8251 note), is repealed. 
SEC. 5ZJ. MILITARY EDUCATION FOR ARMY NATION

AL GUARD CJVIUAN TECHNICIANS 
(a) PHASE-OUT OF PROGRAM REQUIRING 

OUT-OF-STATE TRAINING.-A civilian techni
cian of the Army National Guard whose 
military occupational specialty has been ap
proved by the Secretary of the Army in ac
cordance with subsection (b) for training 
under the Reserve Component Noncommis
sioned Officers Education Program by an 
appropriate National Guard school (as de
fined in subsection (f)) shall, if such techni
cian is not already qualified in that mili
tary occupational specialty, receive military 
training in that military occupational spe
cialty through that school rather than 
through the Military Education Program. 

(b) APPROVAL OF STATE COURSES.-(1) Each 
National Guard school which receives from 
the Department of the Army a training pro
gram for National Guard training for a 
military occupational specialty as part of 
the Reserve Component Noncommissioned 
Officers Education Program shall imple
ment that training program by the end of 
the 45-day period beginning on the receipt of 
such program by the school or as soon there
after as feasible. The Secretary of the Army 
shall, not later than 45 days after any such 
school notifies the Secretary that it has im
plemented such a training program, deter
mine whether or not such school has proper
ly implemented such program. Upon the ap
proval by the Secretary of the implementa
tion of such program by such school, subsec
tion (a) shall apply with respect to military 
education of civilian technicians of the 
Army National Guard of that State in the 
applicable military occupational specialty. 

(2) In the case of a National Guard school 
for which a program has not been approved 
under paragraph (1) with respect to a mili-
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tary occupational specialty, the Secretary of 
the Anny may, subject to subsection (d), re
quire a civilian technician of the Anny Na
tional Guard in that State with that mili
tary occupational specialty to receive train
ing through the Military Education Pro
gram. 

(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR LEADERSHIP TRAIN· 
ING.-A civilian technician of the Anny Na
tional Guard who is required by the Nation
al Guard Bureau. to receive leadership train
ing through courses known as Primary 
Leadership Development courses shall re
ceive such training through the appropriate 
State National Guard school. 

(d) TRANSITION.-In the case of a civilian 
technician of the Anny National Guard tor 
whose military occupational specialty there 
is not, as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act, a program of training approved under 
subsection (b) tor an appropriate National 
Guard school, the technician shall, at his re
quest, be given the Skill Qu.ali/ication Test 
appropriate tor his military occupational 
specialty and skill level. It the technician 
passes the test and, iJ necessary tor his mili
tary occupational specialty, successfully 
completes the Anny National Guard Battle 
Skills Course tor the appropriate grade, the 
Secretary of the Anny may not require the 
technician to receive training through the 
existing Military Education Program and 
may not reduce the technician in military 
grade, or deny the technician a military pro
motion, by reason of failure to receive train
ing through the Military Education Pro
gram. 

(e) REPORT.-The Secretary of the Anny 
shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives a report on the implementation of 
the Reserve Component Noncommissioned 
Officers Education Program. The report 
shall discuss the implementation of such 
program at each State National Guard 
school and shall explain, in any case in 
which the implementation of a training pro
gram has not been approved under subsec
tion (b), the reasons tor the withholding of 
such approval. Such report shall be submit
ted not later than December 31, 1988. 

(/) DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) The tenn "National Guard school", 
with respect to a civilian technican, means 
a National Guard school of that techni
cian's State, or (2) a regional National 
Guard school designated by the Secretary of 
the Anny tor the region including that tech
nician's State. 

(2) The tenn "State" includes the District 
of Columbia and any commonwealth, terri
tory, or possession of the United States. 
SEC. 5Z4. EXPANSION OF MILITARY SPOUSE EMPLOY

MENT PREFERENCE 
Section 806fb)(2) of the Military Family 

Act of 1985 (10 U.S.C. 113 note) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "hiring" the first place 
it appears; 

(2) by inserting "civilian" before "posi
tion" the first place it appears; and 

(3) by striking out "above Grade GS-1 for 
its equivalent)". 
SEC. 5Z5. MANPOWER ESTIMATES FOR MAJOR DE

FENSE ACQUISITION PROGIUMS 

Section 2434 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in subsection fa)(2), by striking out "90 
days" and inserting in lieu. thereof "30 
days"; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (c) and in paragraph f3)(A) of that 
subsection striking out "both in total per-

sonnel and" and inserting in lieu. thereof 
"in total personnel or in"; and 

(3) by inserting alter subsection fa) the fol
lowing new subsection (b): 

"(b) EXCEPTIONS.-(1) Subsection (a)(2) 
shall not apply during time of war or during 
a national emergency declared by Congress 
or the President. 

"(2) The 30-day period speci/ied in subsec
tion fa)(2) shall be reduced to 10 days in the 
case of a major defense acquisition program 
iJ the manpower estimate submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense under subsection fa)(2) 
with respect to that program indicates that 
no increase in military or civilian personnel 
end strengths described in subsection 
fcH3HBJ will be required.". 

TITLE VI-COMPENSATION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

PART A-PAY AND ALLOWANCES 
SEC. 601. MILITARY PAY IUISE FOR FISCAL YEAR 

1989 
(a) WAIVER OF SECTION 1009 AD.IUSTMENT.

Any adJustment required by section 1009 of 
title 37, United States Code, in elements of 
compensation of members ot the u.ni/ormed 
services to become effective during fiscal 
year 1989 shall not be made. 

(b) INCREASE IN BASIC PAY AND BAS.-The 
rates of basic pay and basic allowance tor 
subsistence of members of the u.ni/ormed 
services are increased by 4.1 percent effec
tive on January 1, 1989. 

(C) INCREASE IN BAQ.-(1) The rates of 
basic allowance tor quarters tor members of 
the u.ni/ormed services are increased by 7 
percent effective on January 1, 1989. 

(2) The President may allocate the in
crease in the rates of basic allowance tor 
quarters provided in paragraph (1) among 
pay grades and dependency categories so 
that the resulting rates of basic allowance 
tor quarters, expressed in the case of each 
such rate as a percentage detennined under 
paragraph ( 3), are as nearly as practicable 
the same. 

(3) The percentage of the rate of basic al
lowance tor quarters tor any pay grade and 
dependency status to be applied tor the pur
pose of paragraph (2) is the percentage that 
results from dividing such rate by the na
tional median cost of housing (as deter
mined by the Secretary of Defense) tor mem
bers of that pay grade and dependency 
status. 

(4) An allocation under paragraph (2) may 
not reduce the rate of basic allowance tor 
quarters tor members in any pay grade and 
dependency status below the rate in effect 
with respect to such members on December 
31, 1988. 

(5) The Secretary of Defense may establish 
separate rates of basic allowance tor quar
ters tor commissioned officers credited with 
over tour years of active service as enlisted 
members or warrant officers. 

(d) INCREASE IN CADET AND MIDSHIPMAN 
PAY.-Effective January 1, 1989, section 
203(c)(1) of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "$504.30" and in
serting in lieu. thereof "$525". 
SEC. 60Z. ALLOWANCE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF 

HOUSEHOLD GOODS 
(a) ALLOWANCE.-Section 406(b)(1) of title 

37, United States Code, is amended-
(1) by striking out "within such weight al

lowances prescribed by the Secretaries con
cerned" in subparagraph fA) and inserting 
in lieu. thereof "within the weight allow
ances listed in subparagraph (C)"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) Under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense, the weight allowance 

to which a member is entitled under sub
paragraph fA) is detennined in accordance 
with the following table: 

"Pay Grade 

0-10 to 0-6 .......•...... 
0-5 .•.................•.•...... 
0-4 ..............•....•........ 
0-3 .....................•.•.... 
0-2 ...........•.....•..•....... 
0-1 ........................... . 
W-4 ........................ .. 
W-3 ........................ .. 
W-2 ........................ .. 
W-1 ......................... . 
E-9 .......................... . 
E-8 .......................... . 
E-7 ......................... .. 
E-6 .......................... . 
E-5 .......................... . 
E-41 ......................... . 

E-4:~ ......................... . 
E-1 .......................... . 
E-2 ......................... .. 
E-3 ......................... .. 

Without 
Dependents 

18,000 
16,000 
14,000 
13,000 
12,500 
10,000 
14,000 
13,000 
12,500 
10,000 
12,000 
11,000 
10,500 

8,000 
7,000 
7,000 
3,500 
2,000 
1,500 
1,500 

With 
Dependents 

18,000 
17,500 
17,000 
14,500 
13,500 
12,000 
17,000 
14,500 
13,500 
12,000 
14,500 
13,500 
12,500 
11,000 

9,000 
8,000 
7,000 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 

•q Member with more than two years of service 
computed under section 205 of this title. 

'• Member with less than two years of service 
computed under section 205 of this title. ". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The weight allow
ances in section 406(b)(1)(C) of title 37, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)), shall apply with respect to transporta
tion of baggage and household effects occur
ring alter June 30, 1989. 

PART E-SPECIAL PAY FOR CRITICAL 
PERSONNEL 

SEC. 611. A VIATOR RETENTION BONUS 
(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.-(1) An aviation 

officer described in subsection (b) who, 
during the period beginning on January 1, 
1989, and ending on September 30, 1989, exe
cutes a written agreement to remain on 
active duty in aviation service tor at least 
one year may, upon the acceptance of the 
written agreement by the Secretary con
cerned, be paid a retention bonus as provid
ed in this section. 

(2) The amount of such bonus shall be not 
more than-

fA) $12,000 tor each year covered by the 
agreement, iJ the officer agrees to remain on 
active duty to complete 14 years of commis
sioned service; or 

(B) $6,000 tor each year covered by the 
agreement, iJ the officer agrees to remain on 
active duty tor one or two years. 

(3) The tenn of the agreement and the 
amount of payment may be prorated as long 
as an agreement under this section does not 
extend beyond the date on which the officer 
would complete 14 years of commissioned 
service. 

(4) Upon the officer's acceptance of the 
agreement, the total amount payable be
comes fixed and may be paid in either a 
lump sum or in installments. 

(b) COVERED OFFICERS.-(1) This section 
applies to an officer of a u.ni/ormed service 
who-

fA) is entitled to aviation career incentive 
pay under section 301a of this title 37, 
United States Code; 

(B) is in a pay grade below pay grade 0-6; 
(C) is qu.ali/ied to pertonn operational 

flying duty; 
(D) has completed at least six but less than 

13 years of active duty; 
(E) has completed any active duty service 

commitment incurred tor undergraduate 
aviator training; and 
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(F) is in an aviation specialty designated 

by the Secretary concerned, and approved by 
the Secretary of Defense or by the Secretary 
of Transportation with respect to the Coast 
Guard when it is not operating as a service 
in the Navy, as critical. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)(F), an 
aviation specialty shall be considered sub
ject to designation as critical when there 
exists a current shortage of officers in that 
specialty. 

(c) ADDITIONAL PAY.-A retention bonus 
under this section is in addition to any 
other pay and allowances to which an offi
cer is entitled. 

(d) REFUNDS.-(1) Refunds shall be re
quired, on a pro rata basis, of sums paid 
under this section if the officer who has re
ceived the payment tails to complete the 
total period of active duty specified in the 
agreement, as conditions and circumstances 
warrant. 

(2) An obligation to reimburse the United 
States imposed under paragraph (1) is tor 
all purposes a debt owed to the United 
States. 

( 3) A discharge in bankruptcy under title 
11, United States Code, that is entered less 
than 5 years after the termination of an 
agreement under this section does not dis
charge the member signing such agreement 
from a debt arising under such agreement or 
under paragraph (1). This paragraph ap
plies to any case commenced under title 11, 
United States Code, after January 1, 1989. 

(e) CERTAIN PAY AGREEMENTS PROHIBITED.
An agreement tor special pay under section 
301b of title 37, United States Code, may not 
be accepted by the Secretary of Defense after 
December 31, 1988. 

(/) REGULATIONS.-This section shall be ad
ministered under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretaries concerned and approved by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Transportation, as appropriate. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section: 
(1) The term "aviation service, means the 

service performed by an officer holding an 
aeronautical rating or designation (except a 
flight surgeon or other medical officer). 

(2) The term "aviation specialty, means a 
community of pilots or other designated 
aeronautical officers identified by type of 
aircraft or weapon system. 

(3) The term "operational/lying duty, has 
the meaning given such term by clause (6) of 
section 301afa) of title 37, United States 
Code. 

(4) The terms "grade,, "member,, "pay•: 
"Secretary concerned': and "uniformed 
services, have the meanings given those 
terms by section 101 of title 37, United 
States Code. 

(h) REPORTS.-(1) Not later than November 
15, 1988, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives a report describing the manner in 
which the authority provided in this section 
is to be used. The report shall include a de
scription of the relative level ot payments 
between officers with various amounts of 
aviation service by aviation specialty. 

(2) Not later than December 1, 1988, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a comprehen
sive report on the retention of aviators in 
the Armed Forces. The report shall include, 
at a minimum, the following: 

(A) An analysis of aviator requirements 
and inventories (current and projected) of 
the Armed Forces by grade and years of serv
ice, including a list of those aviators who 

are assigned to duty other than operational 
flying duty and a justification tor such as
signments. 

(B) An analysis of current and projected 
aviator retention rates in the Armed Forces 
and of those current and projected retention 
rates actually needed to meet the require
ments of the Armed Forces. 

(C) Such recommendations as the Secre
tary considers appropriate regarding-

(i) the initial active duty service commit
ment of aviators,· 

(ii) the integration of the aviator career 
incentive pay under section 301a of title 37, 
United States Code, and the retention bonus 
under this section into a structure that more 
efficiently supports the retention require
ments tor aviators in the Armed Forces; and 

(iii) changes in the aviator management 
policies of the Armed Forces that would 
eliminate the disincentives cited by aviators 
as retention detractors. 

(D) Specific proposals tor such legislation 
as the Secretary considers necessary to 
retain on active duty the aviators required 
to meet the needs of the Armed Forces. 

(i) LIMITATION ON 0BLIGATIONS.-The total 
amount of payments made to officers of the 
Air Force during fiscal year 1989 under this 
section may not exceed $36,200,000. 

(j) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.-[/ both re
ports required by paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (h) are not received by the com
mittees named in such paragraphs by there
spective dates specified in such paragraphs, 
the authority to make payments under this 
section shall terminate effective December 2, 
1988. 
SEC. 612. MEDICAL OFFICER RETENTION BONUS 

(a) BONUS AUTHORIZED.-(1) A medical offi
cer described in subsection (b) who, during 
the period beginning on January 1, 1989, 
and ending on September 30, 1989, executes 
a written agreement to remain on active 
duty tor at least two years may, upon ac
ceptance of the written agreement by the 
Secretary concerned, be paid a retention 
bonus as provided in this section. 

(2) The amount ot such retention bonus 
shall be not more than $20,000 tor each year 
covered by the agreement. 

(b) COVERED 0FFICERS.-This section ap
plies to an officer of a uniformed service 
who-

(1) is an officer of the Medical Corps of the 
Army or the Navy or an officer of the Air 
Force designated as a medical officer; 

(2) is in a pay grade below pay grade 0-7; 
(3) has at least eight years of creditable 

service (computed as described in section 
302(g) of title 37, United States Code); and 

(4) has completed any active duty service 
commitment incurred tor medical education 
and training. 

(C) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COMPENSATION.
The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that 
no officer receives pay under this section 
which, when added to all other pay and al
lowances such officer receives pursuant to 
titles 10 and 37, United States Code, results 
in such officer receiving total compensation 
in an amount that exceeds the total compen
sation paid to comparable physicians (con
sidering age, education, experience, certifi
cation, training, and other appropriate cri
teria), as determined by the Secretary, who 
are civilian physicians employed in the pri
vate sector in employment other than self
employment. The Secretary shall target pay
ments under this section to officers in cate
gories in which the most severe shortages 
exist in the Department of Defense. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION AND [MPLEMENTATION.
The provisions of subsections fa) and (b) of 

section 303a of title 37, United States Code, 
shall apply to the administration of this sec
tion as if a reference to this section were in
cluded in the list of sections referred to in 
such subsections. 

(e) REFUNDs.-(1) Refunds shall be re
quired, on a pro rata basis, of sums paid 
under this section if the officer who has re
ceived the payment fails to complete the 
total period of active duty specified in the 
agreement, as conditions and circumstances 
warrant. 

(2) An obligation to reimburse the United 
States imposed under paragraph (1) is tor 
all purposes a debt owed to the United 
States. 

(3) A discharge in bankruptcy under title 
11, United States Code, that is entered less 
than 5 years after the termination of an 
agreement under this section does not dis
charge the member signing such agreement 
from a debt arising under such agreement or 
under paragraph (1). This paragraph ap
plies to any case commenced under title 11, 
United States Code, after January 1, 1989. 

(/) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the terms 
"grade,, "member,, "pay,, "Secretary con
cerned,, and "uniformed services, have the 
meanings given those terms by section 101 
of title 37, United States Code. 

(g) REPORTS.-(1) Not later than November 
15, 1988, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives a report describing the manner in 
which the authority provided in this section 
is to be used. The report shall include a de
scription of the relative level of payments 
between officers in various categories. 

(2)(A) Not later than December 1, 1988, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives a report 
containing the following: 

(i) An analysis of current and projected re
quirements of the Armed Forces tor health 
professionals by speciality and years ot serv
ice, including a list of requirements tor phy
sicians who are assigned to duties other 
than duties consisting primarily of provid
ing patient care and a justification tor those 
requirements. 

(ii) The Secretary's assessment of the ade
quacy of the existing compensation system 
tor such health care professionals. 

(iii) Such recommendations tor legislation 
as the Secretary considers necessary to at
tract and retain on active duty the health 
care professionals needed to meet the needs 
of the Armed Forces. 

(B) The Secretary shall include in his 
report a draft of legislation which, if en
acted, would establish either-

(i) a compensation system which provides 
total compensation that is competitive with 
the compensation paid comparable health 
care professionals (considering age, educa
tion, experience, certification, training, and 
other appropriate criteria) who are health 
care professionals employed in the private 
sector in employment other than self-em
ployment; or 

(ii) a single military health care profes
sional incentive compensation program (in 
lieu of special pay provided under chapter 5 
of title 37, United States Code) which pro
vides incentive compensation in suJ/icient 
amounts to ensure that the total amount of 
such compensation to which such health 
care professionals are entitled under the 
provisions of titles 10 and 37, United States 
Code, is competitive with the compensation 
paid comparable health care professionals 
(considering age, education, experience, cer-
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tification, training, and other appropriate 
criteria) who are health care professionals 
employed in the private sector in employ
ment other than self-employment. 

(h) LIMITATION ON 0BLIGATIONS.-The total 
amount of payments made during fiscal 
year 1989 under this section may not exceed 
$30,000,000. 

(i) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.-lf both re
ports required by paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (g) are not received by the com
mittees named in such paragraphs by the re
spective dates speci,fied in such paragraphs, 
the authority to make payments under this 
section shall terminate effective December 2, 
1988. 
SEC. 613. SPECIAL PAY FOR CRITICALLY SHORT WAR

TIME HEALTH SPECIALISTS IN THE SE
LECTED RESERVE 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) An officer of a reserve 
component of the Armed Forces described in 
paragraph (2) who executes a written agree
ment under which the officer agrees to serve 
in the Selected Reserve of an armed force for 
a period of not less than one year nor more 
than three years, beginning on the date the 
officer accepts the award of special pay 
under this section, may be paid special pay 
at an annual rate not to exceed $10,000. 

(2) An officer referred to in paragraph (1) 
is an officer in a health care profession who 
is qualified in a specialty designated by reg
ulations as a critically short wartime spe
cialty. 

(3) Special pay under this section shall be 
paid annually at the beginning of each 
twelve-month period for which the officer 
has agreed to serve. 

(b) REFUND REQUIREMENT.-An officer who 
voluntarily terminates service in the Select
ed Reserve of an armed force before the end 
of the period for which a payment was made 
to such officer under this section shall 
refund to the United States the full amount 
of the payment made for the period on 
which the payment was based. 

(C) INAPPLICABILITY OF DISCHABGE IN BANK· 
RUPTCY.-A discharge in bankruptcy under 
title 11, United States Code, that is entered 
less than 5 years after the termination of an 
agreement under this section does not dis
charge the person receiving such special pay 
from the debt arising under the agreement. 

(d) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT AUTHOR
ITY.-No agreement under this section may 
be entered into after September 30, 1990. 

(e) PURPOSE OF PROGRAM.-The authority 
provided under this section shall be used 
only for the purpose of establishing and con
ducting a pilot test program to determine 
the effect that the program provided for in 
this section has on the retention of officers 
who are quali.fied in specialties designated 
by regulation as critically short wartime 
specialties. 

(f) REGULATIONS.-(1) This section shall be 
administered under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary concerned and approved by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

(2) As used in paragraph (1), the term 
"Secretary concerned" has the same mean
ing as provided in section 101(5) of title 37, 
United States Code. 

(g) LIMITATIONS ON 0BLIGATIONS.-The total 
amount of payments made during fiscal 
year 1989 as the result of agreements entered 
into under this section may not exceed 
$4,000,000. 

(h) REPORT.-(1) Not later than September 
1, 1988, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report containing a description of the 
manner in which the pilot test program pro-

vided for in this section is to be structured, 
including the minimum periods of service to 
be required for various levels of special pay 
under this section. 

(2) Not later than February 1, 1990, the 
Secretary also shall submit to such commit
tees an evaluation of the effectiveness of the 
program and recommendations for its con
tinuation or modification. 

(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The authority to enter 
into agreements under this section shall 
take effect 30 days after the date on which 
the committees referred to in subsection 
(h)(1) receive the report required by such 
subsection. 

PART C-0THER PERSONNEL BENEFITS 
SEC. 6Zl. HOUSING LEASE INDEMNITY PROGRAM 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 53 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§1055. Waiver of security deposit. for members 

renting private housing; authority to indemnify 
16ndlord 
"(a) The Secretary of Defense may carry 

out a program under which the Secretary of 
a military department agrees to indemnify a 
landlord who leases a rental unit to a 
member of the armed forces against a breach 
of the lease by the member or for damage to 
the rental unit caused by the member. In ex
change for agreement for such indemni.fica
tion by the Secretary, the landlord shall be 
required to waive any requirement for pay
ment by the member of a security deposit 
that the landlord would otherwise require. 

"(b)(1) For purposes of carrying out a pro
gram authorized by subsection (a), the Sec
retary of a military department, to the 
extent funds are provided in advance in ap
propriation Acts, may enter into an agree
ment with any landlord who agrees to waive 
the requirement for a security deposit in 
connection with the lease of a rental unit to 
a member of the armed forces under the ju
risdiction of the Secretary. An agreement 
under this paragraph shall provide that-

"( A) the term of the agreement shall 
remain in effect during the term of the mem
ber's lease and during any lease renewal pe
riods with the lessor; 

"(B) the member shall not pay a security 
deposit; 

"(C) the Secretary (except as provided in 
subparagraphs (D) and (E)) shall compen
sate the landlord for breach of the lease by 
the member and for damage to the rental 
unit caused by the member or by a guest or 
dependent of the member; 

"(D) the total liability of the Secretary for 
a breach of the lease or for damage described 
in subparagraph (C) may not exceed an 
amount equal to the amount that the Secre
tary determines would have been required by 
the landlord as a security deposit in the ab
sence of an agreement authorized in this 
paragraph; 

"(E) the Secretary may not compensate the 
landlord for any claim for breach of the 
lease or for damage described in subpara
graph fC) until the landlord exhausts any 
remedies available to the landlord (includ
ing submission to binding arbitration by a 
panel composed of military personnel and 
persons from the private sector) against the 
member for the breach or damage; and 

"(F) the Secretary shall be subrogated to 
the rights of the landlord in any case in 
which the Secretary compensates the land
lord for breach of the lease or for damage de
scribed in subparagraph (C). 

"(2) Any authority of the Secretary of a 
military department under this section shall 
be exercised under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

"(c)(1) The Secretary of a military depart
ment who compensates a landlord under 
subsection (b) for a breach of a lease or for 
damage described in subsection (b)(1)(C) 
may issue a special order under section 1007 
of title 37 to authorize the withholding from 
the pay of the member of an amount equal 
to the amount paid by the Secretary to the 
landlord as compensation for the breach or 
damage. 

"(2) Before the Secretary of a military de
partment issues a special order under sec
tion 1007 of title 37 to authorize the with
holding of any amount from the pay of a 
member for a breach or damage referred to 
in paragraph (1), the Secretary concerned 
shall provide the member with the same 
notice and opportunity for hearing and 
record inspection as provided an individual 
under section 5514(a)(2) of title 5. The Secre
tary concerned shall prescribe regulations, 
subject to the approval of the President, to 
carry out this paragraph. Such regulations 
shall be as uniJorm for the military depart
ments as practicable. 

"(d) In this section, the term 'landlord' 
means a person who leases a rental unit to a 
member of the armed forces.". 

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

"1 055. Waiver of security deposits for mem
bers renting private housing; 
authority to indemni.fy land
lord.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 1055 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion (a), shall take effect on October 1, 1988. 
SEC. 6ZZ. RETIRED PAY INVERSIONS RESULTING 

FROM COURT-MARTIAL PUNISHMENT 

fa) IN GENERAL.-Section 1401a(f) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by in
serting after the second sentence the follow
ing: "However, in the case of a member who, 
after initially becoming eligible for retired 
pay, is reduced in grade pursuant to a sen
tence of a court-martial, such computation 
may not be based on a grade higher than the 
grade in which the member is retired. ". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply to the computation of the re
tired or retainer pay of members who ini
tially become entitled to such pay on or 
after such effective date. 
SEC. 6ZJ. TlU VEL AND TJUNSPORTATION ALLOW

ANCES FOR EMERGENCY TRA YEL 

fa) IN GENERAL.-Section 411e(a) of title 
37, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out "incident to the serious illness or 
injury or the death of a dependent of the 
member" and inserting in lieu thereof "inci
dent to a personal emergency of the 
member". • 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall apply with re
spect to travel performed after September 30, 
1988. 
SEC. 614. TRAVEL AND TJUNSPORTATION ALLOW

ANCES INCIDENT TO VOLUNTARY EX
TENSION OF OVERSEAS TOURS OF 
DUTY 

(a) CHANGE FROM MANDATORY TO PERMIS
SIVE.-Section 411g(a) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out "is 
entitled" and inserting in lieu thereof "may 
be paid". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall apply with re
spect to agreements to extend overseas tours 
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of duty made on and alter the date of the en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 615. CIVIUAN CLOTHING ALLOWANCE 

Section 419 of title 37, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) by striking out "member" each place it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "offi
cer"; 

(2) by striking out "is entitled" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "may be paid"; and 

(3) by striking out "member's" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "officer's". 
PART D-BENEFITS RELATING TO INCAPACITA

TION OF CERTAIN RESERVE MEMBERS IN LINE 
OF DUTY 

SEC. tiJl. COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN RESERVE 
MEMBERS 

(a) Ar.rrHORIZATION OF COMPENSATION.-Sub
sections (g) and fh) of section 204 of title 37, 
United States Code, are amended to read as 
follows: 

"(g)(1) A member of a reseroe component 
of a uniformed seroice is entitled to the pay 
and allowances provided by law or regula
tion tor a member of a regular component of 
a uniformed service of corresponding grade 
and length of seroice whenever such member 
is physically disabled as the result of an 
injuT1J, illness, or disease incurred or aggra
vated-

"fA) in line ot duty while performing 
active duty; 

"(B) in line of duty while performing inac
tive-duty training (other than work or study 
in connection with a correspondence course 
of an armed force or attendance in an inac
tive status at an educational institution 
under the sponsorship of an armed force or 
the Public Health Seroice); or 

"(C) while traveling directly to or from 
such duty or training. 

"(2) In the case of a member who receives 
earned income from nonmilitaT'!/ employ
ment or self-employment performed in any 
month in which the member is otherwise en
titled to pay and allowances under para
graph (1), the total pay and allowances shall 
be reduced by the amount of such income. In 
calculating earned income tor the purpose 
of the preceding sentence, income from an 
income protection plan, vacation pay, or 
sick leave which the member elects to receive 
shall be considered. 

"fh)(1) A member of a reseroe component 
of a uniformed seroice who is physically 
able to perform his militaT'!/ duties, is enti
tled, upon request, to a portion of the 
monthly pay and allowances provided by 
law or regulation tor a member of a regular 
component of a uniformed seroice ot corre
sponding grade and length of seroice tor 
each month tor which the member demon
strates a loss of earned income from non
militaT'!/ employment or self-employment as 
a result of an iniUT'!/, illness, or disease in
curred or aggravated-

"( A) in line of duty while performing 
active duty; 

"(B) in line of duty while performing inac
tive-duty training (other than work or study 
in connection with a correspondence course 
of an armed force or attendance in an inac
tive status at an educational institution 
under the sponsorship of an armed force or 
the Public Health Seroice); or 

"(C) while traveling directly to or from 
such duty or training. 

"(2) The monthly entitlement may not 
exceed the member's demonstrated loss of 
earned income from nonmilitaT'!/ or self-em
ployment. In calculating such loss of 
income, income from an income protection 
plan, vacation pay, or sick leave which the 

member elects to receive shall be consid
ered.". 

(b) LIMIT ON TOTAL COMPENSATION.-Such 
section is further amended by redesignating 
subsection fi) as subsection (j) and by in
serting alter subsection (h) the following 
new subsection fi): 

"fi)(1J The total amount of pay and allow
ances paid under subsections (g) and fh) 
and compensation paid under section 
206fa) of this title tor any period may not 
exceed the amount of pay and allowances 
provided bylaw or regulation tor a member 
of a regular component of a uniformed sero
ice of corresponding grade and length of 
seroice tor that period. 

"(2) Pay and allowances may not be paid 
under subsection (g) or fh) tor a period of 
more than six months. The SecretaT'!/ con
cerned may extend such period in any case 
if the SecretaT'!/ determines that it is in the 
interests of fairness and equity to do so. 

"(3) A member is not entitled to benefits 
under subsection (g) or fh) if the injuT1J, ill
ness, disease, or aggravation of an in.iuT'!/, 
illness, or disease is the result of the gross 
negligence or misconduct of the member. 

"(4) Regulations with respect to proce
dures tor paying pay and allowances under 
subsections (g) and fh) shall be prescribed

"(A) by the SecretaT'!/ of Defense tor the 
armed forces under the jurisdiction of the 
SecretaT'!/; and 

"(B) by the SecretaT'!/ of Transportation 
tor the Coast Guard when the Coast Guard 
is not operating as a seroice in the Navy.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT FOR INACTIVE· 
DUTY TRAINING.-Section 206fa) of such title 
is amended by striking out "tor a period of 
30 days or less" in paragraph f3)(A)(i). 

fd) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to persons who, alter the date of enactment 
of this Act, incur or aggravate an iniuT'!/, ill
ness, or disease, or who die as the result of 
incurring or aggravating an in.iUT'!/, illness, 
or disease. 
SEC. tiJZ. 77U VEL FOR DEPENDENTS OF CERTAIN 

MEMBERS 
(a) TRAVEL Ar.rrHORlZED.-Paragraph (2) 0/ 

section 411hfa) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) A member referred to in paragraph (1) 
is a member of the uniformed seroices who-

"( A) is serving on active duty or is entitled 
to pay and allowances under section 204(g) 
of this title for would be so entitled were it 
not tor offsetting earned income described 
in that section); 

"fB) is seriously ill or seriously injured; 
and 

"(C) is hospitalized in a medical facility 
in or outside the United States. ". 

(b) TRAVEL TO BURIAL CEREMONIES.-Sec
tion 411/fa) of such title is amended by 
striking out "for a period of 30 days or more 
in order to" and inserting in lieu thereof "or 
inactive duty in order that such dependents 
may". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1988. 
SEC. tiJJ. INJURY, DISABILITY, AND DEATH COMPEN

SATION COVERAGE FOR ROTC CADETS 
DURING MIUTARY TRAINING ACTIYI
TIES 

(a) Ar.rrHORITY To PRESCRIBE TRAINING.-(1) 
Subsection fa) of section 2109 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"fa) For the further practical instruction 
of members of, and designated applicants 
tor membership in, the program, the Secre
taT'!/ of the militaT'!/ department concerned 

may prescribe and conduct practical mili
taT'!/ training, in addition to field training 
and practice cruises prescribed under sec
tion 2104fb)(6) of this title. The SecretaT'!/ 
concerned may require that some or all of 
the training prescribed under this subsec
tion must be completed by a member before 
the member is commissioned.". 

(2) Subsection fb) of such section is 
amended-

fA) by striking out "may-" and inserting 
in lieu thereof ", with respect to practical 
militaT'!/ training prescribed under this sec
tion and field training and practice cruises 
prescribed under section 2104fb)(6) of this 
title, may-"; and 

fB) by striking out "field training" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu there
of "such training". 

f3)(A) The heading of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§2109. Practical military training'~ 

fB) The item relating to such section in 
the table of sections at the beginning ot 
chapter 103 of such title is amended to read 
as follows: 
"2109. Practical militaT'!I training.". 

(b) COVERAGE FOR INJURY, DISABILITY, AND 
DEATH.-Section 8140 ot title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
fA) by striking out "disability or death 

from an iniuT'!I" and inserting in lieu there
of "an injUT1J, disability, or death"; and 

fB) by striking out "field" before "train
ing"; 

(2) in subsection (/), by striking out "while 
attending field training or a practice cruise 
under chapter 103 of title 10" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "by a militaT'!/ department in 
a facility of a militaT'!/ department"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(g) For purposes of this section, the term 
'applicant tor membership' includes a stu
dent enrolled, during a semester or other en
rollment term, in a course which is part of 
Reserve Officers' Training Corps instruction 
at an educational institution.". 

(C) TRAINING INCLUDED WITHIN CERTAIN 
DEFINITIONS.-(1) Paragraph (22)(D) of sec
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended-

fA) by striking out "field"; and 
fB) by inserting "for a period of not less 

than tour weeks and which must be complet
ed by the member before the member is com
missioned" alter "title 10". 

(2) Paragraph (23) of such section is 
amended-

fA) by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause fA); 

fB) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and"; and 

fC) by inserting alter clause fB) the follow
ing new clause: 

"(C) training (other than active duty tor 
training) by a member of, or applicant tor 
membership (as defined in section 8140fg) of 
title 5) in, the Senior Reseroe Officers' 
Training Corps prescribed under chapter 
103 of title 10. ". 

(d) PAY STATUS WHILE IN CERTAIN TRAIN· 
ING.-Section 209fc) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "field 
training or practice cruises under section 
2109 of title 10" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"training or practice cruises under chapter 
103 of title 10 if the training or cruise is of 
at least tour weeks duration and must be 
completed before the cadet or midshipman is 
commissioned.". 
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(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall apply only with 
respect to training performed alter Septem
ber 30, 1988. 

PARTE-HEALTH CARE MANAGEMENT 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 611. REQUIREMENT TO SUBMIT END STRENGTHS 
AND MANPOWER REPORT FOR MEDI
CAL PERSONNEL 

(a) END STRENGTH REQUIREMENT.-Section 
115(b)(1) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(D) At the same time the President sub
mits the budget for any fiscal year to Con
gress pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con
gress recommendations for the end strength 
levels for medical personnel for each compo
nent of the armed forces as of the end of that 
fiscal year. For purposes of this subpara
graph, the term 'medical personnel, in
cludes-

"(i) in the Army, members of the Medical 
Corps, Dental Corps, Nurse Corps, Medical 
Service Corps, Veterinary Corps, and Army 
Medical Specialist Corps; 

"(ii) in the Air Force, members designated 
as medical officers, dental officers, Air Force 
nurses, medical service officers, and biomed
ical science officers; 

"(iii) in the Navy, members of the Medical 
Corps, Dental Corps, Nurse Corps, and Med
ical Service Corps; 

"(iv) enlisted personnel engaged in or sup
porting medically-related activities,· and 

"(v) such other personnel as the Secretary 
considers appropriate.,, 

(b) MANPOWER REPORT REQUIREMENT.-Sec
tion 115fb)(3)(B) of such title is amended

(1) by striking out "and, at the end of 
clause (iiJ; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause (iii) and inserting in lieu thereof "; 
and,; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iv) the manpower required to perform 
the medical missions of the armed forces 
and the Department of Defense.,, 
SEC. UZ. REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO CER

TAIN NA YY MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
Of the amount appropriated for operation 

and maintenance for the Navy for fiscal 
year 1989, $15,000,000 shall be available only 
for the pay and allowances of those civilian 
employees of the Navy-

(1) hired alter September 30, 1988, to per
form duties in support of Navy medical 
treatment facilities; and 

(2) only to the extent that the number of 
such employees hired alter that date results 
in a greater number of such employees per
forming those duties for the Navy than were 
performing those duties for the Navy on Sep
tember 30, 1988. 
SEC. 613. PROVISIONS RELATING TO NAVY HEALTH 

PROFESSION PERSONNEL 
(a) REPEAL.-Section 723 of the National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 
Stat. 1116) is repealed. 

(b) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.-(1) Of the 
total number of officers authorized to be 
serving on active duty in the Navy as of Sep
tember 30, 1989, under section 401(2), 11,940 
shall be available only for assignment to 
duties in health profession specialties. 

(2) Of the total number of officers author
ized to be serving on active duty in the Navy 
as of September 30, 1990, 12,240 shall be 
available only for assignment to duties in 
health profession specialties. 

(3) Of the total number of officers author
ized to be serving on active duty in the Navy 

as of September 30, 1991, 12,510 shall be 
available only for assignment to duties in 
health profession specialties. 
SEC. 611. SHARING OF HEALTH-CARE RESOURCES BE

TWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE AND THE VETERANS, ADMINIS
TRATION 

Of the total amount appropriated for oper
ation and maintenance for the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1989, $20,000,000 
shall be available only for sharing health
care resources between the Department of 
Defense and the Veterans• Administration 
under section 5011 of title 38, United States 
Code, or under section 1535 of title 31, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 616. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE FOR 

FORMER PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
HOSPITALS AND REQUIREMENT THAT 
SUCH HOSPITALS BE COST EFFECTIVE 

Section 1252fe) of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
248d(e)), is amended-

(1) by striking out "1988, in the first sen
tence and inserting in lieu thereof "1990,,· 

(2) by striking out "which ident'i,fies, in 
the second sentence and all that follows 
through the end of that sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: "which (1) 
ident'i,fies the facility whose status is being 
terminated, (2) spec'i,fies the date on which 
such status is being terminated, and ( 3) cer
t'i,fies that more cost-effective medical and 
dental care for members and former mem
bers of the unvormed services or their de
pendents is available elsewhere in the same 
geographic area.,; and 

(3) by inserting alter the third sentence the 
following: "Each such copy of the order shall 
include a copy of the cert'i,fication required 
in clause (3) of the second sentence of this 
subsection and shall contain cost data sub
stantiating the termination decision and 
identiJying how more cost-effective care 
could be provided to the alfected individ
uals.,. 
SEC. 616. EUGIBIUTY OF CERTAIN INST/TllT/ONS TO 

RECEIVE REIMBURSEMENT UNDER 
CHAMPUS 

(a) ACTIVE·DurY DEPENDENTS.-(!) Section 
1079fb) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end of paragraph 
(1) the following: "The Secretary of Defense 
may exempt a patient from paying such 
amount v the hospital to which the patient 
is admitted does not impose a legal obliga
tion on any of its patients to pay for inpa
tient care.,, 

(2) Section 1079 of such title is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(m)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the Sec
retary of Defense may, upon request, make 
payments under this section for a charge for 
services for which a claim is submitted 
under a plan contracted for under subsec
tion fa) to a hospital that does not impose a 
legal obligation on any of its patients to pay 
for such services. 

"(2) A payment under paragraph (1) may 
not exceed the average amount paid for 
comparable services in the geographic area 
in which the hospital is located or, v no 
comparable services are available in that 
area, in an area similar to the area in which 
the hospital is located. 

"( 3) The Secretary of Defense shall periodi
cally review the billing practices of each 
hospital the Secretary approves for payment 
under this subsection to ensure that the hos
pital•s practices of not billing patients for 
payment are not resulting in increased costs 
to the Government. 

"(4) The Secretary of Defense may require 
each hospital the Secretary approves for 

payment under this subsection to provide 
evidence that it has sources of revenue to 
cover unbilled costs.,, 

(b) RETIREES AND THEIR DEPENDENTS.-(!) 
Section 1086(b) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended in paragraph ( 3) by 
adding at the end the following: "The Secre
tary of Defense may exempt a patient from 
paying such charges v the hospital to which 
the patient is admitted does not impose a 
legal obligation on any of its patients to pay 
for inpatient care. ,, 

(2) Section 1086 of such title is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(h)(1J Subject to paragraph (2), the Secre
tary of Defense may, upon request, make 
payments under this section for a charge for 
services for which a claim is submitted 
under a plan contracted for under subsec
tion (a) to a hospital that does not impose a 
legal obligation on any of its patients to pay 
for such services. 

"(2) A payment under paragraph (1) may 
not exceed the average amount paid for 
comparable services in the geographic area 
in which the hospital is located or, v no 
comparable services are available in that 
area, in an area similar to the area in which 
the hospital is located. 

"( 3) The Secretary of Defense shall periodi
cally review the billing practices of each 
hospital the Secretary approves for payment 
under this subsection to ensure that the hos
pital•s practices of not billing patients for 
payment are not resulting in increased costs 
to the Government. 

"(4) The Secretary of Defense may require 
each hospital the Secretary approves for 
payment under this subsection to provide 
evidence that it has sources of revenue to 
cover unbilled costs.,_ 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsections fa) and (b) shall apply 
with respect to medical care received alter 
September 30, 1988. 

PART F-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 661. UMITED EXTENSION OF CERTAIN MEDICAL 
BENEF/7'S FOR FORMER SPOUSES 

(a) MEDICAL COVERAGE.-Section 1076 of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"(f)(1) A person described in paragraph (2) 
shall be considered a dependent for purposes 
of this section for a period of one year alter 
the date of the person•s final decree of di
vorce, dissolution, or annulment. In addi
tion, v such a person purchases a conver
sion health policy within the one-year 
period referred to in the preceding sentence, 
such person shall be entitled, upon request, 
to medical and dental care prescribed by 
section 1077 of this title for a period of one 
year alter the purchase of the policy for any 
condition of the person that existed on the 
date on which coverage under the policy 
begins and for which care is not provided 
under that policy. 

"(2) A person referred to in paragraph (1) 
is a person whp would quali.fy as a depend
ent under section 1 072f2HGJ but for the fact 
that the person•s final decree of divorce, dis
solution, or annulment is dated on or alter 
April1, 1985. 

"(3) In this subsection, the term 'conver
sion health policy• means a health insurance 
plan with a private insurer, developed 
through negotiations between the Secretary 
of Defense and a private insurer, that is 
available for purchase by or for the use of 
persons described in paragraph (2). ,, 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 

645(c) of the Department of Defense Authori
zation Act, 1985 (10 U.S.C. 1072 note) is re
pealed effective as of the effective date of 
section 1076(/) of title 10, United States 
Code (as added by subsection (a)). 

(c) TRANSITION.-Any person who qualified 
as a dependent under section 645fc) of the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1985, as in effect before its repeal by subsec
tion (b), shall remain qualified as a depend
ent as specified in that section and shall 
become eligible for benefits in accordance 
with section 1076(/) of title 10, United States 
Code (as added by subsection (a)), when no 
longer qualified as a dependent pursuant to 
such section 645(c). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 1076(/) of 
title 10, United States Code, as added by sub
section fa), shall take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act or 30 days alter the 
Secretary of Defense first makes available a 
conversion health policy (as defined in such 
section), whichever is later. Such section 
shall apply to persons whose decree of di
vorce, dissolution, or annulment becomes 
final alter the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 651. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO SURVIVOR 

BENEFIT PLAN COVERAGE OF FORMER 
SPOUSES 

(a) INCLUSION OF FORMER SPOUSES IN SAV
INGS PROVISION.-Section 1451(e)(1) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "widow or widower" in 
subparagraph (A) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "widow, widower, or former spouse"; 
and 

(2) by inserting "or former spouse" in sub
paragraph (B) alter "A spouse". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to pay
ments under the Survivor Benefit Plan es
tablished under subchapter II of chapter 73 
of title 10, United States Code, Jor periods 
alter February 28, 1986. 
SEC. 65J. ANNUITY FOR CERTAIN SURVIVING 

SPOUSES 
fa) ANNUITY.-(1) The Secretary concerned 

shall pay an annuity to the qualified surviv
ing spouse of each member of the uniformed 
services who-

( A) died be/ore November 1, 1953; and 
(B) was entitled to retired or retainer pay 

on the date of death. 
(2) A qualified surviving spouse Jor pur

poses of this section is a surviving spouse 
who has not remarried and who is eligible 
for an annuity under section 4 of Public 
Law 92-425 (10 U.S.C. 1448 note). 

(b) AMOUNT OF ANNUITY.-(1) An annuity 
payable under this section shall be paid at 
the rate of $165 per month. as adjusted from 
time to time under subsection (c). 

(2) An annuity paid to a surviving spouse 
under this section shall be reduced by the 
amount of dependency and indemnity com
pensation fDICJ to which the surviving 
spouse is entitled under section 411 (a) of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(c) CosT-OF-LIVING INCREASES.-Whenever 
retired or retainer pay is increased under 
section 1401a(b)(2) of title 10, United States 
Code, each annuity that is payable under 
this section shall be increased at the same 
time and by the same total percent. The 
amount of the increase shall be based on the 
monthly annuity payable before any reduc
tion under this section. 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS.-An 
annuity paid to a surviving spouse under 
this section is in addition to any pension to 
which the surviving spouse is entitled under 
subchapter III of chapter 15 of title 38, 

United States Code, or section 306 of the 
Veterans' and Survivors' Pension Improve
ment Act of 1978 (38 U.S.C. 521 note), and 
any payment made under the provisions of 
section 4 of Public Law 92-425. An annuity 
paid under this section shall not be consid
ered as income for the purposes of eligibility 
Jor any such pension. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) The terms "uniformed services" and 
"Secretary concerned" have the meanings 
given those terms in section 101 of title 37, 
United States Code. 

(2) The term "surviving spouse" has the 
meaning given the terms "widow" and "wid
ower" in paragraphs (3) and (4), respective
ly, of section 1447 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Annuities under this 
section shall be paid for months beginning 
alter the month in which this Act is enacted. 
No benefit shall accrue to any person by 
reason of the enactment of this section for 
any period be/ore the first month referred to 
in the preceding sentence. No benefit shall 
be paid to any person under this section 
unless an application for such benefit has 
been filed with the Secretary concerned by 
or on behalf of such person. 
SEC. 651. REPORT ON DEFINITION OF DEPENDENT 

FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES 
(a) REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense 

shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives a report on the desirability of 
providing in law a more uniform and con
sistent definition of the term "dependent" 
Jor the purpose of determining the eligibility 
of a person, based upon the relationship of 
such person to a member or former member 
of the uniformed services, for various rights 
and benefits provided by law, including the 
following: 

(1) Pay and allowances under title 37, 
United States Code. 

(2) Rights and benefits (including eligibil
ity Jor travel and commissary store privi
leges) under chapters 53 and 54 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

( 3) Medical and dental care under chapter 
55 of title 10, United States Code. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The Secretary 
shall submit the report required by subsec
tion (a) not later than March 15, 1989, to
gether with such comments and recommen
dations Jor legislation as he considers ap
propriate. 

TITLE VII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 

PART A-ORGANIZATION 
SEC. 701. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH POSITION OF 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
FOR INTELLIGENCE 

Paragraph (3) of section 136(b) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(3)(A) One of the Assistant Secretaries 
shall be the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Jor Command, Control, Communications, 
and Intelligence. He shall have as his princi
pal duty the overall supervision of com
mand, control, communications, and intelli
gence a/fairs of the Department of Defense. 

"(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
one of the Assistant Secretaries established 
by the Secretary of Defense may be an Assist
ant Secretary of Defense Jor Intelligence, 
who shall have as his principal duty the 
overall supervision of intelligence a/fairs of 
the Department of Defense. 

"(C) If the Secretary of Defense establishes 
an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelli
gence, the Assistant Secretary provided for 

under subparagraph (A) shall be the Asssis
tant Secretary of Defense Jor Command, 
Control, and Communications and shall 
have as his principal duty the overall super
vision of command, control, and communi
cations a/fairs of the Department of De
fense.". 
'SEC. 701. DESIGNATION IN EACH MILITARY DEPART

MENT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY WITH 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR FINANCIAL MAN
AGEMENT 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY.-(1) Section 
3016fb) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"( 4) One of the Assistant Secretaries shall 
be the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Fi
nancial Management. The Assistant Secre
tary shall have as his principal responsibil
ity the exercise of the comptroller Junctions 
of the Department of the Army, including fi
nancial management Junctions. The Assist
ant Secretary shall be responsible for all fi
nancial management activities and oper
ations of the Department of the Army and 
shall advise the Secretary of the Army on fi
nancial management.". 

(2) Chapter 303 of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§3022. Financial management 

"(a) The Secretary of the Army shall pro
vide that the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
for Financial Management shall direct and 
manage financial management activities 
and operations of the Department of the 
Army, including ensuring that financial 
management systems of the Department of 
the Army comply with subsection (b). The 
authority of the Assistant Secretary for such 
direction and management shall include the 
authority to-

"(1) supervise and direct the preparation 
of budget estimates of the Department of the 
Army and otherwise carry out, with respect 
to the Department of the Army, the Junc
tions specified for the Comptroller of the De
partment of Defense in section 137(c) of this 
title; 

"(2) approve and supervise any project to 
design or enhance a financial management 
system for the Department of the Army; and 

"(3) approve the establishment and super
vise the operation of any asset management 
system of the Department of the Army, in
cluding-

"(A) systems for cash management, credit 
management, and debt collection; and 

"(B) systems for the accounting for the 
quantity, location, and cost of property and 
inventory. 

"(b)(1) Financial management systems of 
the Department of the Army (including ac
counting systems, internal control systems, 
and financial reporting systems) shall be es
tablished and maintained in conJormance 
with-

" fA) the accounting and financial report
ing principles, standards, and requirements 
established by the Comptroller General 
under section 3511 of title 31; and 

"(B) the internal control standards estab
lished by the Comptroller General under sec
tion 3512 of title 31. 

"(2) Such systems shall provide for-
"( A) complete, reliable, consistent, and 

timely in.formation which is prepared on a 
uniform basis and which is responsive to the 
financial inJormation needs of department 
management; 

"(B) the development and reporting of cost 
inJormation; 

"(C) the integration of accounting and 
budgeting inJormation; and 
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"(DJ the systematic measurement of per

formance. 
"(c) The Assistant Secretary shall main

tain a Jive-year plan describing the activi
ties the Department of the Army proposes to 
conduct over the next Jive fiscal years to im
prove financial management. Such plan 
shall be revised annually. 

"(d) The Assistant Secretary of the Army 
tor Financial Management shall transmit to 
the Secretary of the Army a report each year 
on the activities of the Assistant Secretary 
during the preceding year. Each such report 
shall include a description and analysis of 
the status of Department of the Army finan
cial management.". 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"3022. Financial management.". 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF THE NA VY.-Section 
5016(b) of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"( 3) One of the Assistant Secretaries shall 
be the Assistant Secretary of the Navy tor Fi
nancial Management. The Assistant Secre
tary shall have as his principal responsibil
ity the exercise of the comptroller Junctions 
of the Department of the Navy, including fi· 
nancial management functions. The Assist
ant Secretary shall be responsible for all fi· 
nancial management activities and oper
ations of the Department of the Navy and 
shall advise the Secretary of the Navy on fi· 
nancial management.". 

(2) Chapter 503 of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§5025. Fin.aneialnuJnogement 

"(a) The Secretary of the Navy shall pro
vide that the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Financial Management shall direct and 
manage financial management activities 
and operations of the Department of the 
Navy, including ensuring that financial 
management systems of the Department of 
the Navy comply with subsection (b). The 
authority of the Assistant Secretary tor such 
direction and management shall include the 
authority to-

"(1) supervise and direct the preparation 
of budget estimates of the Department of the 
Navy and otherwise carry out, with respect 
to the Department of the Navy, the Junctions 
specijied for the Comptroller of the Depart
ment of Defense in section 137fc) of this 
title; 

"(2) approve and supervise any project to 
design or enhance a financial management 
system for the Department of the Navy; and 

"(3) approve the establishment and super
vise the operation of any asset management 
system of the Department of the Navy, in
cluding-

"fA) systems for cash management, credit 
management, and debt collection,· and 

"fBJ systems tor the accounting tor the 
quantity, location, and cost of property and 
inventory. 

"(b)(1J Financial management systems of 
the Department of the Navy (including ac
counting systems, internal control systems, 
and financial reporting systems) shall be es
tablished and maintained in conformance 
with-

" fA) the accounting and financial report
ing principles, standards, and requirements 
established by the Comptroller General 
under section 3511 of title 31; and 

"(BJ the internal control standards estab
lished by the Comptroller General under sec
tion 3512 of title 31. 

"(2) Such systems shall provide Jor-
"(AJ complete, reliable, consistent, and 

timely information which is prepared on a 

uniform basis and which is responsive to the 
financial information needs of department 
management; 

"(B) the development and reporting of cost 
information; 

"(C) the integration of accounting and 
budgeting information; and 

"(D) the systematic measurement of per
formance. 

"(c) The Assistant Secretary shall main
tain a Jive-year plan describing the activi
ties the Department of the Navy proposes to 
conduct over the next Jive fiscal years to im
prove financial management. Such plan 
shall be revised annually. 

"(d) The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Financial Management shall transmit to 
the Secretary of the Navy a report each year 
on the activities of the Assistant Secretary 
during the preceding year. Each such report 
shall include a description and analysis of 
the status of Department of the Navy finan
cial management.". 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"5025. Financial management.". 

(C) DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE.-Section 
8016(b) of such title is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"( 3) One of the Assistant Secretaries shall 
be the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
tor Financial Management. The Assistant 
Secretary shall have as his principal respon
sibility the exercise of the comptroller Junc
tions of the Department of the Air Force, in
cluding financial management Junctions. 
The Assistant Secretary shall be responsible 
for all financial management activities and 
operations of the Department of the Air 
Force and shall advise the Secretary of the 
Air Force on financial management.". 

(2) Chapter 803 of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§80ZZ. Fin.aneialnuJfUJIIement 

"(a) The Secretary of the Air Force shall 
provide that the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force for Financial Management shall 
direct and manage financial management 
activities and operations of the Department 
of the Air Force, including ensuring that fi
nancial management systems of the Depart
ment of the Air Force comply with subsec
tion (b). The authority of the Assistant Sec
retary tor such direction and management 
shall include the authority to-

"(1) supervise and direct the preparation 
of budget estimates of the Department of the 
Air Force and otherwise carry out, with re
spect to the Department of the Air Force, the 
Junctions specijied for the Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense in section 137fc) 
of this title; 

"(2) approve and supervise any project to 
design or enhance a financial management 
system for the Department of the Air Force; 
and 

"(3) approve the establishment and super
vise the operation of any asset management 
system of the Department of the Air Force, 
including-

"( A) systems tor cash management, credit 
management, and debt collection; and 

"(B) systems for the accounting for the 
quantity, location, and cost of property and 
inventory. 

"(b)(1J Financial management systems of 
the Department of the Air Force (including 
accounting systems, internal control sys
tems, and financial reporting systems) shall 
be established and maintained in conform
ance with-

"(A) the accounting and financial report
ing principles, standards, and requirements 

established by the Comptroller General 
under section 3511 of title 31; and 

"(B) the internal control standards estab
lished by the Comptroller General under sec
tion 3512 of title 31. 

"(2) Such systems shall provide Jor-
"(AJ complete, reliable, consistent, and 

timely information which is prepared on a 
uniform basis and which is responsive to the 
financial information needs of department 
management,· 

"(BJ the development and reporting of cost 
information; 

"(C) the integration of accounting and 
budgeting information,· and 

"(D) the systematic measurement of per
formance. 

"(c) The Assistant Secretary shall main
tain a five-year plan describing the activi
ties the Department of the Air Force pro
poses to conduct over the next Jive fiscal 
years to improve financial management. 
Such plan shall be revised annually. 

"(d) The Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force for Financial Management shall 
transmit to the Secretary of the Air Force a 
report each year on the activities of the As
sistant Secretary during the preceding year. 
Each such report shall include a description 
and analysis of the status of Department of 
the Air Force financial management.". 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"8022. Financial management.". 

(d) NUMBER OF ASSISTANT SECRETARIES IN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE.-Section 
8016fa) of such title is amended by striking 
out "three" and inserting in lieu thereof 
'jour". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.-(1) The amendments 
made by subsections fa) and (b) shall take 
effect on January 20, 1989. 

(2) The amendments made by subsections 
(c) and (d) shall take effect on July 1, 1989, 
except that such amendments shall take 
effect on such earlier date, but not before 
January 21, 1989, as may be prescribed by 
the President in advance by Executive 
Order. 
SEC. 70J. GENERAL COUNSELS OF MILITARY DEPART· 

MENTS 
(a) REQUIREMENT FOR ADVICE AND CONSENT 

OF SENATE.-Sections 3019, 5019, and 8019 O/ 
title 10, United States Code, are each amend
ed by inserting ", by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate" ajter "Presi
dent". 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to appointments 
made under sections 3019, 5019, and 8019, 
respectively, of title 10, United States Code, 
on and ajter the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 704. DEFERRAL OF RETIREMENT DATE FOR 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF 
STAFF 

Notwithstanding the limitation contained 
in the first sentence of subsection (b) of sec
tion 1251 of title 10, United States Code, the 
President may defer until October 1, 1989, 
the retirement of the officer serving as 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stajf tor the 
term which began on October 1, 1987. 

PART B-FORCE STRUCTURE 
SEC. 71J. ASSIGNMENT OF COMBATANT FORCES 

Section 162fa) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting "or to 
the United States element of the North Amer
ican Air Defense Command" in the first sen
tence ajter "combatant commands",· 
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f2J in paragraph (2), by inserting "or to 

the United States element of the North Amer
ican Air Defense Command" alter "combat
ant commands"; and 

f3J in paragraph (3), by inserting "or to 
the United States element of the North Amer
ican Air Defense Command" alter "combat
ant command". 
SEC. 'liZ. RESPONSIBIUTY AND AUTHORITY OF COM

MANDER OF SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
COMMAND 

Section 167fe) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

f1J by striking out "activities, including 
the following Junctions:" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "activities. 

"(2) The commander of such command 
shall be responsible Jor, and shall have the 
authority to conduct, the following Junc
tions relating to special operations activi
ties (whether or not relating to the special 
operations command):"; 

f2J by striking out subparagraphs fFJ and 
fGJ; 

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs fBJ 
through fEJ as subparagraphs fDJ through 
fGJ, respectively,; 

f4J by inserting alter subparagraph fAJ the 
following new subparagraphs: 

"fBJ Preparing and submitting to the Sec
retary of Defense program recommendations 
and budget proposals tor special operations 
forces and for other forces assigned to the 
special operations command. 

"(CJ Exercising authority, direction, and 
control over the expenditure of Junds-

"(iJ for forces assigned to the special oper
ations command; and 

"fiiJ for speical operations forces assigned 
to untjied combatant commands other than 
the special operations command, with re
spect to all matters covered by paragraph (4) 
and, with respect to a matter not covered by 
paragraph (4), to the extent directed by the 
Secretary of Defense.". 

(5) by striking out paragraph (2) (as in 
effect immediately before the enactment of 
this Act) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"(3) The commander of the special oper
ations command shall be responsible Jor

"fAJ ensuring the combat readiness of 
forces assigned to the special operations 
command,· and 

"(BJ monitoring the preparedness to carry 
out assigned missions of special operations 
forces assigned to uniJied combatant com
mands other than the special operations 
command. 

"f4HAJ The commander of the special op
erations command shall be responsible Jor, 
and shall have the authority to conduct, the 
following: 

"fiJ Development and acquisition of spe
cial operations-peculiar equipment. 

"(iiJ Acquisition of special operations-pe
culiar material, supplies, and services."; 

f6J by striking out "(3) Subject to" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(BJ Subject to"; 

f7J by striking out "paragraph f1HGJ" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "subparagraph fAJ"; 
and 

(8) by designating the sentence beginning 
"The stall of the commander" as subpara
graph fCJ. 
SEC. ?IJ. STRATEGIC AIR DEFENSE ALERT MISSION 

(aJ LJMITATION.-Except as provided in 
subsection fbH2J, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may not make any change in the alert 
status of any Air National Guard unit in 
the strategic air defense mission in the 
northern portion of the United States, or in 
the deployment of units assigned to that 
mission, from that status and deployment as 
in effect on April10, 1988. 

fbJ REPORT.-f1J After the North Warning 
System and the Over-the-Horizon Backscat
ter Radar System are deployed and in oper
ation as replacements for the Distant Early 
Warning fDEW line) system, the Secretary 
of Defense, acting through the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Stall, shall submit to 
Congress a report on those systems. The 
report shall- . 

fAJ describe the implementation of those 
systems and their operational capability 
and effectiveness as demonstrated up to the 
time of the report,· 

fBJ describe plans, in light of those new 
systems, for the forward deployment of the 
interceptor aircralt from United States 
bases during periods of heightened interna
tional tension; and 

fCJ clarify the alert status in the strategic 
air defense mission, under those new sys
tems, of elements of the Air Force (including 
elements of the reserve components) at Air 
Force bases in the northern portions of the 
United States. 

f2J The limitation in subsection fa) shall 
cease to apply 180 days alter the date on 
which Congress receives the report required 
by paragraph f1J. 

(c) INTERIM REPORT.-Not later than Febru
ary 1, 1989, the Secretary of Defense, acting 
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staj/, shall submit to Congress a report set
ting forth in detail each of the following: 

(1J A description of the radar surveillance 
system and the alert and non-alert intercep
tor aircra.tt which will be available during 
each of fiscal years 1989, 1990, and 1991 
along the northern border of the United 
States to carry out the strategic air defense 
mission. 

f2J A description of the spectjic contribu
tions to the strategic air defense mission ex
pected to be made by the units identtjied in 
subsection fa) during each of those fiscal 
years. 

(3) A spectjic recommendation as to 
whether the limitation in subsection fbJ 
should be renewed and made permanent 
alter fiscal year 1989. 
SEC. ?U. REPORTS ON BUDGETS FOR UNIFIED AND 

SPECIFIED COMMANDS 
(a) REPORTS BY COMMANDERS OF COMBATANT 

CoMMANDS.-(1) The commander of each of 
the untjied and speciJied commands shall, 
not later than April1, 1989, prepare an inde
pendent report on the implementation of the 
resource allocation provisions of title 10, 
United States Code, enacted by the Gold
water-Nichols Department of Defense Reor
ganization Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-433) 
that are speci/ied in paragraph (2) and any 
other resource allocation provision enacted 
by that Act which the commander concerned 
considers appropriate. 

(2) The sections of title 10, United States 
Code, referred to in paragraph (1) are the 
following: 

(AJ Section 153fa)(4J (AJ, (BJ, (CJ, and fDJ, 
relating to advice on requirements, pro
gram, and budget. 

fBJ Section 163(b)(2J, relating to the role 
of the Chairman as spokesman for the com
manders of the uniJied and spectjied com
batant commands. 

(CJ Section 166, relating to budget propos
als for such commands. 

(b) MA7TERS TO BE [NCLUDED.-Each report 
required by subsection (a) shall address the 
following matters: 

(1) The status of implementation of each 
of the provisions referred to in subsection 
(a)(2J and any other related resource alloca
tion provisions. 

(2) For any provision referred to in subsec
tion (a)(2J that is not fully implemented and 

for which the commander is responsible or 
shares responsibility, the date estimated by 
the commander concerned for final imple
mentation of such provisions. 

f3J An evaluation of the effect that each 
provision referred to in subsection (a)(2J 
has had or will have on (AJ improving deci
sions within the Department of Defense with 
respect to the allocation of resources, and 
fBJ improving the implementation of such 
decisions. 

(4) With respect to section 166 of title 10, 
United States Code, the assessment by the 
commander, supported by actual examples, 
of what the effect would be of a small budget 
fin an annual amount of not more than 
$50,000,000) that would be managed by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stall but 
which would be controlled for execution by 
the commander and that would be available 
for activities to which the commander as
signs a high priority, such as-

fA) JCS/non-JCS exercises (including for-
eign country participation); 

fBJ on-going contingencies; 
fCJ command and control,· 
(DJ training; and 
(EJ selected operations. 
(5) The views of the commander on the op

timum role of the uniJied and speci.fied com
mands in resource allocation decisionmak
ing and execution within the Department of 
Defense. 

(6) The assessment of the commander con
cerning the degree to which that optimum 
role is played, as of the time of the prepara
tion of the report, by his command. 

(7J The assessment of the commander of 
whether current law, regulations, policies, 
and procedures provide the latitude tor his 
command to play that optimum role. 

(C) REPORT BY CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF 
STAFF.-(1) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Stall shall, not later than April 1, 1989, 
prepare a report on the implementation of 
the resource allocation provisions of tiae 10, 
United States Code, enacted by the Gold
water-Nichols Department of Defense Reor
ganization Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-433) 
that are speciJied in paragraph (2) and any 
other resource allocation provision enacted 
by that Act which the Chairman considers 
appropriate. 

(2) The sections of title 10, United States 
Code, referred to in paragraph (1) are the 
following: 

fAJ Section 113(gJ, relating to annual 
guidance by the Secretary of Defense to the 
heads of Department of Defense components. 

(BJ Section 153(a)(2)(AJ, relating to the 
preparation of strategic plans. 

fCJ Section 153(a)(3HCJ, relating to the 
preparation and review of contingency 
plans. 

fDJ Section 153fa)(4J, relating to advice by 
the Chairman to the Secretary of Defense 
concerning the requirements, programs, and 
budget of the Department of Defense. 

(EJ Section 163(b)(2), relating to the role 
of the Chairman as spokesman Jor the com
manders of the untjied and spectjied com
batant commands. 

(FJ Section 166, relating to budget propos
als for such commands. 

(d) MA7TERS To BE INCLUDED.-The report 
required by subsection (c) shall address the 
following matters: 

(1) The status of implementation of each 
of the provisions referred to in subsection 
(c)(2J and any other related resource alloca
tion provisions. 

(2) For any provision referred to in subsec
tion fcH2J that is not fully implemented, the 
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date estimated by the Chairman tor final 
implementation of such provisions. 

(3) An evaluation of the effect that each 
provision referred to in subsection (c)(2) has 
had or will have on fA) improving decisions 
within the Department of Defense with re
spect to the allocation of resources, and (B) 
improving the implementation of such deci
sions. 

(4) The views of the Chairman on the opti
mum role of the unified and specified com
mands, the Joint Staff, and the Chairman in 
resource allocation decisionmaking and exe
cution within the Department of Defense. 

(5) The assessment of the Chairman con
cerning the degree to which those optimum 
roles are played, as of the time of the prepa
ration of the report, by the unified and spec
ified commands, the Joint Staj/, and the 
Chairman. 

(6) The assessment of the Chairman of 
whether current law, regulations, policies, 
and procedures provide the latitude tor the 
unified and specified commands, the Joint 
Staff, and the Chairman to play those opti
mum roles. 

(e) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.-The com
manders of the unified and specified com
mands shall each submit the report required 
by subsection (a) to the Secretary of Defense. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
shall submit the report required by subsec
tion (c) to the Secretary. The Secretary shall 
transmit those reports, without change, to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives not 
later than April 1, 1989, together with such 
comments on the reports and such recom
mendations as the Secretary considers ap
propriate. 
SEC. 715. REPORT ON INITIAL REVIEW OF UNIFIED 

COMMAND PLAN AND INITIAL REVIEW 
OF SERVICE ROLES AND MISSIONS 

(a) REPORT REQUIREMENT.-Not later than 
April!, 1989, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
a report on the implementation of sections 
153(b) and 161fb) of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(b) INITIAL REVIEW OF SERVICE ROLES AND 
MISSIONs.-With respect to the initial report 
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to the Secretary of Defense under such sec
tion 153(b) (relating to the assignment ot 
functions for roles and missions) to the 
Armed Forces), the report under subsection 
(a) shall particularly describe how such 
report addressed each of the matters that the 
Chairman was required (under the second 
sentence of such section) to consider in pre
paring the report. 

(C) INITIAL REVIEW OF THE UNIFIED COMMAND 
PLAN.-With respect to the initial review of 
the Chairman under such section 161 (b) (re
lating to the missions, responsibilities, and 
force structures of the unified and specified 
combatant commands), the report under 
subsection (a) shall particularly describe 
how such review took into consideration 
each of the matters speci!ied in paragraphs 
(1) through (10) of section 212(a) of the 
Goldwater-Nickles Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-
433; 100 Stat. 1017). 

(d) MATI'ERS To BE INCLUDED.-The report 
under subsection (a) shall describe, with re
spect to the reports referred to in subsections 
(b) and (c)-

(1) the Secretary's evaluation of each of 
the findings and conclusions of the Chair
man in each such report; 

(2) how the Secretary has implemented for 
proposes to implement) each of the recom
mendations in each such report,· and 

( 3) such recommendations tor further leg
islative and administrative action as the 
Secretary considers appropriate based on 
his review of the reports. 

PART C-PERSONNEL-RELATED PROVISIONS 
SEC. 7Zl. REGULATIONS FOR DELIVERY OF MILITARY 

PERSONNEL TO CIVIL AUTHORITIES 
WHEN CHARGED WITH CERTAIN OF
FENSES 

(a) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
tense shall ensure that the Secretaries of the 
military departments have issued unttorm 
regulations pursuant to section 814 of title 
10, United States Code, to provide tor the de
livery of members of the Armed Forces to ci
vilian authority when such members have 
been accused of offenses against civil au
thority. Such regulations shall specttically 
provide tor the delivery of such members to 
civilian authority, in appropriate cases, 
when such members are acctbSed of parental 
kidnapping and other similar offenses, in
cluding criminal contempt arising from 
such offenses and from child custody mat
ters, and shall specifically address the spe
cial needs tor the exercise of the authority 
contained in section 814 of title 10, United 
States Code, when members of the Armed 
Forces assigned overseas are accused of of
tenses by civilian authorities. 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 
shall transmit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives a copy of all regulations promul
gated under section 814 of title 10, United 
States Code, as a result of this section and 
any recommendations that the Secretary 
may have concerning the need tor addition
al legislation related to the amenability of 
members of the Armed Forces to civil au
thority. 
SEC. 711. ANNUITIES FOR JUDGES OF UNITED STATES 

COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 867 of title 10, 

United States Code (article 67 of the Uni
form Code of Military Justice), is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(i)(1) A judge of the United States Court 
of Military Appeals who is separated from 
civilian service in the Federal Government 
ajter completing the term of service tor 
which he was appointed as a judge of the 
court is eligible tor an annuity under this 
subsection. An individual who is a former 
judge of the court who is separated trom ci
vilian service in the Federal Government 
and who completed the term of service on 
the court tor which he was appointed is eli
gible tor an annuity under this subsection. A 
judge or former judge who is eligible tor an 
annuity under this subsection shall be paid 
that annuity t.f he elects, at the time he be
comes eligible to receive that annuity, in 
lieu of any other annuity tor which he may 
be eligible at the time of such election 
(whether an immediate or a deferred annu
ity) under subchapter III of chapter 83 or 
chapter 84 of title 5 or any other retirement 
system tor civilian employees of the Federal 
Government. Such an election may not be 
revoked. 

"(2) The annuity of a judge or former 
judge under this subsection is 80 percent of 
the rate of pay tor a judge in active service 
on the United States Court of Military Ap
peals as of the date on which the judge or 
former judge is separated from civilian serv
ice. 

"(3) Nothing in this subsection affects any 
right of a judge or former judge to partici
pate in the thrttt savings plan under sub
chapter III of chapter 84 of title 5. 

"(4) The Secretary of Defense shall pre
scribe by regulation a program to provide 
annuities tor survivors and former spouses 
of judges and former judges who receive an 
annuity under this subsection. That pro
gram shall, to the maximum extent practica
ble, provide benefits and establish terms and 
conditions that are similar to those provid
ed under survivor and former spouse annu
ity programs under retirement systems tor 
civilian employees of the Federal Govern
ment. The program may include provisions 
tor the reduction in the annuity paid the 
judge or former judge as a condition tor the 
annuity. An election by a judge or former 
judge to receive an annuity under this sub
section terminates any right or interest 
which any individual may have to an annu
ity under any other retirement system tor ci
vilian employees of the Federal Government 
based on the service of the judge or former 
judge. 

"(5) The Secretary of Defense shall periodi
cally increase annuities and survivor annu
ities paid under this subsection in order to 
take account ot changes in the cost of living. 
The Secretary shall prescribe by regulation 
procedures tor increases in annuities under 
this subsection. Such system shall, to the 
maximum extent appropriate, provide cost
of-living adjustments that are similar to 
those that are provided under other retire
ment systems tor civilian employees of the 
Federal Government. 

"(6) A retired judge or former judge of the 
court who is receiving an annuity under 
this subsection and who is appointed to a 
position in the Federal Government shall, 
during the period of such retired judge's or 
former judge's service in such position, be 
entitled to receive only the annuity under 
this subsection or the pay tor that position, 
whichever is paid at the higher rate. 

"(7) A retired judge or former judge who is 
entitled to an annuity under this subsection 
and who later is appointed as a justice or 
judge of the United States to hold office 
during good behavior and who retires from 
that office, or from regular active service in 
that office, shall be paid either (A) the annu
ity under this subsection, or (B) the annuity 
or salary to which he is entitled by reason of 
his service as such a justice or judge of the 
United States, as determined by an election 
by the judge or former judge at the time of 
such retirement from the office, or from reg
ular active service in the office, of justice or 
judge of the United States. Such an election 
may not be revoked. 

"(8) Annuities and survivor annuities 
paid under this subsection shall be paid out 
of the Department of Defense Military Re
tirement Fund.". 

(b) DEADLINE FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF SURVI
VOR PROGRAM.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall establish the program required by 
paragraph (4) of section 867(i) of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
fa), not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment ot this Act. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 
867(a)(4) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting "or an annuity under 
subsection (i) or subchapter III of chapter 
83 or chapter 84 of title 5" ajter "retired 
pay" both places it appears. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (i) of sec
tion 867 of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), shall apply with re
spect to judges of the United States Court of 
Military Appeals whose term of service on 
such court ends on or a,fter the date of the 
enactment of this Act and to the survivors of 
such judges. 
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PART D-0THER 

SEC. iJl. ANNUAL NET ASSESSMENTS 
Section 113(j) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-
(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(j)"; 
(2) by striking out the second sentence; 

and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(2) Each such report shall-
"( A) include a comparison of the defense 

capabilities and programs of the armed 
forces of the United States and its allies 
with the armed forces of potential adversar
ies of the United States and allies of the 
United States; 

"(BJ include an examination of the trends 
experienced in those capabilities and pro
grams during the five years immediately 
preceding the year in which the report is 
transmitted and an examination of the ex
pected trends in those capabilities and pro
grams during the five years covered by the 
Five-Year Defense Program submitted to 
Congress during that year pursuant to sec
tion 114(g) of this title; 

"(CJ reflect, in the overall assessment and 
in the strategic and regional assessments, 
the defense capabilities and programs of the 
armed forces of the United States specified 
in the budget submitted to Congress under 
section 1105 of title 31 in the year in which 
the report is submitted and in the five-year 
defense program submitted in such year; 
and 

"(D) identify the deficiencies in the de
tense capabilities of the armed forces of the 
United States in such budget and such five
year defense program. 

"(3) The Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress the report required tor each year under 
paragraph ( 1J at the same time that the 
President submits the budget to Congress 
under section 1105 of title 31 in that year. 
Such report shall be transmitted in both 
classified and unclassified form.". 
SEC. iJZ. UNKAGE OF NATIONAL MILITARY STRATE

GY AND WEAPON ACQUISITION PRO
GRAMS 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

( 1J The Final Report to the President by 
the President's Blue Ribbon Commission on 
Defense Management (the "Packard Com
mission"), the Defense Acquisition Study of 
the Center tor Strategic and International 
Studies, and the Report of the Commission 
on Integrated Long-term Strategy (referred 
to as "Discriminate Deterrence") have sepa
rately identified significant deficiencies in 
the integration of weapon acquisition pro
grams of the Department of Defense with na
tional military strategy. 

(2) There is no established process involv
ing the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Joint Stat! in which strategy, policy, 
operational concepts, and resource con
straints are fully debated, coordinated, and 
translated into weapon acquisition pro
grams. The dominant role of setting require
ments tor new weapon systems remains with 
the headquarters statts of the military de
partments, and the requirements developed 
by those departments often do not appear to 
have been rigorously evaluated in terms of 
their overall contribution to national mili
tary strategy. 

(3) The requirements and planning process 
of the Department of Defense is not con
strained by realistic projections of future de
tense budgets. Consequently, the process is 
fiscally unrealistic and, there/ore, largely ig
nored in the subsequent planning and budg
eting process. This process often results in 
disparate plans that do not optimize the po-

tential contribution of the acquisition pro
grams of each military department to the 
objectives of national military strategy. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-ln light of the 
findings in subsection (a), it is the sense ot 
Congress that-

(1) to ensure that the United States devel
ops and acquires the proper mix of weapon 
systems to support national military strate
gy most effectively and efficiently, the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 
Stat! should better define the links between 
national military strategy and speci.fic ac
quisition programs; 

(2) the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
the Joint Stat/, and the headquarters of the 
unified and specified combatant commands 
should more clearly define the necessary 
operational capabilities and concepts of op
erations as part of the requirements process 
and should explicitly consider alternative 
acquisition programs based on probable 
levels of resources likely to be approved by 
Congress and trade-offs among the acquisi
tion programs of the military departments,· 

(3) the Secretary of Defense should ensure 
that resulting acquisition programs clearly 
reflect the objectives of national military 
strategy; and 

(4) the Secretary of Defense should com
mission an independent study to assess the 
degree to which the development and acqui
sition of weapon systems is currently linked 
to and determined by the national military 
strategy and to recommend improvements 
where necessary or desirable. 
SEC. iJJ. REPORT ON FUNDING FOR THE AMMUNI

TION PRODUCTION BASE 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense 0/ 
Congress-

(1) that the maintenance of the inactive 
portion of the Government-owned ammuni
tion production base is critical to the de
tense of the United States; and 

(2) that sujficient funding should be pro
vided to maintain this base to meet surge re
quirements and mobilization requirements 
of the military departments. 

(b) STUDY OF ALTERNATIVES.-The Secretary 
of Defense shall study alternatives to the 
current method of providing funds tor main
tenance of the ammunition production base 
in order to determine if there are methods 
other than the current one which would 
better ensure that appropriate levels of 
funds are used tor the maintenance of that 
production base. 

(c) REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report on the alternative methods consid
ered by the Secretary under subsection (b) 
tor providing funds tor the ammunition pro
duction base. The Secretary shall include in 
the report such comments and recommenda
tions with respect to such methods, includ
ing recommendations tor legislation, as the 
Secretary considers appropriate. The report 
shall be submitted not later than December 
1, 1988. 
SEC. iJI. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING DECLAS

SIFICATION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA
TION 

It is the sense of Congress that the Secre
tary of Defense should take all reasonable 
measures to declassify classified material 
under the control of the Department of De
tense that the Secretary determines to be no 
longer required in the interest of national 
security to be protected from unauthorized 
disclosure. 

SEC. iJ5. ADVANCE PAYMENTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
CLAIMS 

(a) INCREASE IN MAxiMUM PAYMENT.-Sub
section fa) of section 2736 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(a)(1J In the case of a person who is in
jured or killed, or whose property is dam
aged or lost, under circumstances tor which 
the Secretary of a military department is au
thorized by law to allow a claim, the Secre
tary of the military department concerned 
may make a payment to or tor the person, or 
the legal representatives of the person, in ad
vance ot the submission of such a claim or, 
if such a claim is submitted, in advance of 
the final settlement of the claim. The 
amount of such a payment may not exceed 
$100,000. 

"(2) Payments under this subsection are 
limited to payments which would otherwise 
be payable under section 2733 or 2734 of this 
title or section 715 of title 32. 

"(3) The Secretary of a military depart
ment may delegate the authority to make 
payments under this subsection to the Judge 
Advocate General of an armed force under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary. The Secre
tary may delegate such authority to any 
other officer or employee under the jurisdic
tion of the Secretary, but only with respect 
to the payment of amounts of $25,000 or less. 

"(4) Payments under this subsection shall 
be made under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of the military department con
cerned.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to any 
claim which would otherwise be payable 
under section 2733 or 2734 of title 10, United 
States Code, or under section 715 of title 32, 
United States Code, and which has not been 
finally settled on or before the date ot the en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. iJfJ. ENERGY EFFICIENCY INCENTIVE 

(a) ENERGY CONSERVATION INCENTIVE.-ln 
order to provide additional incentive tor the 
Secretary of a military department to enter 
into contracts under title VIII of the Na
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8287 et seq.), the Secretary may use 
the first-year energy cost savings (as defined 
in subsection (d)) realized under any such 
contract in the manner provided in subsec
tion (b). The amount of savings available 
tor use under subsection (bJ shall be deter
mined as provided in subsection (c) and 
shall remain available tor obligation until 
expended. 

(b) AU7710RIZED USES OF SAVINGS-First
year energy cost savings may be used as fol
lows: 

(1) One-half of the amount of such savings 
may be used tor the acquisition of energy 
conserving measures at a military installa
tion in addition to any such energy conserv
ing measures provided tor that installation 
under a contract entered into under title 
VIII of the National Conservation Energy 
Policy Act. 

(2) One-half of the amount of such savings 
may be used tor any morale, welfare, or 
recreation facility or service that is normal
ly provided with appropriated funds, or tor 
any minor military construction project (as 
defined in section 2805(a) of title 10, United 
States Code), that will enhance the quality 
of life of members of the Armed Forces at the 
military installation at which the energy 
cost savings were realized. 

(C) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF SAVINGS.
Not more than 90 days after the end of the 
first year during which energy savings 
measures have been in operation under a 
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contract entered into by the Secretary of a 
military department under title VIII of the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act, 
the Secretary of the military department 
concerned shall determine the amount of 
first-year energy cost savings realized under 
the terms of the contract during that year by 
the military department concerned by 
reason of the energy savings measures ac
quired and installed at that installation 
pursuant to that contract. 

(d) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "first-year energy cost sav
ings" means the savings realized by the 
United States during the first year of a con
tract entered into by the Secretary of a mili
tary department under title VIII of the Na
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act. 

TITLE VIII-ACQUISITION POLICY AND 
MANAGEMENT 

PART A-ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT 
SEC. 801. INTEGRATED FINANCING POLICY 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 137 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§ZJJO. Integrated contract financing, return on ln.-

veatment, and riak-aluJring policg 
"fa) PLAN.-The Secretary of Defense shall 

develop and keep current a plan that en
sures that Department of Defense policies re
ferred to in subsection fd) are structured to 
meet the long-term needs of the Department 
of Defense for industrial resources and tech
nology innovation. In developing the plan 
and keeping such plan current, the Secretary 
shall take into consideration the following: 

"(1) The five-year defense program submit
ted to Congress under section 114(g) of this 
title each year. 

"(2) Department of Defense mobilization 
plans. 

"(3) The different characteristics of sepa
rate segments and tiers of private industry. 

"(4) The profitability of contracts negoti
ated by the Department of Defense in each 
fiscal year. 

"(b) REVIEW.-Each year the Secretary of 
Defense shall review the plan developed 
under subsection fa) and shall report there
sults of such review to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives in conjunction with the 
submission of the Jive-year defense program 
in such year. 

"(C) USE OF INFORMATION ON PROFTTABIL
ITY.-The Secretary of Defense, in negotiat
ing any contract, shall use the most current 
information on profitability developed or 
obtained by the Secretary of Defense. The 
Secretary shall submit a report to Congress 
each year in conjunction with the submis
sion of the Jive-year defense program on the 
extent to which current negotiated contracts 
have prevented excessive contractor profits, 
determined on the basis of information ob
tained by the Secretary of Defense. 

"(d) APPLICABILITY.-Subsection (a) applies 
to the following policies applicable to De
partment of Defense contractors: 

"(1) Policies relating to progress payments 
or other financing of contractors by the De
partment of Defense. 

"(2) Policies relating to the return on con
tractor investment under Department of De
fense contracts. 

"(3) Policies relating to the allocation of 
contract risk between the Department of De
fense and a contractor.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"2330. Integrated contract financing, return 

on investment, and risk-shar
ing policy.". 

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON STUDY METH
ODOLOGY.-(1) The Secretary of Defense shall 
appoint, in accordance with paragraph (3), 
an advisory committee consisting of five 
members for the purpose of recommending 
to the Secretary a financial analysis meth
odology for any return on investment study 
conducted by the Secretary. 

(2) In recommending a financial analysis 
methodology under paragraph (1), the advi
sory committee shall provide recommenda
tions on the desirability of using separate 
calculations for-

fA) the return on assets; 
fB) the return on sales; 
fC) capital-to-labor ratios; 
fD) asset turnover; 
(E) total investment in research and devel

opment,· and 
(F) such other measures of rate of return 

on investment as the Secretary determines 
to be appropriate. 

(3) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall appoint the members of the 
committee, with representation from both 
the public and private sectors. 

(4) The Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S. C. App.) shall not apply to the advisory 
committee appointed under this subsection. 

(5) Not later than November 1, 1989, the 
advisory committee shall submit to the Sec
retary of Defense a report containing the fi
nancial analysis methodology recommended 
for use in the conduct of the study referred 
to in paragraph (1). The committee shall 
cease to exist 90 days alter submission of its 
report. 

(6) Not later than 90 days alter receipt of 
the report from the advisory committee, the 
Secretary of Defense shall transmit the 
report to Congress, together with the Secre
tary's views on the committee's report. 
SEC. 80Z. COMPETITIVE PROT(J'fYI!E STRATEGIES 

Section 2365 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(e) TERMINATION.-This section shall cease 
to be effective on September 30, 1991. ". 
SEC. 803. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO APPROVE 

CERTAIN CONTRACT JUSTIFICATIONS 
Section 2304(/) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-
(1) in paragraph (1)(B)(ii), by striking out 

"or a delegate" and all that follows through 
the semicolon and inserting in lieu thereof 
"for the head of the procuring activity's del
egate designated pursuant to paragraph 
(6)(A));"; 

(2) in paragraph (1)(B)(iii), by striking 
out "(without further delegation)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "or that senior pro
curement executive's delegate designated 
pursuant to paragraph (6)(B)"; and 

f 3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(6)(A) The authority of the head of a pro

curing activity under paragraph f1)(B)(ii) 
may be delegated only to an officer or em
ployee who-

"(i) if a member of the armed forces, is a 
general or flag officer; or 

"fii) if a civilian, is serving in a position 
with a grade under the General Schedule for 
any other schedule for civilian officers or 
employees) that is comparable to or higher 
than the grade of brigadier general or rear 
admiral flower half). 

"(B) The authority of the senior procure
ment executive of an agency under para
graph (1)(B)(iii) may be delegated only to

"(i) an Assistant Secretary of Defense; or 
"fii) with respect to the element of the De

partment of Defense (as specified in section 
111 (b) of this title) carrying out the procure-

ment action concerned, an officer or em
ployee serving in or assigned or detailed to 
that element who-

"([) if a member of the armed forces, is 
serving in a grade above brigadier general 
or rear admiral flower half); or 

"(I[) if a civilian, is serving in a position 
with a grade under the General Schedule for 
any other schedule for civilian officers or 
employees) that is comparable to or higher 
than the grade of major general or rear ad
miral.". 
SEC. 804. EVALUATION OF CONTRACTS FOR PROFES

SIONAL AND TECHNICAL SERVICES 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITERIA.-Within 
120 days alter the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall estab
lish criteria to ensure that proposals for 
contracts for professional and technical 
services are evaluated on a basis which does 
not encourage contractors to propose man
datory uncompensated overtime for profes
sional and technical employees. In establish
ing such criteria, the Secretary shall consid
er the recommendations of the advisory 
committee established under subsection (b). 
The Secretary shall, before implementing 
such criteria, transmit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report containing such 
criteria and the recommendations made by 
the advisory committee. 

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.-(1) Within 30 
days alter the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall establish 
an advisory committee to make recommen
dations on the criteria to be adopted by the 
Secretary. The advisory committee shall be 
composed, at a minimum, of such represent
atives as the Secretary considers appropri
ate from the Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition, the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense, 
the Acquisition Executives of the military 
departments, the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency, the Office of the Inspector General 
of the Department of Defense, and profes
sional and technical services industries. 

(2) In developing the recommendations, 
the advisory committee shall address the fol
lowing issues: 

(A) How the Department of Defense can 
best be assured that it receives the best qual
ity services for the amounts expended and 
that the contractors supplying such services 
follow sound personnel management prac
tices and observe established labor-manage
ment policies and regulations. 

fB) Whether contract competitions should 
be structured in a manner that requires of
Jerors to compete on the basis of factors 
other than the number of hours per week its 
professional and technical employees of 
similar annual salaries work. 

(C) Whether the Department of Defense 
can allow contractors to maintain different 
accounting systems (for example, 40-hour 
work week, full time accounting) and still 
allow the Department to evaluate proposals 
on the basis of a work rate of 40 hours per 
week and 2, 080 hot~rs per year. 
SEC. 805. PROCUREMENT OF CRITICAL A.IRCRAFI' 

AND SHIP SPARE PARTS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 141 of title 

10, United States Code, is amended by in
serting after section 2382 the following: 
"§2383. Procurement of critical aircraft and ahip 

spare parts: quality control 
"(a) In procuring any spare or repair part 

that is critical to the operation of an air
craft or ship, the Secretary of Defense shall 
require the contractor supplying such part 
to provide a part that meets all appropriate 
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quali/ication and contractual quality re
quirements as may be speci/ied and made 
available to prospective offerors. In estab
lishing the appropriate quali/ication re
quirements, the Secretary of Defense shall 
utilize those requirements, if available, 
which were used to qualify the original pro
duction part, unless the Secretary of Defense 
determines in writing that any or all such 
requirements are unnecessary. 

"(b) In this section, the term 'spare or 
repair part' has the meaning given such 
term by section 2323(/) of this title.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
alter the item relating to section 2382 the 
following new item: 
"2383. Procurement of critical aircraft and 

ship spare parts: quality con
trol on second sources.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2383 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion fa), shall apply with respect to con
tracts entered into alter the end of the 180-
day period beginning on the date of the en
actment of thi.<t Act. 
SEC. 806. INCENTIVES FOR INNOVATION 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Section 2305(d) O/ 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"f4HAJ Whenever the head of an agency re
quires that proposals described in para
graph f1)(B) or f2)(B) be submitted by an of
feror in its offer, the offeror shall not be re
quired to provide a proposal that enables 
the United States to acquire competitively 
in the future an identical item if the item 
was developed exclusively at private expense 
unless the head of the agency determines 
that-

"fi) the original supplier of such item will 
be unable to satisfy program schedule or de
livery requirements; or 

"fii) proposals by the original supplier of 
such item to meet the mobilization require
ments are insuJ/icient to meet the agency's 
mobilization needs. 

"(B) In considering the responses to solici
tations requiring proposals described in 
paragraph f1HBJ or f2HB), the head of an 
agency shall base any evaluation of items 
developed exclusively at private expense on 
an analysis of the total value, in terms of in
novative design, life cycle costs, and other 
pertinent factors, of incorporating such 
items in the system.". 

(2) Section 2305fd)(3) of such title is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"Such objectives may not impair the rights 
of prospective contractors or subcontractors 
otherwise provided by law.". 

(b) CLARIFYING AMENDMENT.-Paragraphs 
f1)(B) and (2)(B) of such section are each 
amended by inserting "response to" before 
"a solicitation". 
SEC. 801. REGULATIONS ON USE OF FIXED-PRICE DE

VELOPMENT CONTRACTS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Not later than 120 

days alter the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall revise the 
Department of Defense regulations that pro
vide tor the use of fixed-price type contracts 
in a development program. The regulations 
shall provide that a fixed-price contract 
may be awarded in such a program only if-

fA) the level of program risk permits real
istic pricing; and 

fB) the use of a fixed-price contract per
mits an equitable and sensible allocation of 
program risk between the United States and 
the contractor. 

f2)(A) The regulations also shall provide 
that a firm fixed-price contract in excess of 

$10,000,000 may not be awarded tor the de
velopment of a major system. 

fBJ A waiver of the requirement prescribed 
in regulations under subparagraph fA) may 
be granted by the Secretary of Defense, 
acting through the Under Secretary of De
fense tor Acquisition, but only if the Secre
tary determines and states in writing that 
the award is consistent with the criteria 
speci/ied in clauses fAJ and fBJ of para
graph (1) and the regulations prescribed 
under such paragraph. The Secretary may 
delegate the authority in the preceding sen
tence only to a person who holds a position 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense at 
or above the level of Assistant Secretary of 
Defense. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the term 
"major system" has the meaning given such 
term by section 2302(5) of such title. 

(c) EXPIRATION.-Paragraph (2) of subsec
tion fa) shall cease to be effective two years 
alter the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 808. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ADVISORY 

PANEL ON GOVERNMENT-INDUSTRY RE
LATIONS 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF ADVISORY PANEL.
Not later than 30 days alter the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense shall establish an advisory panel to 
study and make recommendations to the 
Secretary on ways to enhance cooperation 
between the Department of Defense and in
dustry regarding matters of mutual interest, 
including-

f1J procedures governing the debarment 
and suspension of contractors from doing 
business with the Department of Defense; 

(2) the role of selJ-governing oversight pro
grams established by defense contractors; 

(3) expanded use of alternative dispute 
resolution procedures,· and 

(4) the desirability of establishing a per
manent advisory panel on government-in
dustry relations. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP OF ADVISORY P...tNEL.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall appoint persons 
to the advisory panel who are especially 
qualified to serve on such panel by virtue of 
their education, training, and experience in 
defense acquisition matters. The Secretary 
shall include on the membership of such 
panel an appropriate balance of persons 
from government, private industry, and aca
demia. 

(C) REPORT DEADLINE.-(1) The Secretary 
shall require the advisory panel to submit 
its findings and recommendations to him 
not later than 180 days alter the date on 
which the panel is appointed. 

f2J The Secretary shall transmit a copy of 
the report of the advisory panel to Congress, 
together with such comments and recom
mendations thereon as the Secretary deter
mines appropriate, within 30 days alter the 
date on which the report is submitted to the 
Secretary. 
SEC. 809. REPORT ON SIMPLIFICATION AND STREAM

UNING OF ACQUISITION PROCEDURES 
(a) REPORT ON ACQUISITION SIMPLIFICATION 

PROGRAMS.-The Under Secretary of Defense 
tor Acquisition shall submit to Congress a 
report on the current programs of the Under 
Secretary regarding simplification of proce
dures governing the acquisition process of 
the Department of Defense. The report shall 
include an assessment of the results of those 
programs. 

(b) MA7TERS TO BE INCLUDED.-The report 
under subsection (a) shall include the fol
lowing: 

(1) A timetable to effectuate regulation 
reform measures based on the lessons 
learned from the conduct of the programs re
ferred to in subsection fa). 

(2) In the case of a program referred to in 
subsection fa) which has not been complet
ed-

fAJ the methodology to be used in evaluat
ing such program; and 

(B) a timetable tor completing an assess
ment of the results of the program. 

(3) A comprehensive analysis of the effects 
that existing laws, regulations, and guide
lines applicable to procurement by the De
partment of Defense have on the capability 
of the Department of Defense efficiently and 
effectively to meet the national defense 
needs of the United States, including any 
recommendations tor legislation that the 
Under Secretary considers appropriate to 
improve that capability. 

f4) A description of the results of the stud
ies undertaken by the Under Secretary in 
conjunction with the Inspector General of 
the Department of Defense and the Comp
troller of the Department of Defense regard
ing the responsibilities of the Under Secre
tary under section 133fd) of title 10, United 
States Code, to prescribe policies tor the pre-

. vention of duplicative audit and oversight 
of contractor activities by different elements 
of the Department of Defense. 

(5) A discussion of the feasibility and de
sirability of each of the following: 

fAJ Structuring the audit and oversight of 
a contractor by the Department of Defense 
in a manner that reasonably relates to the 
extent of the risk assumed by the contractor 
in the type of of contract that is subject to 
the audit and oversight. 

fBJ Granting authority to a senior official 
of the Department of Defense to receive and 
promptly resolve complaints of acquisition 
officials and contractors of the Department 
of Defense regarding allegations of duplica
tive oversight activities. 

fCJ Establishing a formal independent 
means within the Department of Defense to 
ensure quality, integrity, and professional
ism in the performance of audit and over
sight activities. 

fD) Establishing and implementing a 
policy that prohibits an organization 
within the Department of Defense with re
sponsibility tor oversight of contractor ac
tivities from conducting an audit or review 
of an activity in the Department of Defense 
if another such oversight organization of the 
Department of Defense has conducted an 
audit or review of that activity within a 
fixed period of time preceding the proposed 
audit or review, unless the audit or review 
proposed to be conducted is substantially 
different in type and scope from the prior 
audit or review and there is a compelling 
reason not to rely on the prior audit or 
review. 

(c) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection fa) shall be submitted 
not later than December 1, 1988. 

(d) COORDINATION OF ANNUAL AUDIT PLANS 
BY AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT ELEMENTS OF 
DOD.-Section 133fd)(1) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: "Such poli
cies shall provide tor coordination of the 
annual plans developed by each such ele
ment tor the conduct of audit and oversight 
functions within each contracting activi
ty.". 

PART B-DEFENSE INDUSTRJAL BASE 
SEC. 821. MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE 

fa) FINDINGs.-Congress finds the follow
ing: 

(1) A strong defense industrial base in the 
United States is essential to the national se-
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curity and signiJicantly enhances the capa
bility of United States manu.tacturers and 
producers-

fA) to develop technologically superior de
fense material rapidly and to produce such 
material efficiently in cost-effective quanti
ties during peacetime; and 

fB) to expand productive capacity rapidly 
to meet the demands of a national emergen
cy. 

(2) A strong and responsive defense indus
trial base is a basic deterrent to aggression 
and, thus, helps to preserve peace. 

(3) Studies conducted over a 10-year 
period by Congress, the General Accounting 
Office, the Department of Defense, and 
others have consistently shown a steady, un
checked erosion of the defense industrial 
base in the United States. 

(4) Despite the uniformly adverse findings 
contained in the reports on such studies, the 
United States still lacks a coherent industri
al base policy that is directly linked to na
tional security strategy. 

(5) Reliable methods for assessing the 
weaknesses and strengths of the defense in
dustrial base have not been utilized. 

(6) The development and implementation 
of an effective program for the restoration 
and maintenance of the defense industrial 
base is unlikely to occur without improved 
centralized policy direction and manage
ment. 

(7) Existing programs and authorities de
signed to restore and maintain the defense 
industrial base have received inconsistent 
and, frequently, inadequate allocations of 
resources and management attention from 
the military departments and the Defense 
Agencies because the Of/ice of the Secretary 
of Defense has not exercised strong leader
ship in defense industrial base management. 

(8) Procurement policies, regulations, and 
practices of the Department of Defense do 
not svJ/iciently encourage-

fA) investment in advanced manu.tactur
ing technology and modernization of manu
facturing facilities and equipment; 

(B) the entry of efficient commercial pro
ducers into the defense procurement market; 
and 

fC) continued participation of efficient 
producers in defense procurement competi
tions. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10.-(1) Chapter 
148 of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed-

fA) by redesignating sections 2501 and 
2502 as sections 2506 and 2507, respectively; 
and 

(B) by striking out the chapter heading 
and the table of sections and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 
"CHAPTER UB-DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE 
"Sec. 
"2501. Centralized guidance, analysis, and 

planning. 
"2502. Policies relating to defense industrial 

base. 
" 2503. Defense industrial base office. 
"§2501. Centralized guidance, analysis, and plan

ning 
"The Secretary of Defense, acting through 

the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion, shall-

"(1) provide overall policy guidance and 
direction to the military departments and 
the Defense Agencies on matters relating to 
the maintenance, expansion, and readiness 
of the defense industrial base of the United 
States; 

"(2) analyze the capabiliti es of the defense 
i ndustrial base of the United States to fulfill 

the requirements of national defense strate
gy in time of peace and the expanded re
quirements of national defense strategy in 
time of war or national emergency; 

"(3) develop clear standards for assessing 
military mobilization requirements and the 
manner in which those requirements will be 
met; 

"(4) develop and direct the implementa
tion of plans, programs, and policies that 
promote the ability of the defense industrial 
base of the United States to Jul!ill the re
quirements of the Department of Defense; 
and 

"(5) identify and plan for the procurement 
of items of supply that-

" fA) are suitable substitutes for military 
standard items of supply, or suitable substi
tutes for subsystems or components of mili
tary standard items of supply, that are an
ticipated to be unavailable from existing 
sources in quantities that are su.t!icient to 
meet planned requirements in time of war 
or national emergency; and 

"(B) are commercially available from do
mestic sources. 
"§2502. Policies relating to defense industrial btue 

"(a) AcQUISITION POLICIEs.-The Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition shall estab
lish and implement policies requiring-

"(1) for each major defense acquisition 
program an analysis of the capabilities of 
the defense industrial base to develop, 
produce, maintain, and support such pro
gram; 

"(2) the consideration of requirements for 
efficient manvJacture during the design and 
production of the systems to be procured 
under the major defense acquisition pro
gram; 

"(3) the use of advanced manvJacturing 
technology, processes, and systems during 
the research and development and produc
tion phases of the acquisition of a weapon 
system under a major defense acquisition 
program; 

"(4) to the maximum extent practicable 
for each major defense acquisition program, 
the development of an acquisition plan that 
provides for contract solicitations which en
courage competing offerors to acquire, for 
use in the performance of the contract, 
modern technology, production equipment, 
and production systems (including hard
ware and software) that increase the pro
ductivity of the offerors and reduce life cycle 
costs; 

"(5) the encouragement of domestic source 
investment in advanced manu.tacturing 
technology production equipment and proc
esses through-

"(A) recognition of the contractor's invest
ment in advanced manu.tacturing technolo
gy production equipment and processes in 
the development of the contract objective; 
and 

"(B) increased emphasis in source selec
tions to the efficiency of production; 

"(6) the expanded use of commercial man
vJacturing processes rather than processes 
specified by the Department of Defense; 

"(7) elimination of barriers to, and facili
tation o/, the integrated manvJacture of 
commercial items and items being produced 
under defense contracts; and 

"(8) the expanded use of commercial prod
ucts as set forth in section 2325 of this title. 

"(b) ANALYSIS.-(1) In the conduct of any 
analysis required under subsection faHV, 
the following factors, as appropriate, may be 
considered.· 

"(A) The availabili ty of essential raw ma
terials, special alloys, and composite materi
als. 

"(B) The availability of components, sub
systems, production equipment, and facili
ties that are essential Jor-

"(i) the sustained production of a system 
that is fully capable of performing its pur
pose; 

"(ii) the uninterrupted maintenance and 
repair of such system; and 

"(iii) the sustained operation of such 
system. 

"(C) The availability of required special 
tooling and production test equipment. 

"(D) The identification of components or 
subsystems that are available solely from 
sources outside the United States. 

"(E) Planned alternatives, if appropriate, 
for fulfilling requirements that during 
peacetime are fulftlled by sources outside the 
United States. 

"(2) In the conduct of the analysis re
quired under subsection faHV, the Under 
Secretary shall minimize the paperwork 
burden on the contractor, its subcontractors, 
and suppliers. 

"(C) ASSESSMENTS.-(1) The Under Secre
tary of Defense for Acquisition shall ensure 
that, for each major defense acquisition pro
gram-

"(A) the capability of the domestic defense 
industrial base to meet program require
ments has been assessed by the military de
partment or Defense Agency carrying out 
such program; and 

"(B) the capability of the domestic defense 
industrial base to meet the aggregate re
quirements Jor all such programs has been 
assessed in the Office of the Secretary of De
fense. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'domestic defense industrial base' 
means industries producing in the United 
States and Canada. 
"§2503. Defense industrial btue ofrlce 

"The Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui
sition may establish within the Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition a 
defense industrial base office to be the prin
cipal office in the Department of Defense for 
the development of policies and plans re
garding the conduct of programs for the im
provement of the defense industrial base of 
the United States. The defense industrial 
base office shall, at a minimum-

"(1) develop and propose plans and pro
grams for the maintenance and fostering of 
defense industrial readiness in the United 
States; 

"(2) develop and propose plans and pro
grams to encourage the utilization by the de
fense industries of the United States of ad
vanced manv.tacturing technology and proc
esses and investment in improved produc
tivity,· 

"(3) propose, consistent with existing law, 
the repeal or amendment of such Defense Ac
quisition Regulations and other regulations 
and policies as may be necessary to elimi
nate any adverse effect that the regulations 
and policies may have on investment in im
proved productivity; and 

"(4) evaluate and propose for testing inno
vative ideas for improving defense industri
al readiness in the United States, including 
ideas for improving-

" fA) manvJacturing processes; and 
"(B) the acquisition procedures of the De

partment of Defense.". 
(2) The items relating to chapter 148 in the 

tables of chapters at the beginning of part 
IV of subtitle A of title 10, United States 
Code, and at the beginning of such subtitle, 
are each amended to read as follows: 
"US. Defense Industrial Base.................... 2501 ·~ 
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(C) ANALYSIS OF DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE 

CAPABILITY.-(1) The Under Secretary of De
fense tor Acquisition shall require each mili
tary department to provide to the Under 
Secretary at least one analysis of the type 
described in section 2502fa)(1J of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(b)J tor an acquisition program carried out 
by such department. The Under Secretary 
shall compile and analyze the data obtained 
from such analysis in order to ascertain 
whether the industrial base is capable of 
supporting these programs. 

(2) A program may not be selected for an 
analysis under this subsection if production 
of the system to be acquired under such pro
gram has begun. 

(3) All analyses required under this subsec
tion shall be completed not later than Sep
tember 30, 1990. 

(4) Not later than February 1, 1991, the 
Under Secretary of Defense tor Acquisition 
shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives a report on the analyses re
quired under this subsection. 
SEC. BZZ. SOURCE FOR PROCUREMENT OF CERTAIN 

VALVES AND MACHINE TOOLS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 2507 of title 10, 

United States Code, as redesignated by sec
tion 821, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) VALVES AND MACHINE TOOLS.-(1) 
During fiscal years 1989, 1990, and 1991, 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail
able to the Department of Defense may not 
be used to enter into a contract tor the pro
curement of items described in paragraph 
(2) that are not manuj'actured in the United 
States or Canada. 

"(2) Items covered by paragraph (1) are 
the following: 

"(AJ Powered and non-powered valves in 
Federal Supply Classes 4810 and 4820 used 
in piping tor naval surface ships and sub
marines. 

"(BJ Machine tools in the Federal Supply 
Classes for metal-working machinery num
bered 3405, 3408, 3410 through 3419, 3426, 
3433, 3438, 3441 through 3443, 3445, 3446, 
3448, 3449, 3460, and 3461. 

"(3) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirement of paragraph ( 1J with re
spect to the procurement of an item if the 
Secretary determines that-

"( A) the restriction would cause unreason
able costs or delays to be incurred; 

"(BJ United States producers of the item 
would not be jeopardized by competition 
from a foreign country and that country 
does not discriminate against defense items 
produced in the United States to a greater 
degree than the United States discriminates 
against defense items produced in that 
country; 

"(CJ satisfactory quality items manu.tac
tured in the United States or Canada are 
not available,· 

"(DJ the restriction would impede cooper
ative programs entered into between the De
partment of Defense and a foreign country 
and that country does not discriminate 
against defense items produced in the 
United States to a greater degree than the 
United States discriminates against defense 
items produced in that country; 

"(EJ the procurement is tor an amount less 
than $25,000 and simplified small purchase 
procedures are being used; or 

"(FJ the restriction would result in the ex
istence of only one United States or Canadi
an source for the item.". 

(b) TERMINATION.-The restriction in sec
tion 2507fdJ of title 10, United States Code, 

as added by subsection fa), may be renewed 
with respect to any item by the Secretary of 
Defense at the end of fiscal year 1991 tor an 
additional two fiscal years if the Secretary 
determines that a continued restriction on 
that item is in the national security interest. 
SEC. BZJ. CRITICAL TECHNOLOGIES PLAN 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 139 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§2368. Critical tech110logie• plan 

"(a) ANNUAL PLAN.-(1J Not later than 
March 15 of each year, the Under Secretary 
of Defense tor Acquisition, in consultation 
with the Assistant Secretary of Energy for 
Defense Programs, shall submit to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a plan tor de
veloping the 20 technologies considered by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Energy to be the technologies most essential 
to develop in order to ensure the long-term 
qualitative superiority of United States 
weapon systems. 

"(2) In selecting the technologies to be in
cluded in the plan, the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Energy shall consider 
both product technologies and process tech
nologies. 

"(3) Such plan shall be submitted in both 
classified and unclassified form. 

"(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.-Each plan submit
ted under subsection (a) shall include, with 
respect to each technology included in the 
plan, the following matters: 

"(1) The reasons tor selecting such technol
ogy. 

"(2) The milestone goals for the develop
ment of such technology. 

"( 3) The amounts contained in the budgets 
of the Department of Defense, the Depart
ment of Energy, and other departments and 
agencies tor the support of the development 
of such technology tor the fiscal year in 
which the plan is submitted. 

"(4) A comparison of the relative positions 
of the United States and the Soviet Union in 
the development of such technology. 

"(5) The potential contributions that the 
allies of the United States can make to meet 
the needs of the alliance tor such technology. 

"(6) With respect to the development of 
such technology, a comparison of the rela
tive positions of the United States and other 
industrialized countries that are prominent 
in the development of such technology and 
the extent to which the United States should 
depend on other countries tor the develop
ment of such technology. 

"(7 J The potential contributions that the 
private sector can be expected to make from 
its own resources in connection with devel
opment of civilian applications for such 
technology.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2368. Critical technologies plan.". 

(b) FIRST REPORT.-The first report under 
section 2368 of title 10, United States Code 
(as added by subsection (a)J, shall be sub
mitted in 1989. 
SEC. BU. DEFENSE MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTAND

ING 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 148 O/ title 10, 

United States Code, as amended by section 
821, is further amended by adding after sec
tion 2503 the following new section: 
"§2504. Defen•e memoranda of undentonding 

"In the negotiation and renegotiation of 
each memorandum of understanding be
tween the Department of Defense and one or 
more foreign countries for any instrumen-

tality of a foreign country) relating to re
search, development, or production of de
tense equipment, the Secretary of Defense 
shall-

"(1) consider the effect of such proposed 
memorandum of understanding on the de
tense industrial base of the United States,· 
and 

"(2) regularly solicit and consider in/or
mation or recommendations from the Secre
tary of Commerce with respect to the effect 
on the United States industrial base of such 
memorandum of understanding.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table O/ sec
tions at the beginning of such chapter, as 
amended by section 821, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new item: 
"2504. Defense memoranda of understand-

ing.". 

SEC. 8Z5. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE OFFSET POLICY 

fa) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) Many contracts entered into by United 
States firms tor the supply of weapon sys
tems or defense-related items to foreign 
countries and foreign firms are subject to 
contractual arrangements under which 
United States firms must agree-

fA) to have a specified percentage of work 
under, or monetary amount of, the contract 
performed by one or more foreign firms; 

(BJ to purchase a specified amount or 
quantity of unrelated goods or services from 
domestic sources of such foreign countries; 
or 

fCJ to invest a specified amount in domes
tic businesses of such foreign countries. 
Such contractual arrangements, known as 
"offsets': are a component of international 
trade and could have an impact on United 
States defense industry opportunities in do
mestic and foreign markets. 

(2) Some United States contractors and 
subcontractors may be adversely affected by 
such contractual arrangements. 

(3) Many contracts which provide tor or 
are subject to offset arrangements require, in 
connection with such arrangements, the 
transfer of United States technology to for
eign firms. 

( 4) The use of such transferred technology 
by foreign firms in conjunction with foreign 
trade practices permitted under the trade 
policies of the countries of such firms can 
give foreign firms a competitive advantage 
against United States firms in world mar
kets for products utilizing such technology. 

(5) A purchase of defense equipment pur
suant to an offset arrangement may in
crease the cost of the defense equipment to 
the purchasing country and may reduce the 
amount of defense equipment that a country 
may purchase. 

(6) The exporting of defense equipment 
produced in the United States is important 
to maintain the defense industrial base of 
the United States, lower the unit cost of such 
equipment to the Department of Defense, 
and encourage the standardized utilization 
of United States equipment by the allies of 
the United States. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 10.-(1) Chapter 
148 of title 10, United States Code, as 
amended by sections 821 and 824, is further 
amended by adding after section 2504 the 
following new section: 
"§2505. Offset policy; notification 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFSET POLICY.
The President shall establish, consistent 
with the requirements of this section, a com
prehensive policy with respect to contrac
tual offset arrangements in connection with 
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the purchase of defense equipment or sup
plies which addresses the following: 

"(1) Transfer of technology in connection 
with offset arrangements. 

"(2) Application of offset arrangements, 
including cases in which United States 
funds are used to finance the purchase by a 
foreign government. 

"( 3) Effects of offset arrangements on spe
ci/ic subsectors of the industrial base of the 
United States and tor preventing or amelio
rating any serious adverse effects on such 
subsectors. 

"(b) TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER.-(1) No offi
cial of the United States may enter into a 
memorandum of understanding or other 
agreement with a foreign government that 
would require the transfer of United States 
defense technology to a foreign country or a 
foreign firm in connection with a contract 
that is subject to an offset arrangement if 
the implementation of such memorandum 
or agreement would signij'icantly and ad
versely a/teet the defense industrial base of 
the United States and would result in a sub
stantial financial loss to a United States 
firm. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply in the 
case of a memorandum of understanding or 
agreement described in paragraph (1) if the 
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce and the Secre
tary of State, determines that a transfer of 
United States defense technology pursuant 
to such understanding or agreement will 
result in strengthening the national security 
of the United States and so certi/ies to Con
gress. 

"(3) If a United States firm is required 
under the terms of a memorandum of under
standing, or other agreement entered into by 
the United States with a foreign country, to 
transfer defense technology to a foreign 
country, the United States firm may protest 
the determination to the Secretary of De
tense on the grounds that the transfer of 
such technology would adversely affect the 
defense industrial base of the United States 
and would result in substantial financial 
loss to the protesting firm. The Secretary of 
Defense, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Commerce and the Secretary of State, 
shall make the final determination of the 
validity of the protesting firm's claim. 

"(C) NOTIFICATION REGARDING 0FFSETS.-I/ 
at any time a United States firm enters into 
a contract tor the sale of a weapon system or 
defense-related item to a foreign country or 
foreign firm and such contract is subject to 
an offset arrangement exceeding $50,000,000 
in value, such firm shall notify the Secretary 
of Defense of the proposed sale. Notification 
shall be made under this subsection in ac
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense in consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
"(1) The term 'United States firm' means a 

business entity that performs substantially 
all of its manu.tacturing, production, and re
search and development activities in the 
United States. 

"(2) The term 'foreign firm' means a busi
ness entity other than a United States 
firm. ' '. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 148 of such title, as amended by 
sections 821 and 824, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new items: 
"2505. Offset policy; notification. 
"2506. Limitation on use of funds: procure

ment of goods which are other 
than American goods. 

"2507. Miscellaneous procurement limita
tions.". 

(C) NEGOTIATIONS.-(1) The President shall 
enter into negotiations with foreign coun
tries that have a policy of requiring an 
offset arrangement in connection with the 
purchase of defense equipment or supplies 
from the United States. The negotiations 
should be conducted with a view to achiev
ing an agreement with the countries con
cerned that would limit the adverse effects 
that such arrangements have on the defense 
industrial base of each such country. 

(2) Every effort shall be made to achieve 
such agreements within two years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) REPORTS.-(1) Not later than November 
15, 1988, the President shall submit to Con
gress a comprehensive report on contractual 
offset arrangements required of United 
States firms tor the supply of weapon sys
tems or defense-related items to foreign 
countries or foreign firms. Such report shall 
include, at a minimum, the following: 

fA) An analysis of the amount and type of 
contractual offsets required of United States 
firms by the governments of foreign coun
tries or by foreign firms. 

(B) An assessment of the bene/its tor and 
costs to United States manu.tacturers of de
tense products at all tiers that result from 
requirements of foreign governments tor 
contractual offset arrangements in the case 
of products procured from United States 
firms. 

fCJ An assessment of the bene/its tor and 
the costs to United States manu.tacturers of 
defense products at all tiers that would 
result from restriction of the ability of for
eign governments or foreign firms to require 
contractual offsets in the case of defense 
products procured from United States firms. 

(D) An assessment of the benefits and costs 
of a United States policy that requires recip
rocal offsets in the procurement of defense 
products from those countries whose govern
ments have a policy of requiring contractual 
offsets in the case of defense products pro
cured from United States firms. 

(E) An assessment of the impact that 
elimination of contractual offset require
ments in international sales of defense prod
ucts would have on the national security of 
the United States. 

(F) Recommendations tor a national 
policy with respect to contractual offset ar
rangements. 

(G) A preliminary discussion of the ac
tions referred to in paragraph (2). 

(2) Not later than March 15, 1990, the 
President shall transmit to Congress a 
report containing a discussion of appropri
ate actions to be taken by the United States 
with respect to purchases from United 
States firms by a foreign country for a firm 
of that country) when that country or firm 
requires an offset arrangement in connec
tion with the purchase of defense equipment 
or supplies in Javor of such country. The 
report shall include a discussion of the fol
lowing possible actions: 

(A) A requirement for an offset in Javor of 
the _ United States or United States firms ~
any case in which the Department of De
fense or any other department or agency 
the United States purchases goods from sue 
foreign country or a firm of such country. 

(B) A demand tor offset credits from such 
foreign country to be used, to the extent 
practicable, to meet offset obligations of 
United States firms to such foreign country 
or to a firm of such country. 

fCJ A reduction in assistance furnished 
such foreign country by the United States. 

(D) A requirement tor alternative equiva
lent advantages in the case of any such tor-

eign country or a firm of such country if the 
United States does not purchase a su.t/icient 
volume of goods from such country or firm 
for a requirement described in subparagraph 
fA) to be effective. 

(3) The President shall report to Congress 
at least once each year, tor a period of 4 
years, on the progress of the negotiations re
ferred to in subsection fc). The first such 
report shall be submitted not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(4) In this subsection, the terms "foreign 
firm" and "United States firm" have the 
same meanings as are provided in section 
2505(d) of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (b). 
SEC. 8Z6. ALLOW ABILITY OF COSTS TO PROMOTE THE 

EXPORT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 2324(/) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"(5) The regulations shall provide that 
costs to promote the export of products of 
the United States defense industry, includ
ing costs of exhibiting or demonstrating 
products, shall be allowable to the extent 
that such costs-

"( A) are allocable, reasonable, and not oth
erwise unallowable; 

"(B) with respect to the activities of the 
business segment to which such costs are 
being allocated, are determined by the Secre
tary of Defense to be likely to result in 
future cost advantages to the United States; 
and 

"(C) with respect to a business segment 
which allocates to Department of Defense 
contracts $2,500,000 or more of such costs in 
any fiscal year of such business segment, are 
not in excess of the amount equal to 110 per
cent of such costs incurred by such business 
segment in the previous fiscal year.". 

(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary 0/ De
fense shall prescribe final regulations under 
paragraph (5) of section 2324(/) of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
fa)), not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. Such regulations 
shall apply with respect to costs referred to 
in such paragraph that are incurred by a 
Department of Defense contractor for a sub
contractor of such a contractor) on or after 
the first day of the contractor's for subcon
tractor's) first fiscal year that begins on or 
after the date on which such final regula
tions are prescribect. 

fc) REPORT.-Not later than two years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
and the Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Defense shall each submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report that 
includes the following: 

(1) An assessment of whether the regula
tions required by section 2324(/)(5) of title 
10, United States Code (as added by subsec
tion fa)), provide the appropriate incentives 
to stimulate exports by the United States de
tense industry and provide cost savings to 
the United States. 

(2) An assessment of whether such regula
tions provide appropriate criteria to ensure 
that costs allowed are reasonably likely to 
provide future cost savings to the United 
States. 

(d) TERMINATION.-Section 2324(/)(5) O/ 
title 10, United States Code (as added by 
subsection fa)), shall cease to be effective 
three years after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 



16816 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
PART C-POLICIES RELATING TO DEFENSE 

CONTRACTORS 
SEC. BJJ. ADDITIONAL PROHIBITIONS ON PERSONS 

CONVICTED OF FELONIES RELATED TO 
DEFENSE CONTRACTS 

(a) IN GENER.AL.-Section 2408fa) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(a) PROHIBITION.-(1) An individual who 
is convicted of fraud or any other felony 
arising out of a contract with the Depart
ment of Defense shall be prohibited from 
each of the following: 

"(A) Working in a management or super
visory capacity on any defense contract. 

"(B) Serving on the board of directors of 
any defense contractor. 

"(C) Serving as a consultant to any de
tense contractor. 

"(D) Being involved in any other way, as 
determined under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of Defense, with a defense con
tract. 

"(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), 
the prohibition in paragraph (1) shall apply 
tor a period, as determined by the Secretary 
of Defense, of not less than five years alter 
the date of the conviction. 

"(3) The prohibition in paragraph (1) may 
apply with respect to an individual tor a 
period of less than five years if the Secretary 
determines that the five-year period should 
be waived in the interests of national securi
ty. If the five-year period is waived, the Sec
retary shall submit to Congress a report 
stating the reasons tor the waiver.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2408(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, as amended by 
subsection fa), shall apply with respect to 
individuals convicted alter the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 83Z. LIMITATION ON ALLOWABILITY OF COSTS 

OF CONTRACTORS INCURRED IN CER
TAIN PROCEEDINGS 

fa) LIMIT oN CosTS.-Section 2324fe) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by adding at the end of paragraph (1) 
the following: 

"(N) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
costs incurred in connection with any civil, 
criminal, or administrative action brought 
by the United States that results in a deter
mination that a contractor has violated or 
failed to comply with any Federal law or 
regulation if the action results in any of the 
following: 

"fi) In the case of a criminal action, a 
conviction (including a conviction pursu
ant to a plea of nolo contendere). 

"(ii) In the case of a civil or administra
tive action, ([)a determination by the Secre
tary of Defense that the violation or failure 
to comply was knowing or willful, and (11) 
the imposition of a monetary penalty. 

"(iii) A final decision by an appropriate 
official of the Department of Defense to 
debar or suspend the contractor or to re
scind, void, or terminate a contract award
ed to such contractor if such decision is 
based on a determination by the Secretary of 
Defense that the violation or failure to 
comply was knowing or willful. "; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as 
paragraph (3); and 

(3) by inserting alter paragraph (1) (as 
amended by paragraph (1)) the following: 

"(2) If a civil, criminal, or administrative 
action referred to in paragraph (1)(N) is re
solved by consent or compromise pursuant 
to an agreement entered into by a contrac
tor and the United States, the contractor's 
costs that are otherwise not allowable under 
paragraph (1)(N) may be allowed to the 
extent provided in such agreement.". 

(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations to imple
ment section 2324fe)(1)(N) of title 10, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a), not 
later than 90 days alter the date of the en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 833. AIR TRAVEL EXPENSES OF DEFENSE CON· 

TRACTOR PERSONNEL 
(a) AIR FARE DISCOUNT AGREEMENTS.-The 

Administrator of General Services shall 
enter into negotiations with commercial air 
carriers with a view to achieving agree
ments that permit personnel of contractors 
who are traveling solely in the performance 
of covered contracts to be transported by 
such carriers at the same discount air pas
senger transportation rates as such carriers 
charge tor travel by Federal Government 
employees traveling at Government expense. 

(b) ALLOWABLE CosTS.-Not later than 120 
days alter the first agreement goes into 
effect between the Administrator of General 
Services and a commercial air carrier under 
subsection fa), the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe regulations that provide that costs 
tor travel by commercial air carrier by an 
employee of a defense contractor that exceed 
the air passenger transportation rates estab
lished under the agreement are not allow
able costs under section 2324 of title 10, 
United States Code, under a covered con
tract if-

(1) the rate was available; and 
(2) travel could have reasonably been per

formed under the conditions required by the 
air carrier to qualify tor such rate. 

(C) COVERED CONTRACT.-ln this section, 
the term "covered contract" has the mean
ing given such term by section 2324fk) of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(d) ExPIR.ATION.-This section shall cease 
to be effective three years alter the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 831. STANDARDS FOR CONTRACTOR INVENTORY 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS 
fa) IN GENER.AL.-(1) Chapter 141 of title 

10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§UJOb. Contractor inventory accounting systems: 

standards 
"The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe 

in regulations-
"(1) standards tor inventory accounting 

systems used by contractors under contract 
with the Department of Defense; and 

(2) appropriate certification and enforce
ment requirements with respect to such 
standards.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"241 Ob. Contractor inventory accounting 

systems: standards.". 
(b) REGULATIONS.-(1) The Secretary of De

fense shall prescribe the regulations required 
by paragraph f1) of section 2410b of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a), not later than 30 days alter the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe 
the regulations required by paragraph (2) of 
section 241 Ob of title 10, United States Code, 
as added by subsection fa), not later than 
180 days alter the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 835. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES RE

LATING TO AN ARMY CONTRACT 
No funds appropriated pursuant to any 

authorization in this Act or in any previous 
Act may be expended or obligated tor the 
performance of contract number DA AJ09-
88-C-A093 by a contractor outside the 
United States unless the Secretary of the 

Army secures a commitment from the con
tractor that it will support equal employ
ment opportunities tor all individuals irre
spective of race, color, religion, sex, or na
tional origin in its employment practices. 

PART D-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 811. PROCUREMENT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT PROGRAM 

fa) LIMITATION.-Section 2414 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§2414. Limitation 

"fa) IN GENER.AL.-The value of the assist
ance furnished by the Secretary to any eligi
ble entity to carry out a procurement techni
cal assistance program under a cooperative 
agreement under this chapter during any 
fiscal year may not exceed-

"(1) in the case of a program operating on 
a Statewide basis, $300,000; or 

"(2) in the case of a program operating on 
less than a Statewide basis, $150,000. 

"(b) DETERMINATIONS ON SCOPE OF 0PER· 
ATIONS.-A determination of whether a pro
curement technical assistance program is 
·operating on a Statewide basis or on less 
than a Statewide basis shall be made in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense.". 

(b) PROCUREMENT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
FOR INDIAN TRIBAL 0RGANIZATIONS.-Section 
807(a)(2) of the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 
(Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1128) is 
amended by striking out "for fiscal year 
1988," and inserting in lieu thereof "for 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989, ". 
SEC. BIZ. PRODUCT EVALUATION 

(a) IN GENER.AL.--:-Chapter 139 of title 10, 
United States Code, as amended by section 
823, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"§2369. Product evaluation activity 

"fa) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary of De
fense, acting through the Under Secretary of 
Defense tor Acquisition, shall establish a 
program for the supervision and coordina
tion of product evaluation activities within 
the Department of Defense. 

"(b) CONDUCT OF PRODUCT EVALUATION.-(1) 
The Secretary of each military department 
and the head of each Defense Agency may, 
subject to supervision and coordination by 
the Under Secretary of Defense tor Acquisi
tion, establish and conduct appropriate 
product evaluation activities. 

"(2) The purpose of each product evalua
tion activity established under paragraph 
(1) is to evaluate products developed by pri
vate industry independent of any contract 
or other arrangement with the United States 
in order to determine the utility of such 
products to the Department of Defense. 

"(c) CosT SHARINa.-As a condition to con
ducting an evaluation of any product under 
this section, the producer of the product 
shall be required to pay one half of the cost 
of conducting such evaluation. For product 
development proposed by a small business 
concern (within the meaning of section 3 of 
the Small Business Act f15 U.S.C. 632)), the 
Secretary of Defense may pay up to 85 per
cent of the cost of product evaluation if the 
small business concern agrees to a not-tor
profit contract.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The table 0/ 
sections at the beginning of such chapter, as 
amended by section 823, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new item: 
"2369. Product evaluation activity.". 
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SEC. 813. CONTRACT GOAL FOR MINORITIES IN 

PRINTING-RELATED SERVICES 
(a) TEST PROGRAM.-The Public Printer 

shall establish and, during fiscal years 1989 
and 1990, carry out a test program for in
creasing its award of contracts to small and 
disadvantaged businesses for the printing, 
binding, and related services needed by the 
Department of Defense. The program shall 
have a goal of procuring in each such fiscal 
year from such businesses printing, binding, 
and related services equivalent to not more 
than 5 percent of the value of the printing, 
binding, and related services which were 
procured in the preceding fiscal year by the 
Government Printing Office from non-Gov
ernment sources for the Department of De
fense. The Public Printer may use such pro
curement procedures as he considers neces
sary to facilitate achievement of such goal. 

(b) COVERED ENTITIES.-In this section, the 
term "small and disadvantaged businesses, 
means the small business concerns, histori
cally Black colleges and universities, and 
minority institutions described in section 
1207(a) of the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Law 
99-661; 100 Stat. 3973). 

fcJ ENFORCEMENT.-Any person who, for the 
purpose of securing a contract under subsec
tion fa), misrepresents the status of any con
cern or person as a small business concern 
referred to in subsection fb), is subject to the 
penalties set forth in section 1207(/) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Law 99-661; 100 
Stat. 3974). 

(d) SECTION 1207 GoALS.-For the purpose 
of determining whether the Department of 
Defense has attained the goals set forth in 
section 1207 of the National Defense Author
ization Act/or Fiscal Year 1987 (Public Law 
99-661; 100 Stat. 3973), the Secretary of De
fense may count any procurements by the 
Public Printer in the program established 
under subsection fa). 
SEC. 811. EXTENSION OF CONTRACT GOAL FOR 

SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED BUSI
NESSES 

Section 1207 of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 (Public 
Law 99-661; 100 Stat. 3973) is amended in 
subsections (a) and (h) by striking out "and 
1989, and inserting in lieu thereof "1989, 
and 1990,. 
SEC. 815. DEADLINE FOR CERTAIN SMALL BUSINESS 

REGULATIONS 
Section 3(a)(4)(CJ of the Small Business 

Act (15 U.S.C. 632) is amended by inserting 
at the end the following: "Such regulations 
shall apply with respect to contracts entered 
into on or alter October 1, 1988. ,. 
SEC. 816. SAFEGUARDING OF MILITARY WHISTLE

BLOWERS 
(a) MILITARY WHISTLEBLOWER PROTEC

TION.-(1) Section 1034 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"§1034. Communicating with a Member of Congress 

or Inspector General; prohibition of retaliatory 
personnel actions 
"(a) RESTRICTING COMMUNICATIONS W1T1f 

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND INSPECTOR GENER
AL PROHIBITED.-(1J No person may restrict a 
member of the armed force in communicat
ing with a Member of Congress or an Inspec
tor General. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) does not apply to a 
communication that is unlawful. 

"(b) PROHIBITION OF RETALIATORY PERSON
NEL ACTioNs.-No person may take (or 
threaten to take) an unfavorable personnel 
action, or withhold for threaten to withhold) 
a favorable personnel action, as a reprisal 
against a member of the armed forces for 

making or preparing a communication to a 
Membe-r of Congress or an Inspector General 
that (under subsection (a)) may not be re
stricted. Any action prohibited by the pre
ceding sentence (including the threat to take 
any action and the withholding or threat to 
withhold any favorable action) shall be con
sidered for the purposes of this section to be 
a personnel action prohibited by this subsec
tion. 

"(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL INVESTIGATION OF 
CERTAIN ALLEGATIONS.-(1) If a member of the 
armed forces submits to the Inspector Gen
eral of the Department of Defense for the In
spector General of the Department of Trans
portation, in the case of a member of the 
Coast Guard) an allegation that a personnel 
action prohibited by subsection (b) has been 
taken for threatened) against the member 
with respect to a communication described 
in paragraph (2), the Inspector General 
shall expeditiously investigate the allega
tion. 

"(2) A communication described in this 
paragraph is a communication to a Member 
of Congress or an Inspector General that 
(under subsection fa)) may not be restricted 
in which the member of the armed forces 
makes a complaint or discloses in/ormation 
that the member reasonably believes consti
tutes evidence of-

"(AJ a violation of a law or regulation; or 
"(B) mismanagement, a gross waste of 

funds, an abuse of authority, or a substan
tial and specific danger to public health or 
salety. 

"( 3) The Inspector General is not required 
to make an investigation under paragraph 
(1) in the case of an allegation made more 
than 60 days alter the date on which the 
member becomes aware of the personnel 
action that is the subject of the allegation. 

"(4) If the Inspector General has not al
ready done so, the Inspector General shall 
commence a separate investigation of the 
in/ormation that the member believes evi
dences wrongdoing as described in subpara
graph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2). The In
spector General is not required to make such 
an investigation tf the in/ormation that the 
member believes evidences wrongdoing re
lates to actions which took place during 
combat. 

"(5) Not later than 30 days alter comple
tion of an investigation under this subsec
tion, the Inspector General shall submit a 
report on the results of the investigation to 
the Secretary of Defense and the member of 
the armed forces concerned. In the copy of 
the report submitted to the member, the In
spector General may exclude any in/orma
tion that would not otherwise be available 
to the member under section 552 of title 5. 

"(6) I/, in the course of an investigation of 
an allegation under this section, the Inspec
tor General determines that it is not possi
ble 'to submit the report required by para
graph (5) within 90 days alter the date of re
ceipt of the allegation being investigated, 
the Inspector General shall provide to the 
Secretary of Defense and to the member 
making the allegation a notice-

"( A) of that determination (including the 
reasons why the report may not be submit
ted within that time); and 

"(B) of the time when the report will be 
submitted. 

"(7) The report on the results of the inves
tigation shall contain a thorough review of 
the facts and circumstances relevant to the 
allegation and the complaint or disclosure 
and shall include documents acquired 
during the course of the investigation, in
cluding summaries of interviews conducted. 

The report may include a recommendation 
as to the disposition of the complaint. 

"(d) CORRECTION OF RECORDS WHEN PRO· 
HIBITED ACTION TAKEN.-(1) A board for the 
correction of military records acting under 
section 1552 of this title, in resolving an ap
plication for the correction of records made 
by a member or former member of the armed 
forces who has alleged a personnel action 
prohibited by subsection (b), on the request 
of the member or former member or other
wise, may review the matter. 

"(2) In resolving an application described 
in paragraph (1J, a correction board-

"(AJ shall review the report of the Inspec
tor General submitted under subsection 
fcH5J; 

"(BJ may request the Inspector General to 
gather further evidence; and 

"(CJ may receive oral argument, examine 
and cross-examine witnesses, take deposi
tions, and, tf appropriate, conduct an evi
dentiary hearing. 

"(3) If the board elects to hold an adminis
trative hearing, the member or former 
member who filed the application described 
in paragraph (1)-

"(AJ may be provided with representation 
by a judge advocate tf-

"(i) the Inspector General, in the report 
under subsection fc)(5), finds that there is 
probable cause to believe that a personnel 
action prohibited by subsection (b) has been 
taken for threatened) against the member 
with respect to a communication described 
in subsection fcH2J; 

"(ii) the Judge Advocate General con
cerned determines that the case is unusually 
complex or otherwise requires judge advo
cate assistance to ensure proper presenta
tion of the legal issues in the case; and 

"(iii) the member is not represented by 
outside counsel chosen by the member; and 

"(BJ may examine witnesses through depo
sition, serve interrogatories, and request the 
production of evidence, including evidence 
contained in the investigatory record of the 
Inspector General but not included in the 
report submitted under subsection fc)(5J. 

"(4) The Secretary concerned shall issue a 
final decision with respect to an application 
described in paragraph (1) within 180 days 
alter the application is filed. If the Secretary 
jails to issue such a final decision within 
that time, the member or former member 
shall be deemed to have exhausted the mem
ber•s or former member•s administrative 
remedies under section 1552 of this title. 

"(5) The Secretary concerned shall order 
such action, consistent with the limitations 
contained in sections 1552 and 1553 of this 
title, as is necessary to correct the record of 
a personnel action prohibited by subsection 
(b). 

"(6) If the Board determines that a person
nel action prohibited by subsection (b) has 
occurred, the Board may recommend to the 
Secretary concerned that the Secretary take 
appropriate disciplinary action against the 
individual who committed such personnel 
action. 

"(e) REVIEW BY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.
Upon the completion of all administrative 
review under subsection (d), the member or 
former member of the armed forces who 
made the allegation referred to in subsection 
(c)(1), tf not satisfied with the disposition of 
the matter, may submit the matter to the 
Secretary of Defense. The Secretary shall 
make a decision to reverse or uphold the de
cision of the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned in the matter within 90 
days alter receipt of such a submittal. 



16818 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
"(/) PosT-DISPOSlTION INTERVIEWS.-A/ter 

disposition of any case under this section, 
the Inspector General shall, whenever possi
ble, conduct an interview with the person 
making the allegation to determine the 
views of that person on the disposition of 
the matter. · 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense, and the Secretary of Transportation 
with respect to the Coast Guard when it is 
not operating as a service in the Navy, shall 
prescribe regulations to carry out this sec
tion. 

"(h) DEFINlTIONS.-In this section: 
"(1) The term 'Member of Congress' in

cludes any Delegate or Resident Commis
sioner to Congress. 

"(2) The term 'Inspector General' means
"(AJ an Inspector General appointed 

under the Inspector General Act of 1978; and 
"(B) an officer of the armed forces as

signed or detailed under regulations of the 
Secretary concerned to serve as an Inspector 
General at any command level in one of the 
armed forces.". 

(2) The item relating to such section in the 
table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
53 of such title is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"1 034. Communicating with a Member of 
Congress or Inspector General,· 
prohibition of retaliatory per
sonnel actions.". 

(b) DEADLINE FOR REGULATIONS.-The Secre
tary of Defense and the Secretary of Trans
portation shall prescribe the regulations re
quired by subsection (g) of section 1034 of 
title 10, United States Code, as amended by 
subsection fa), not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REPORT.-(1) The Inspector General of 
the Department of Defense (and the Inspec
tor General of the Department of Transpor
tation with respect to the Coast Guard) 
shall submit to Congress a report on the ac
tivities of the Inspector General under sec
tion 1034 of title 10, United States Code, as 
amended by subsection fa). The report shall 
include, in the case of each case handled by 
the Inspector General under that section, a 
description of-

fA) the nature of the allegation described 
in subsection (c) of that section; 

(B) the evaluation and recommendation 
of the Inspector General with respect to the 
allegation; 

(C) any action of the appropriate board 
tor the correction of military records with 
respect to the allegation; 

(D) if the allegation is determined to be 
meritorious, any corrective action taken; 
and 

(E) the views of the member or former 
member of the armed forces making the alle
gation (determined on the basis of the inter
view under subsection (/) of that section) on 
the disposition of the case. 

(2) The Inspector General shall include 
with the report under this subsection copies 
of the individual case reports tor each such 
allegation. 

(3) The report under this subsection shall 
be submitted not later than February 1, 
1990. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment to 
section 1034 of title 10, United States Code, 
made by subsection (a)(1J, shall apply with 
respect to any personnel action taken (or 
threatened to be taken) on or alter the date 
of the enactment of this Act as a reprisal 
prohibited by subsection (b) of that section. 

TITLE IX-MA1TERS RELATING TO ARMS 
CONTROL 

SEC. 901. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON EXPANDING CON· 
FIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) Approximately two years have passed 
since the Conference on Confidence- and Se
curity-Building Measures and Disarmament 
in Europe fCDEJ adjourned in Stockholm 
following the adoption of measures designed 
to increase openness and predictability of 
military activities in Europe. 

(2) To date, there have been seven formal 
observations and challenge inspections 
which have been conducted in accordance 
with the Stockholm agreements. 

(3) The military leaders of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization have concluded 
that the Stockholm observations and inspec
tions have positively contributed to an im
proved understanding of Warsaw Pact 
forces and capabilities. 

(4) The Conventional Stability Talks 
fCSTJ, which may begin before the end of 
1988, will likely require careful and poten
tially prolonged negotiation. 

(5) New negotiations will also begin under 
the auspices of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe fCSCEJ as a 
follow-on to the Stockholm conference. 

(6) The confidence-building measures es
tablished at Stockholm could, if expanded, 
contribute significantly to the success of the 
CDE follow-on conference and also to the es
tablishment of a procedural framework tor 
verifying a future CST agreement. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress that the President should give high 
priority to developing, in coordination with 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
allies of the United States, stabilizing and 
verifiable proposals tor expanding the 
regime of confidence-building measures in 
conjunction with the follow-on to the Con
terence on Confidence- and Security-Build
ing Measures and Disarmament in Europe 
fCDEJ and the new Conventional Stability 
Talks (CST). 
SEC. 90Z. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON START TALKS 

It is the sense of Congress that any agree
ment negotiated by the President to achieve 
a reduction and limitation on strategic 
arms (through the strategic arms reduction 
talks in Geneva or otherwise)-

(1) should not prevent the United States 
from deploying a force structure under the 
agreement which emphasizes survivable 
strategic systems and, in particular, should 
not in any way compromise the security of 
the United States ballistic-missile carrying 
submarine force, and 

(2) should not prohibit or limit the deploy
ment of non-nuclear cruise missiles. 
SEC. 903. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING ROLE OF 

CONGRESS IN ARMS CONTROL AND DE
FENSE POLICIES 

It is the sense of Congress-
(1) that Congress, in exercising its author

ity under the Constitution "to raise and 
support Armies" and "provide and main
tain Navies" and, in the case of the Senate, 
to advise and consent to the ratification of 
treaties, has a role to play in formulating 
arms control and defense policies of the 
United States, but 

(2) that Congress, in exercising that au
thority, should not usurp, undermine, or 
interfere with the authority of the President 
under the Constitution to negotiate and im
plement treaties, especially in the case of 
treaties which affect arms control and de
tense policies of the United States. 

SEC. 904. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE FIVE-YEAR 
ABM TREATY REVIEW 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) The Treaty Between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballis
tic Missile Systems, With Associated Proto
col (hereinafter in this section referred to as 
the "ABM Treaty" or the "Treaty") in Article 
XIV, Paragraph 2, reads as follows: "Five 
years alter entry into force of this Treaty, 
and at five-year intervals thereafter, the 
Parties shall together conduct a review of 
this Treaty.". 

(2) Such Treaty entered into force on Octo
ber 3, 1972, and the third five-year anniver
sary date specified tor the conduct of the 
review contemplated in the Treaty, there
tore, was October 3, 1987. 

( 3) As a fundamental principle of the 
canons of legal construction, a specified 
number of years alter a specific and deter
minable date means the specified anniversa
ry of such date and therefore the third five
year review of the ABM Treaty should have 
begun on or about October 3, 1987. 

(4) The Parties to the Treaty have not met 
as required by the Treaty because the United 
States refused to meet on the date specified 
in the Treaty for such meeting (October 3, 
1987) and has refused since such date to pro
pose a date tor the meeting. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-In light of the 
findings in subsection (a), it is the sense of 
Congress that the President should, without 
any further delay, propose an early date to 
conduct the overdue five-year review of the 
ABM Treaty. The President shall inform 
Congress of the results of that review imme
diately alter it takes place. 
SEC. 905. REVISION OF ANNUAL REPORT ON SOVIET 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARMS CONTROL 
COMMITMENTS 

(a) AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 99-145.
The text of section 1002 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (22 U.S.C. 
2592a), is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than De
cember 1 of each year, the President shall 
submit to Congress a report containing the 
findings of the President with respect to the 
compliance of the Soviet Union with its 
arms control commitments and any addi
tional in/ormation necessary to keep Con
gress currently informed. 

"(b) MATTERS To BE INCLUDED.-The Presi
dent shall specifically include in each such 
report the following: 

"(1) A summary of the current status of all 
arms control agreements in effect between 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 

"(2) An assessment of all violations by the 
Soviet Union of such agreements and the 
risks such violations pose to the national se
curity of the United States and its allies. 

"(3) A net assessment of the aggregate 
military significance of all such violations. 

"(4) A statement of the compliance policy 
of the United States with respect to viola
tions by the Soviet Union of those agree
ments. 

"(5) What actions, if any, the President 
has taken or proposes to take to bring the 
Soviet Union into compliance with its com
mitments under those agreements. 

"(c) CoNTINGENT ADDlTIONAL INFORMA
TION.-If the President in any second consec
utive report submitted to Congress under 
this section reports that the Soviet Union is 
not in full compliance with all arms control 
agreements between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, the President shall include 
in such report an assessment of what ac-
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tions are necessary to compensate tor such 
violations. 

"(d) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTS. Each 
report under this section shall be submitted 
in both classified and unclassified ver
sions.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection fa) shall take effect be
ginning with the report to be submitted 
under section 1002 of the Department of De
tense Authorization Act, 1986, in 1990. 
SEC. 906. ANNUAL REPORT ON ARMS CONTROL 

STRATEGY 
fa) IN GENERAL.-The President shall 

submit to Congress each year, not later than 
December 1, a report containing a compre
hensive discussion and analysis of the arms 
control strategy of the United States. The 
President shall include in each such report 
the following: 

(1) A . description of the nature and se
quence of the future arms control efforts of 
the United States. 

(2) A net assessment of the current effects 
of arms control agreements on the status o/, 
and trends in, the military balance between 
the United States and the Soviet Union and 
between the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation fNATO) and the Warsaw Pact. 

(3) A comprehensive data base on the mili
tary balance of forces of the United States 
and the Soviet Union, and the balance of 
forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact coun
tries, that are aJtected by arms control 
·agreements in existence as of the time of the 
report between the United States and the 
Soviet Union and between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact, including an explanation of 
the methodology used to analyze the effects 
on such forces. 

f 4) A net assessment of the effect that pro
posed arms control agreements between the 
United States and the Soviet Union and be
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact would 
likely have on United States force plans and 
contingency plans, including an assessment 
of the effect that such proposed agreements 
would have on the risks and costs to the 
United States. 

(5) An assessment of the effect that pro
posed treaty sub-ceilings, asymmetries, and 
other factors or qualifications aJfecting a 
treaty or arms control proposal would have 
on the military balance between the United 
States and the Soviet Union and between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, including an 
assessment of how such factors increase de
terrence and reduce the risk and cost of war. 

(6) A statement of the strategy the United 
States and NATO will use to verify and deter 
noncompliance with proposed arms control 
treaties between the United States and the 
Soviet Union and between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact. 

f7) A discussion of the extent to which and 
the manner in which the United States in
tends to consult with its allies regarding 
proposed arms control agreements between 
the United States and the Soviet Union and 
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. 

(8) A discussion of how the United States 
proposes to tailor its defense structure in 
order to ensure that the national security 
can be preserved with or without arms con
trol agreements. 

(b) EXPLANATION OF METHODOLOGY.-In re
porting on the current effect of arms control 
agreements on the status o/, and trends in, 
the military balance of power between the 
United States and the Soviet Union and be
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact (required 
under paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection 
fa)), the President shall-

( 1) specify the methodology used in ana
lyzing the military balance between the 
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United States and the Soviet Union and ex
press the results of such analyses in terms of 
fA) static comparisons, and fB) compari
sons that include dynamic factors; and 

(2) discuss all major scenarios, assump
tions, and contingencies, including political 
confrontation, full-scale war, and serious 
confrontations not involving full-scale war. 

(C) FORM OF REPORT.-The President shall 
submit such report in both classified and 
unclassiJied form. 
SEC. 907. REPORT ON ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE CAPA· 

BIUTIES AND ACTIVITIES OF THE 
SOVIET UNION 

fa) STUDY.-The President shall conduct a 
study regarding the antiballistic missile ca
pability and activities of the Soviet Union. 
In conducting the study, the President shall 
assess each of the following: 

(1) The military capabilities and signifi
cance of the extensive network of large
phased array radars of the Soviet Union. 

f2) Whether the Soviet Union is develop
ing or producing mobile or transportable en
gagement radars in violation of the 1972 
Antiballistic Missile Treaty. 

(3) The ability of the Soviet Union to de
velop an effective exoatmospheric antiballis
tic missile defense without using widespread 
deployments of traditional engagement 
radars. 

(4) The ability of air defense interceptor 
missiles of the Soviet Union, now and in the 
future, to destroy warheads of ballistic mis
siles in flight. 

(5) Whether silos or other hardened facili
ties of the Soviet Union located outside of 
the existing antiballistic missile site permit
ted near Moscow under the terms of the 1972 
Antiballistic Missile Treaty are or could be 
associated with antiballistic missile de
tenses not permitted under that Treaty. 

(6) Whether the Soviet Union is develop
ing terminal antiballistic missile defenses. 

f7) Whether the existing antiballistic mis
sile site near Moscow that is permitted 
under the terms of that Treaty conceals or 
could conceal development, testing, or de
ployment by the Soviet Union of a wide
spread antiballistic missile system. 

(8) Activities of the Soviet Union regard
ing boost-phase intercepts of ballistic mis
siles. 

(9) The status of laser programs, particle
beam programs, and other advanced tech
nology programs of the Soviet Union compa
rable to programs conducted by the United 
States under the Strategic Defense Initia
tive. 

(10) The consequences tor the United 
States of a successful effort by the Soviet 
Union to deploy an effective nationwise or 
limited antiballistic missile system. 

(b) ASSESSMENT OF ABILITY OF UNITED 
STATES To COUNTER A SOVIET ABM SYSTEM.
In conducting the study required by subsec
tion fa), the President shall also assess the 
ability of the United States to counter effec
tively an effective antiballistic missile 
system deployed by the Soviet Union. Such 
assessment shall consider both the deploy
ment by the Soviet Union of a nationwide, 
and of a limited, antiballistic missile 
system. In assessing the ability of the United 
States to counter effectively such a system, 
the President-

(1) shall consider the ability of the United 
States to modify fA) existin.· strategic offen
sive forces (including modifications involv
ing the development of additional penetra
tion aids), and fB) current strategic doc
trine and tactics; and 

(2) shall consider whether the actions of 
the United States described in paragraph (1) 

could be accomplished over the same period 
of time that the Soviet Union would require 
to deploy such an antiballistic missile 
system. 

fc) REPORT.-Not later ~han January 1, 
1989, the President shall submit to Congress 
a report, in both a classified and an unclas
sified version, specifying the results of the 
study conducted pursuant to this section. 
The report shall include such recommenda
tions as the President considers appropriate, 
including recommendations with regard to 
maintaining the deterrent value of the stra
tegic forces of the United States in light of 
the antiballistic missile capability and ac
tivities of the Soviet Union described in the 
report. 
SEC. 908. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIC 

NUCLEAR FORCE POSTURES FOR THE 
UNITED STATES UNDER A POTENTIAL 
START TREATY 

fa) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) The United States and the Soviet 
Union are currently engaged in talks regard
ing the reduction of strategic nuclear arms. 

(2) Such talks could result in a treaty re
quiring deep reductions in the strategic 
forces of the United States. 

(3) Any such Strategic Arms Reduction 
Treaty (START) cannot be ratified without 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(4) Any such START Treaty should result 
in a stable balance of strategic forces be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union which enhances the security of the 
United States. 

(5) Congress should provide funds tor the 
forces permitted under such a treaty that 
are required to ensure the stability of the 
force balance under such a treaty. 

(6) Congress faces critical resource choices 
tor fiscal year 1989 and subsequent fiscal 
years, and the resource choices made by 
Congress tor those years could substantially 
influence the strategic force posture of the 
United States in the period alter such a 
treaty goes into effect. 

(b) PRESIDENTIAL REPORT.-Before entering 
into any Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
or other agreement with the Soviet Union 
tor the reduction of strategic arms, but not 
later than September 15, 1988, the President 
shall submit to Congress a comprehensive 
report on the implications such a treaty or 
agreement might have on the strategic force 
postures of the United States during the 
1990s. The report shall include the following: 

(1) A description of alternative force pos
tures that might be permitted tor the United 
States under such an arms reduction agree
ment, including the posture recommended 
by the President. 

(2) The estimated costs, over at least a 
seven-year period, associated with each al
ternative force posture. 

( 3) The damage limitation capability, the 
survivability, and the retaliatory potential 
of such force posture, and the implications 
tor strategic stability, assessed with regard 
to the likely force postures of the Soviet 
Union under such an agreement and the 
first-strike potential of such force postures. 

(4) The likely effect of a breakout by the 
Soviet Union from such an arms control 
agreement on the survivability and of the 
force posture of the United States under 
such an agreement recommended by the 
President under paragraph (1). 

(c) FORM OF REPORT.-The President shall 
submit the report under subsection (b) in 
both classified and unclassiJied form. 
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SEC. 909. ON-SITE INSPECTION AGENCY 

(a) REPORT REQUIREMENTS.-(1) Not later 
than si:t months after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the officers named in para
graph (2) shall each submit to the Commit
tee on Armed Services, the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Armed Services, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and the Select Committee on In
telligence of the Senate an unclassiJied 
report, with classi/ied annexes as necessary, 
on the responsibility of each such officer for 
the monitoring and veriJication of arms 
control agreements. Each such report-

fA) shall address specifically any responsi
bility the officer submitting the report has 
with respect to on-site inspections (whether 
inspections of facilities of the United States 
or inspections of facilities of another party 
to the agreement); and 

(B) shall set forth the organizational ele
ments of each department or agency over 
which the officer submitting the report has 
jurisdiction which have Junctions related to 
the monitoring or veri/ication of arms con
trol agreements. 

(2) Officers referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the following: 

fA) The Secretary of Defense. 
(B) The Secretary of State. 
(C) The Director of Central Intelligence. 
(D) The Director of the United States Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency. 
(b) MATrERS To BE INCLUDED.-Each report 

under subsection fa) shall-
(1) describe in detail the monitoring and 

veriJication activities carried out with re
spect to the INF Treaty, 

(2) evaluate the effectiveness with which 
these junctions have been implemented, and 

( 3) include recommendations for any 
future organizational or policy changes that 
may be necessary in view of the experience 
of implementing the INF Treaty. 

(c) INF TREATY DEFINED.-For purposes of 
subsection (b), the term "INF Treaty" means 
the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Elimination of Their Inter
mediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles 
(signed at Washington on December 9, 
1987). 

(d) BUDGET REQUESTS.-Any request sub
mitted to Congress by the Executive Branch 
for authorization of appropriations for the 
On-Site Inspection Agency for any fiscal 
year shall, as a separate activity, provide de
tails of all funding and of all military and 
civilian personnel requested for that Agency 
for that fiscal year, including the number of 
such personnel of the Department of Defense 
and other agencies that will be assigned to 
on-site inspection activities and to support 
such activities during that fiscal year. 
SEC. 9IO. COORDINATION OF VERIFICATION POLICY 

AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
A.CTIVIT/ES 

(a) REPORT.-Not later than June 30, 1989, 
the President shall submit to Congress a 
report reviewing the relationship of arms 
control objectives of the United States with 
research and development of improved mon
itoring systems for arms control veriJica
tion. The review shall include the participa
tion of the Secretaries of Defense, State, and 
Energy, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
and the Director of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

(b) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.-The 
report shall include the findings of the Presi
dent, and such recommendations for im
provements as the President considers ap
propriate, with respect to the following: 

(1) The status of coordination among the 
officers named in subsection fa) in the for
mulation of the policy of the United States 
regarding arms control veriJication. 

(2) The status of efforts to ensure that such 
policy is formulated in a manner which 
takes into account available monitoring 
technology. 

(3) The status of efforts to ensure that re
search and development on monitoring tech
nology evolves concurrently with such 
policy. 

TITLE X-MA1TERS RELATING TO NATO 
COUNTRIES AND OTHER ALLIES 

SEC. IOOI. INCREASE IN ANNUAL DOLLAR LIMITA.
TION ON A. CQUJSJTJON AND CROSS
SERVICING AGREEMENTS WITH A.LUED 
COUNTRIES 

Section 2347fa)(1J of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"$100,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$150,000,000". 
SEC. IOOZ. AUTHORITY TO WAIVE SURCHARGES ON 

CERTAIN SALES TO NORTH ATLANTIC 
TREA. TY ORGA.NIZA.TION 

Section 21(e) of the Arms Export Control 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2761fe)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

"(3)(A) The President may waive the 
charges for administrative services that 
would otherwise be required by paragraph 
(1)(A) in connection with any sale to the 
Maintenance and Supply Agency of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization in sup
porto/-

"(i) a weapon system partnership agree
ment,· or 

"(ii) a NATO/SHAPE project. 
"(B) The Secretary of Defense may reim

burse the fund established to carry out sec
tion 43(b) of this Act in the amount of the 
charges waived under subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph. Any such reimbursement 
may be made from any funds available to 
the Department of Defense. ' 

"(C) As used in this paragraph-
"(i) the term 'weapon system partnership 

agreement' means an agreement between 
two or more member countries of the Main
tenance and Supply Agency of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization that-

"( I) is entered into pursuant to the terms 
of the charter of that organization; and 

"(II) is for the common logistic support of 
a specific weapon system common to the 
participating countries; and 

"(ii) the term 'NATO/SHAPE project' 
means a common-funded project supported 
by allocated credits from North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization bodies or by host na
tions with NATO Infrastructure funds.". 
SEC. IOOJ. AUTHORITY OF MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

TO LOAN AND BORROW FROM CERTAIN 
ALLIES MATERIALS, SUPPLIES, AND 
EQUIPMENT FOR RESEARCH AND DE
VELOPMENT PURPOSES 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 6 of the Arms 
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2796c) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"SEC. 65. LOAN OF MATERIALS, SUPPLIES, AND 
EQUIPMENT FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PURPOSES.-(a)(1J Except as provided in sub
section (C), the Secretary of Defense may 
loan to a country that is a NATO or major 
non-NATO ally materials, supplies, or equip
ment for the purpose of carrying out a pro
gram of cooperative research, development, 
testing, or evaluation. The Secretary may 
accept as a loan or a gift from a country 
that is a NATO or major non-NATO ally ma
terials, supplies, or equipment for such pur
pose. 

"(2) Each loan or gift transaction entered 
into by the Secretary under this section shall 

be provided for under the terms of a written 
agreement between the Secretary and the 
country concerned. 

"(3) A program of testing or evaluation for 
which the Secretary may loan materials, 
supplies, or equipment under this section in
cludes a program of testing or evaluation 
conducted solely for the purpose of stand
ardization, interchangeability, or technical 
evaluation if the country to which the mate
rials, supplies, or equipment are loaned 
agrees to provide the results of the test ing or 
evaluation to the United States without 
charge. 

"(b) The materials, supplies, or equipment 
loaned to a country under thus section may 
be expended or otherwise consumed in con
nection with any testing or evaluation pro
gram without a requirement for reimburse
ment of the United States if the Secretary-

"(1) determines that the success of the re
search, development, test, or evaluation de
pends upon expending or otherwise consum
ing the materials, supplies, or equipment 
loaned to the country; and 

"(2) approves of the expenditure or con
sumption of such materials, supplies, or 
equipment. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense may not loan 
to a country under this section any material 
if the material is a strategic and critical 
material and if, at the time the loan is to be 
made, the quantity of the material in the 
National Defense Stockpile (provided for 
under section 3 of the Strategic and Critical 
Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S. C. 98b)) is 
less than the quantity of such material to be 
stockpiled, as determined by the President 
under section 3(a) of such Act. 

"(d) For purposes of this section, the term 
'NATO or major non-NATO ally' means a 
member country of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (other than the United 
States) or a foreign country other than a 
member nation of NATO designated as a 
major non-NATO ally under section 1105 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1987 (22 U.S. C. 2767aJ. ". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The heading for 
such chapter is amended to read as follows: 

"CHAPTER 6-LEASES OF DEFENSE ARTI
CLES AND LOAN AUTHORITY FOR COOPER
ATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PURPOSES'~ 

SEC. I004. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON NEED FOR MOD
ERNIZATION OF THEATER NUCLEAR 
CA.PA.BILITIES OF NATO 

(a) FINDINGs.-Congress makes the follow
ing findings: 

(1) The security of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) alliance will 
continue for the foreseeable future to rely on 
a modern and credible nuclear deterrent. 

(2) NATO should make every effort to 
achieve the goal of raising the threshold for 
the use of nuclear weapons in the event of a 
conflict in Europe. 

(3) While recognizing that there is a criti
cal need for improvements in conventional 
forces, Congress also recognizes that the 
United States will have to devote defense re
sources in the future to the continuing mod
ernization of the theater nuclear capabili
ties of NATO. 

(4) The modernization of the theater nu
clear capabilities of NATO is a continuing 
process and stems from the 1983 Montebello 
decision by NATO to reduce the stockpile of 
nuclear weapons in Europe while taking 
steps to ensure that the remaining nuclear 
weapons of the alliance are responsive, sur
vivable, and effective. 
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(5) Programs to modernize theater nuclear 

forces, which had a high priority for NATO 
before the ratification of the Intennediate
range Nuclear Forces ([NFJ Treaty, are at 
least as important following the ratification 
of that treaty in May 1988. 

(6) The NATO Nuclear Planning Group re
cently rea/finned its endorsement of devel
opment by the United States of a new mis
sile for delivery of theater nuclear weapons 
as a follow-on to the current Lance missile, 
with a view toward an eventual decision on 
deployment of such a follow-on missile. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-[n light of the 
findings in subsection fa), it is the sense of 
Congress that-

(1) modernization of the theater nuclear 
capabilities of the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization is essential to the deterrence 
strategy of the NATO alliance, particularly 
in light of the requirements of the Intenne
diate-range Nuclear Forces fiNFJ Treaty for 
the destruction of intennediate-range nucle
ar weapons; 

(2) continued modernization by the 
United States of theater nuclear capabilities 
should be undertaken in close consultation 
with other NATO member nations; and 

(3) the United States should proceed with 
ongoing activities to meet the ident1/ied re
quirement of the NATO alliance for develop
ment of a new missile for delivery of theater 
nuclear weapons as a follow-on to the Lance 
missile. 
SEC. 1005. REPORT ON NATO DEFENSE PROGRAM 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 
fa) REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense 

shall submit to Congress a report setting 
forth in detail the programs of the Depart
ment of Defense in support of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization (referred to as 
the "NATO Defense Program") for fiscal 
year 1990. The report shall include-

(1) an ident1/ication of each such program 
by program element; and 

(2) a description of each such program 
and the level of funding requested by the 
President for each such program in the 
budget/or fiscal year 1990. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.-The report 
under subsection fa) shall be submitted in 
conjunction with the submission to Con
gress of the President's budget for fiscal year 
1990 pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 1006. IMPROVEMENT IN DEFENSE RESEARCH 

AND PROCUREMENT UAISON WITH 
ISRAEL 

The Secretary of Defense, in consultation 
with the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition, shall designate for duty in Israel 
an individual or individuals to serve as the 
primary liaison between the procurement 
and research and development activities of 
the United States Armed Forces and those of 
the State of Israel. 
SEC. 1007. MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT CON

CERNING DESIGNATION OF MAJOR NON
NATOALUES 

Section 1105(/) · of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 (22 
U.S.C. 2767aJ is amended-

(1) by striking out "Not later than Janu
ary 1 of each year, the Secretary" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "The Secretary''; 

(2) by inserting ~~ whenever they consider 
such action to be warranted,, after "Secre
tary of State"; and 

(3) by inserting "to be added to or deleted 
from the existing designation of countries" 
in paragraph (1) after "countries". 
SEC. 1008. CALL FOR CONTINUED DEFENSE BURDEN

SHARING DISCUSSIONS WITH ALUES 
It is the sense of Congress that the Presi

dent should continue the discussions (called 

Jor by Congress in section 1254fbH1J of 
Public Law 100-204) with countries which 
participate in mutual defense alliances with 
the United States, especially the member na
tions of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion and Japan, for the purpose of reaching 
an agreement for a more equitable distribu
tion of the burden of financial support for 
the alliances. 
SEC. 1009. CONTRIBUTIONS BY JAPAN TO GLOBAL 

STABIUTY 
fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1) As noted by Congress in section 

1012faH1J of Public Law 100-180 and in sec
tion 812(a)(1) of Public Law 99-93, the alli
ance of the United States and Japan is the 
foundation for the security of Japan and 
peace in the Far East and is a major con
tributing factor to the democratic freedoms 
and the economic prosperity enjoyed by both 
the United States and Japan. 

(2) In keeping with the declaration made 
at the 1983 meeting in Williamsburg, Virgin
ia, of the leaders of the leading industrial
ized democracies that "the security of our 
countries is indivisible and must be ap
proached on a global basis", the Govern
ment of Japan, in actions welcomed by the 
United States-

( A) continues to JulJill the pledge made by 
the Prime Minister of Japan in May 1981 to 
develop the capabilities to defend the terri
tory of Japan and the airspace and sealanes 
around Japan to a distance of 1,000 nauti
cal miles by 1990, 

fBJ has increased the amount of assist
ance provided to other countries during 
fiscal year 1988 by 6.5 percent over the 
amount of such assistance provided during 
fiscal year 1987, and 

fCJ is, according to recent reports, actively 
involved in increasing its contributions to 
the stability of the Republic of the Philip
pines. 

(3) Japan could, because of its recent his
tory and economic status, best fulfill a po
litically acceptable and significant role in 
maintaining the security of the leading in
dustrialized democracies by increasing 
spending for its Official Development Assist
ance program in the manner described by 
Congress in section 1012(b) of Public Law 
100-180. 

(4) The failure of the United States and 
Japan to agree on the appropriate level of 
the contribution by Japan to maintaining 
the security of the leading industrialized de
mocracies could weaken the long-term vital
ity, effectiveness, and cohesion of the alli
ance between the United States and Japan. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Secretary of De
fense shall include with the annual report 
submitted pursuant to section 1003 of 
Public Law 98-525 (22 U.S.C. 1928 note) a 
report on the Official Development Assist
ance program of the Government of Japan. 
Such report shall be prepared each year in 
coordination with the Secretary of State and 
the Administrator of the Agency for Interna
tional Development and shall include a de
scription of the amount and nature of 
spending under such program by recipient, 
including distinguishing between grant aid, 
loans, and credits. 

(C) POLICY ON DISCUSSIONS Wl77f JAPAN.-lt 
is the sense of Congress that in the discus
sions with Japan referred to in section 1008 
for the purpose of reaching a more equitable 
distribution of the burden of financial sup
port for the security of the leading industri
alized democracies, the objective of such dis
cussions should include the establishment of 
a schedule for increases in spending under 

Japan's Official Development Assistance 
program and its defense programs so that, 
by 1992, the level of spending on those pro
grams (stated as a percentage of gross na
tional product) will approximate the aver
age of the levels of spending by the member 
nations of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi
zation on official development assistance 
and defense programs (stated as a percent
age of their respective gross national prod
ucts). 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall submit to Congress a report 
on the progress of the discussions described 
in subsection (c) with respect to Japan. 

(e) FURTHER CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.-lt is 
the sense of Congress that if, in the judg
ment of Congress, the report of the President 
under subsection (d) does not reflect sub
stantial progress toward a more equitable 
distribution of the burden of maintaining 
the security of the leading industrialized de
mocracies, Congress should review the 
extent of the distribution of the mutual secu
rity burden between the United States and 
Japan and should consider whether addi
tional legislation is appropriate. 

TITLE XI-DRUG INTERDICTION AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT 

SEC. 1101. ANNUAL GUIDELINES TO THE MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS 

Section 113 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding to the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(l) The Secretary of Defense, with the 
advice and assistance of the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall provide annu
ally to the Secretaries of the military depart
ments and to the commanders of the com
batant commands written guidelines to 
direct the effective detection and monitor
ing of all potential aerial and maritime 
threats to the national security of the 
United States. Those guidelines shall in
clude guidance on the spec1Jic force levels 
and specijic supporting resources to be 
made available for the period of time for 
which the guidelines are to be in effect.". 
SEC. IIOZ. LEAD AGENCY FOR DETECTION 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE To SERVE AS 
LEAD AGENCY.-(1) The Department of De
fense shall serve as the single lead agency of 
the Federal Government for the detection 
and monitoring of aerial and maritime 
transit of illegal drugs into the United 
States. 

(b) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.-Not 
later than 15 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act, the President may desig
nate an agency other than the Department 
of Defense as the single lead agency for the 
purpose stated in subsection (a). Before 
making such a designation, the President 
shall not1Jy the Committees on Anned Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives of the proposed designation and shall 
submit to those committees a detailed report 
setting forth the reasons for such designa
tion. 
SEC. IIOJ. COMMUNICATIONS NETWORK 

(a) INTEGRATION OF Cal ASSETS.-(1) The 
President shall direct that command, con
trol, communications, and technical intelli
gence assets of the United States that are 
dedicated to the interdiction of illegal drugs 
be integrated by the Secretary of Defense 
into an effective communications network. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the President shall 
submit to Congress a report setting forth the 
plan of the President Jor the integration of 
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assets by the Secretary of Defense under 
paragraph ( 1J. 

(b) PLAN FOR RESPONSIBILITY FOR OPERATING 
CJI NETWORK.-Not later than 120 days after 
submission of the report required by subsec
tion (a)(2J, the President shall develop a 
plan tor the assignment of responsibility tor 
operating the communications network de
scribed in subsection (a)(1J and shall submit 
to Congress a report on such plan. The plan 
shall ensure that assignment of the responsi
bility tor operating the communications 
network referred to in subsection (a)(1J is 
made not later than 60 days after the date 
on which the report required by this subsec
tion is submitted to Congress. 
SEC. 1104. ENHANCED DRUG INTERDICTION AND LAW 

ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT BY THE DE· 
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

(a) REVISION OF SUPPORT FOR CIVILIAN LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES.-Chapter 18 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"CHAPTER IS-MILITARY SUPPORT FOR 
CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

"Sec. 
"371. Use of in/ormation collected during 

military operations. 
"372. Use of military equipment and facili

ties. 
"373. Training and advising civilian law 

enforcement officials. 
"374. Maintenance and operation ot equip

ment. 
"375. Restriction on direct participation by 

military personnel. 
"376. Support not to affect adversely mili-

tary preparedness. 
"377. Reimbursement. 
"378. Nonpreemption ot other law. 
"379. Assignment of Coast Guard personnel 

to naval vessels tor law en
forcement purposes. 

"380. Enhancement of cooperation with ci
vilian law enforcement offi
cials. 

"§371. Use of information collected during military 
operations 

"(aJ The Secretary of Defense may, in ac
cordance with other applicable law, provide 
to Federal. State, or local civilian law en
forcement officials any in/ormation collect
ed during the normal course of military 
training or operations that may be relevant 
to a violation of any Federal or State law 
within the jurisdiction of such officials. 

"(b) The needs of civilian law enforcement 
officials tor in/ormation shall. to the maxi
mum extent practicable, be taken into ac
count in the planning and execution of mili
tary training or operations. 

"(c) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure, 
to the extent consistent with national secu
rity, that intelligence in/ormation held by 
the Department of Defense and relevant to 
drug interdiction or other civilian law en
forcement matters is provided promptly to 
appropriate civilian law enforcement offi
cials. 

"§37Z. Use of military equipment and facilities 

"The Secretary of Defense may, in accord
ance with other applicable law, make avail
able a"y equipment (including asaociated 
supplies or spare parts), base facility, or re
search facility o/ the Department oJ Defense 
to any Federal. State, or local civilian znw 
enforcement official tor law enforcement 
purposes. 

"§373. Training and advising civilian law enforce
ment officials 
"The Secretary of Defense may, in accord

ance with other applicable law, make De
partment of Defense personnel available-

"(1) to train Federal, State, and local civil
ian law enforcement officials in the oper
ation and maintenance of equipment, in
cluding equipment made available under 
section 372 of this title; and 

"(2) to provide such law enforcement offi· 
cials with expert advice relevant to the pur
poses ot this chapter. 
"§374. Maintenance and operation of equipment 

"(aJ The Secretary of Defense may, in ac
cordance with other applicable law, make 
Department of Defense personnel available 
tor the maintenance of equipment tor Feder
al, State, and local civilian law enforcement 
officials, including equipment made avail
able under section 372 of this title. 

"(b)(1J Subject to paragraph (2) and in ac
cordance with other applicable law, the Sec
retary of Defense may, upon request from 
the head of a Federal law enforcement 
agency, make Department of Defense person
nel available to operate equipment (includ
ing equipment made available under section 
372 of this title) with respect to-

"( A) a criminal violation of a provision of 
law specified in paragraph f4HAJ; or 

"(BJ assistance that such agency is au
thorized to furnish to a State, local, or for
eign government which is involved in the 
enforcement of similar laws. 

"(2) Department of Defense personnel 
made available to a civilian law enforce
ment agency under this subsection may op
erate equipment tor the following purposes: 

"(AJ Detection, monitoring, and communi
cation of the movement of air and sea traf
fic. 

"(BJ Aerial reconnaissance. 
"(CJ Interception of vessels or aircraft de

tected outside the land area of the United 
States tor the purposes of communicating 
with such vessels and aircraft to direct such 
vessels and aircraft to go to a location desig
nated by appropriate civilian officials. 

"(D) Operation of equipment to facilitate 
communications in connection with law en
forcement activities specified in paragraph 
(4)(A). 

"(EJ Subject to joint approval by the Secre
tary of Defense, the Attorney General, and 
the Secretary of State, in connection with a 
law enforcement operation outside the land 
area of the United States-

"(i) the transportation of civilian law en
forcement personnel; and 

"(iiJ the operation of a base of operations 
tor civilian law enforcement personnel. 

"(3) Department of Defense personnel 
made available to operate equipment tor the 
purpose stated in paragraph f2HCJ may con
tinue to operate such equipment into the 
land area of the United States in cases in
volving the pursuit of vessels or aircraft 
where the detection began outside such land 
area. 

"(4) In this subsection: 
"(AJ The term 'Federal law enforcement 

agency, means an agency with jurisdiction 
to enforce any of the following: 

"(iJ The Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 801 et seq.) or the Controlled Sub
stances Import and Export Act (21 U.S. C. 
951 et seq.). 

"(iiJ Any of sections 274 through 278 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1324-1328). 

"(iii) A law relating to the arrival or de
parture of merchandise (as defined in sec
tion 401 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 

1401) into or out of the customs territory of 
the United States (as defined in general 
headnote 2 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States) or any other territory or pos
session of the United States. 

"(ivJ The Maritime Drug Law Enforce
ment Act (46 U.S. C. App. 1901 et seq.). 

"(BJ The term 'land area of the United 
States, includes the land area of any terri
tory, commonwealth, or possession of the 
United States. 

"(cJ The Secretary of Defense may, in ac
cordance wi th other applicable law, make 
Department ot Defense personnel available 
to any Federal, State, or local civilian law 
enforcement agency to operate equipment 
tor purposes other than described i n para
graph (2) only to the extent that such sup
port does not involve direct participation by 
such personnel in a civilian law enforce
ment operation unless such direct participa-
tion is otherwise authorized by law. · 

"§375. Restriction on direct participation by mili-
tary personnel 

"The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe 
such regulations as may be necessary to 
ensure that the provision of any support (in
cluding the provision of any equipment or 
facility or the assignment or detail of any 
personnel) to any civilian law enforcement 
official under this chapter does not include 
or permit direct participation by a member 
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine 
Corps in a search and seizure, an arrest, or 
other similar activity unless participation 
in such activity by such member is other
wise authorized by law. 

"§376. Support not to affect adversely military pre
paredness 

"Support (including the provision of any 
equipment or facility or the assignment or 
detail of any personnel) may not be provid
ed to any civilian law enforcement official 
under this chapter if the provision of such 
support will adversely affect the military 
preparedness of the United States. The Sec
retary of Defense shall prescribe such regula
tions as may be necessary to ensure that the 
provision of any such support does not ad
versely affect the military preparedness of 
the United States. 

"§377. Reimbursement 

"(a) To the extent otherwise required by 
section 1535 of title 31 (popularly known as 

· the 'Economy Act,) or other applicable law, 
the Secretary of Defense shall require a civil
ian law enforcement agency to which sup
port is provided under this chapter to reim
burse the Department ot Defense tor that 
support. 

"(bJ An agency to which support is provid
ed under this chapter is not required to re
imburse the Department of Defense tor such 
support if such support-

"(1) is provided in the normal course of 
military training or operations; or 

"(2) results in a benefit to the element of 
the Department of Defense providing the 
support that is substantially equivalent to 
that which would otherwise be obtained 
from military operations or training. 

"§378. Nonpreemption of other law 

"Nothing in this chapter shall be con
strued to limit the authority of the executive 
branch in the use of military personnel or 
equipment tor civilian law enforcement PUT'

poses beyond that provided b11 law before 
December 1, 1981. 
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"§379. Assignment of Coast Guard personnel to 

naval vessels for law enforcement purposes 
"(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec

retary of Transportation shall provide that 
there be assigned on board every appropri
ate surface naval vessels at sea in a drug
interdiction area members of the Coast 
Guard who are trained in law enjorcement 
and have powers of the Coast Guard under 
title 14, including the power to make arrests 
and to carry out searches and seizures. 

"(b) Members of the Coast Guard assigned 
to duty on board naval vessels under this 
section shall perform such law enjorcement 
junctions (including drug-interdiction Junc
tions)-

"(1) as may be agreed upon by the Secre
tary of Defense and the Secretary of Trans
portation; and 

"(2) as are otherwise within the jurisdic
tion of the Coast Guard. 

"(c) No fewer than 500 active duty person
nel of the Coast Guard shall be assigned 
each fiscal year to duty under this section. 
However, if at any time the Secretary of 
Transportation, alter consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense, determines that there 
are insu,fficient naval vessels available for 
purposes of this section, such personnel may 
be asigned other duty involving enjorcement 
of laws listed in section 374fb)(4)(A) of this 
title. 

"(d) In this section, the term 'drug-inter
diction area' means an area outside the 
land area of the United States (as defined in 
section 374(b)(4)(BJ of this title) in which 
the Secretary of Defense fin consultation 
with the Attorney General) determines that 
activities involving smuggling of drugs into 
the United States are ongoing. 
"§380. Enhancement of cooperation with civilian 

law enforcement ofrl.cials 
"(a) The Secretary of Defense, in coopera

tion with the Attorney General, shall con
duct an annual briefing of law enjorcement 
personnel of each State (including law en
forcement personnel of the political subdivi
sions of each State) regarding injormation, 
training, technical support, and equipment 
and facilities available to civilian law en
forcement personnel from the Department of 
Defense. 

"(b) Each briefing conducted under sub
section fa) shall include the following: 

"(1J An explanation of the procedures tor 
civilian law enjorcement officials-

"( A) to obtain injormation, equipment, 
training, expert advice, and other personnel 
support under this chapter; and 

"(BJ to obtain surplus military equipment. 
"(2) A description of the types of injorma

tion, equipment and facilities, and training 
and advice available to civilian law enjorce
ment officials from the Department of De
feme. 

"(3) A current, comprehensive list of mili
tary equipment which is suitable for law en
forcement officials from the Department of 
Defense or available as surplus property 
from the Administrator of General Services. 

"(c) The Attorney General and the Admin
istrator of General Services shall-

"(1) establish or designate an appropriate 
office or offices to maintain the list de
scribed in subsection (b)(3J and to furnish 
injormation to civilian law enjorcement of
ficials on the availability of surplus mili
tary equipment; and 

"(2) make available to civilian law en
/o1'Cement personnel nationwide, toll!ree 
te~ne communication with SUCh office 
or o.f!fees. ". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The ttem relat
ing to such chapter in the tables of chapters 

at the beginning of subtitle A, and at the be
ginning of part I of subtitle A, of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"18. Military Support for Civilian Law En-

forcement Agencies.............................. 371'~ 

SEC. 1105. ENHANCED DRUG INTERDICTION AND EN· 
FORCEMENT ROLE FOR THE NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(a) FUNDING ASSISTANCE.-(1) The Secretary 
of Defense may provide to the Governor of a 
State who submits a plan to the Secretary 
under paragraph (2) su,fficient funds for the 
pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, gra
tuities, travel, and related expenses of per
sonnel of the National Guard of such State 
used-

( A) for the purpose of drug interdiction 
and enjorcement operations; and 

fBJ for the operation and maintenance of 
the equipment and facilities of the National 
Guard of such State used tor such purposes. 

(2) The Secretary may provide funds under 
paragraph (1) to the Governor of a State 
who submits to the Secretary a plan specify
ing how personnel of the National Guard of 
that State are to be used in drug enjorce
ment and interdiction operation by a Na
tional Guard of a State if-

fA) such operations are conducted at a 
time when personnel of the National Guard 
of the State are under the command and 
control of State authority and are not in 
Federal service; and 

(BJ participation by a National Guard 
personnel in such operations is service in 
addition to annual training required under 
section 502 of title 32, United States Code. 

(3) Before funds are provided to the Gover
nor of a State under this section, the Secre
tary of Defense shall consult with the Attor
ney General of the United States regarding 
the adequacy of the plan submitted by the 
Governor to the Secretary. 

( 4) Of the amounts appropriated pursuant 
to section 1106, the Secretary shall, tor the 
purposes of paragraph (1), make available

fA) not more than $30,000,000 tor oper
ations and maintenance for the National 
Guard, and 

fBJ not more than $30,000,000 for Nation
al Guard personnel. 

(5) Nothing in this subsection shall be con
strued as a limitation on the authority of 
any unit of the National Guard of a State, 
when such unit is not in Federal service, to 
perform law enjorcement Junctions author
ized to be performed by the National Guard 
by the laws of the State concerned. 

(b) TRAINING CRITERJA.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall prescribe and enjorce training 
criteria for the National Guard to enhance 
the capability of the National Guard to 
assist in drug abuse control activities. 

(C) PRESIDENTIAL REPORT.-Not later than 
120 days alter the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall submit to Con
gress a report on the past effectiveness of 
using members of the National Guard for 
drug interdiction efforts, consistent with ap
plicable law, along the borders and at the 
ports of entry of the United States and on 
the potential tor the effective use of such 
members tor such purpose in the future. 
SEC. 1106. FUNDING OF ACTIVITIES RELATED TO 

DRUG INTERDICTION 
(a) AU7110RIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-(1) 

In addition to the amounts otherwise au
thorized to be appropriated by this Act, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated to the Department of Defense for fiscal 
year 1989 the sum of $210,000,000. Amounts 
appropriated pursuant to the preceding sen
tence shall be available only tor transfer to 

other appropriations available to the De
partment of Defense and may be used only 
for the purposes stated in paragraph (2). 

(2) Funds transferred under paragraph (1) 
may be used only for the mission of the De
partment of Defense set forth in section 
113(l) of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by section 1101, for the activities of 
the Department of Defense under section 
1103, and tor National Guard dn.1,g interdic
tion activities described in section 1105. 
Such funds shall be available for obligation 
for the same period, and tor the same pur
pose, as the appropriation to which trans
ferred. 

(b) TRANSFER OF FY87 FUNDS.-0/ the 
amounts appropriated for the Navy for pro
curement of aircralt tor fiscal year 1987, 
and which remain unobligated on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the sum of 
$90,000,000 shall be available only tor the 
purposes set forth in subsection (a)(2). Such 
amount may be transferred to any appro
priation made tor the Department of De
tense for fiscal year 1989 and shall be 
merged with, and be available for the same 
purpose as, the appropriation to which 
transferred. The period of the availability 
for obligation of any amount so transferred 
shall not be extended as a result of such 
transfer. 

(c) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-(1) The Secre
tary of Defense may not transfer am.: funds 
appropriated pursuant to subsection (a) to 
another appropriation for obligation pursu
ant to this section and may not transfer or 
obligate any funds made available under 
subsection (b) until-

fA) the Secretary submits to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report with re
spect to that transfer described in para
graph (2J; and 

(BJ a period of 60 days elapses alter the 
report is received by those committees. 

(2) A report under paragraph (1) with re
spect to a transfer of funds shall set forth in 
detail the Secretary's proposal for the obliga
tion of such funds, including a statement of 
the following: 

( AJ The appropriation account or ac
counts to which the funds are proposed to be 
transferred. 

(BJ The activities proposed to be under
taken using those funds. 

fCJ The relationship between those activi
ties and the drug interdiction strategy of the 
United States. 
SEC. 1107. REPORTS 

fa) PROPOSALS.-Not later than December 
1, 1988, the President shall submit to Con
gress a report containing-

(1) legislative proposals to enhance theca
pability of the Department of Defense to per
form the functions provided for in this title 
and in the amendments made by this title; 
and 

(2) estimates of the amounts necessary to 
carry out such proposals. 

(b) RADAR COVERAGE AND SOUTHERN 
BoRDER.-(1J The President shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report assessing the potential effect on drug 
interdiction and on the drug abuse problem 
in the United States of-

( A) carrying out radar coverage along the 
southern border of the United States; and 

fBJ pursuing drug smugglers detected by 
such radar coverage with rotor-wing and 
fixed-wing aircraft of the Departme11.t of De
fense and of civilian law en.torcement agen
cies. 
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(2) The President shall include in such 

report an assessment of the relative effec
tiveness-

fA) of carrying out the operations de
scribed in clauses (AJ and (BJ ot paragraph 
( 1') on a full-time basis; 

(BJ of carrying out such operations only 
during the hours of darkness; and 

fCJ the feasibility and cost of carrying out 
such operations under each of the condi
tions speciJied in clauses fAJ and (B). 

(3) The report under paragraph (1) shall be 
submitted not later than July 20, 1988. 

(c) PURSUIT BY AIRCR.AFI'.-(1) Not later 
than 15 days after the date of the enactment 
of this act, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and the House ot Representa
tives a report containing the following in
formation: 

(AJ The total number of times suspected 
drug smugglers Jlying aircraft into the 
United States have been pursued by aircraft 
operated by or with the support ot personnel 
ot the Department of Defense under the au
thority ot section 374(c)(2)(BJ ot title 10, 
United States Code, as in effect on the day 
before the date ot the enactment ot this Act. 

(BJ The number of times civilian law en
forcement officials were present at the loca
tion and at the time the suspected drug 
smugglers were forced to land their aircraft 
in the United States as a result of the pur
suit of the aircraft operated by or with the 
support of Department ot Defense personnel. 

fCJ The number of times such officials 
were not present at the location and at the 
time such suspected smugglers were forced 
to land their aircraft in the United States. 

(2) Not later than one year after the date 
ot the enactment of this Act, the Secretary ot 
Defense shall submit to such committees a 
report containing the following inJorma
tion: 

fA) The total number ot times suspected 
drug smugglers described in paragraph (1) 
have been pursued into the United States by 
aircraft operated by or with the support of 
Department ot Defense personnel under the 
authority of section 374fbH2HCJ of title 10, 
as amended by section 1104. 

(BJ The number of times civilian law en
forcement officials were present at the loca
tion and at the time the suspected drug 
smugglers were forced to land their aircraft 
in the United States as a result ot the pur
suit of the aircraft operated by or with the 
support of Department of Defense personnel. 

(CJ The number of times such officials 
were not present at the location and at the 
time such suspected smugglers were forced 
to land their aircraft in the United States as 
a result of the pursuit of the aircraft operat
ed by or with the support ot Department of 
Defense personnel. 

(D) Such other inJormation and such rec
ommendations as the Secretary considers 
appropriate regarding the use of Depart
ment ot Defense personnel tor purposes au
thorized in section 374(bJ of tiUe 10, United 
States Code, as amended by section 1104. 

. TITLE XII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
PART A-FINANCIAL AND BUDGET MATTERS 

SEC. 1101. TRANSFER AUTHORITY 
(a) AUTHORITY To TRANSFER AUTHORIZA

TIONS.-(1) Upon determination by the Secre
tary of Defense that such action is necessary 
in the national interest, the Secretary may 
transfer amounts ot authorizations made 
available to the Department of Defense in 
title I, II, or III tor any fiscal year between 
any such authorizations tor that fiscal year 
for any subdivisions thereof). Amounts of 
authorizations so trans/erred shall be 

merged with and be available tor the same 
purposes as the authorization to which 
transferred. 

(2) The total amount ot authorizations tor 
any fiscal year that the Secretary of Defense 
may transfer under the authority of this sec
tion may not exceed $3,000,000,000. 

(b) LIMITATIONs.-The authority provided 
by this section to transfer authorizations-

(1) may only be used to provide authority 
tor items that have a higher priority than 
the items from which authority is trans
ferred; and 

(2) may not be used to provide authority 
tor an item that has been denied authoriza
tion by Congress. 

(c) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary O/ 
Defense shall promptly notify Congress of 
transfers made under the authority of this 
section. 
SEC. 1ZOZ. INCREASE IN FISCAL YEAR 1988 DEFENSE 

FUNDS TRANSFER AUTHORIZATION 

Section 1201 ot the National Defense Au
thorization Act tor Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1153) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
fA) by inserting "of this Act or any prior 

defense authorization Act" in paragraph (1) 
be/ore "tor any fiscal year"; 

fBJ by striking out "$2,000,000,000" in 
paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu. thereof 
"$4,000,000,000"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (d) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(d) SPECIFIED PURPOSES.-In determining 
the purposes tor which the authority provid
ed by subsection (a) will be used, the Secre
tary of Defense shall ensure that to the 
extent that the total dollar amount of trans
fers under such authority exceeds 
$2,000,000,000, an appropriate portion of 
that authority is used to transfer to military 
personnel accounts and operation and 
maintenance accounts ot the Department ot 
Defense tor fiscal year 1988 (1) funds tor 
depot maintenance activities in amounts 
su.fficient to reduce service backlogs which 
would otherwise occur, (2) funds tor pay of 
civilian personnel in amounts su.{ficient to 
reduce furloughs, reductions-in-force, or re
lease of on-call employees into a nonpay 
status which would otherwise be required 
due to insufficient funding tor civilian per
sonnel of the Department of Defense tor 
fiscal year 1988, and (3) funds tor pay of 
military personnel. 

"(e) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to Congress notice of 
each transfer made under the authority ot 
this section. After the total dollar amount ot 
such transfers equals or exceeds 
$2,000,000,000, the notice required by the 
preceding sentence with respect to any 
transfer shall be submitted not less than 15 
days before the transfer is made, and any 
such notice shall then include identification 
of specific actions that the Secretary is 
taking in order to ensure that the transfer is 
made in compliance with subsection (/). 

"(/) CONTROL OF 0UTLAYS.-In the case of 
any transfer under the authority of this sec
tion after the total dollar amount of such 
transfers equals or exceeds $2,000,000,000, 
the Secretary of Defense may carry out such 
transfer only to the extent that such trans
fer, and the expenditure ot funds so trans
/erred, do not result in an increase in out
lays by the Department of Defense during 
fiscal year 1988. ". 

PART B-FISCA.L YEAR 1988 UNAUTHORIZED 
APPROPRLtTIONS 

SEC. 1Zll. AUTHORITY FOR OBLIGATION OF CERTAIN 
UNAUTHORIZED FISCAL YEAR 1988 DE
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

(aJ AUTHORITY.-The amounts described in 
subsection (b), totaling $10,624,600,000, may 
be obligated and expended tor programs, 
projects, and activities ot the Department of 
Defense in accordance with fiscal year 1988 
defense appropriations except as otherwise 
provided in section 1212. 

(b) COVERED AMOUNTS.-The amounts re
ferred to in subsection (a) are the amounts 
provided tor programs, projects, and activi
ties of the Department of Defense in fiscal 
year 1988 defense appropriations that are in 
excess of the amounts provided tor such pro
grams, projects, and activities in fiscal year 
1988 defense authorizations. 

(C) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes O/ this 
part.· 

(1) FISCAL YEAR 1988 DEFENSE APPROPRLt
TIONS.-The term "fiscal year 1988 defense 
appropriations" means amounts appropri
ated or otherwise made available to the De
partment of Defense tor fiscal year 1988 in 
the Department ot Defense Appropriations 
Act, 1988 (as contained in section 101(b) of 
Public Law 100-202). 

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1988 DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TIONS.-The term "fiscal year 1988 defense 
authorizations" means amounts authorized 
to be appropriated tor the Department ot De
tense/or fiscal year 1988 in the National De
tense Authorization Act tor Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180). 
SEC. 1Z1Z. UMITATION ON OBUGATION FOR CERTAIN 

UNAUTHORIZED APPROPRIATIONS 

(a) PROGRAMS NOT AVAILABLE FOR 0BLIG.A
TION.-Amounts described in section 1211(b) 
may not be obligated or expended tor the fol
lowing programs, projects, and activities ot 
the Department ot Defense (for which 
amounts were provided in fiscal year 1988 
defense appropriations): 

(1) Satellite Systems Survivability pro
gram under research, development, test, and 
evaluation tor the Air Force in the amount 
of $5,300,000. 

(2) Maxicube Cargo System under re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
tor the Army in the amount of $10,000,000. 

(3) Coastal Defense Augmentation in the 
amount ot $20,000,000. 

(4) Defense Meteorological Satellite pro
gram under research, development, test, and 
evaluation tor the Navy in the amount of 
$40,000,000. 

(5) P-3C aircraft under procurement ot 
National Guard and Reserve equipment in 
the amount ot $193,800,000. 

(6) AN/SQR-17 Acoustic Processors tor the 
Mobile In-shore Undersea Warfare group 
under procurement of National Guard and 
Reserve equipment in the amount ot 
$10,000,000. 

(b) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN PROGRAMS.-
(1) FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE HEAVY 

SYSTEM.-Funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available tor the Army tor procure
ment of missiles tor fiscal year 1988 may not 
be obligated tor advance procurement tor 
the Forward Area Air Defense Line-of-Sight 
Forward-Heavy (LOS-F-HJ system until-

fA) the Secretary of Defense certifies to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House ot Representatives that it is re
sponsible to obligate funds tor such purpose 
be/ore operational testing ot such system; 
and 

(BJ the Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation of the Department of Defense 
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certifies to those committees that he has ap
proved the issues and criteria associated 
with the operational testing of such system. 

(2) A-6 AIRCRAFT CONFIGURATION.-None of 
the funds appropriated for the procurement 
of aircraft for the Navy for ji8cal year 1988 
or 1989 may be obligated or expended for 
procurement of any A-6 aircraft configured 
in the F model configuration (as described 
in connection with the A-6E/A-6F aircraft 
program in the Selected Acquisition report 
submitted to Congress for the quarter ending 
December 31, 1986). 

(3) TANK PROCUREMENT.-Funds appropri
ated for procurement of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles for the Army for 
modification of M60 tanks in the amount of 
$90,000,000 may be used only for procure
ment or modi.{ication of M1 Abrams tanks, 
of which $30,000,000 shall be used for facili
tization of Annison Army Depot and initi
ation of the retrograde and modification 
programs for M1 tanks. 

(c) PROGRAM LIMITATIONS.-All limitations 
and requirements set forth in division A of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-
180) shall apply to the obligation of funds 
authorized by section 1211(a) in the same 
manner as if the funds made available for 
obligation by such section had been author
ized in that Act. 

(d) TRANSFER AU77IORITY.-For the purposes 
of section 1201 of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989, authorizations in section 1211(a) shall 
be deemed to have been made available to 
the Department of Defense in such Act. 

(e) For purposes of section 1201 of the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Years 1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180; 
101 Stat. 1153), the amount of $279,100,000 
(the sum of the amounts described in subsec
tion (a) of this section) shall be deemed to 
have been authorized by such Act in equal 
amounts for the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
for the following purposes: 

(1) Depot maintenance activities in 
amounts su.fficient to reduce service back
logs which would otherwise occur. 

(2) Pay of civilian personnel in amounts 
su.tficient to reduce furloughs, reductions-in
force, or release of on-call employees intei a 
nonpay status which would otherwise be re
quired due to insu.tficient funding for civil
ian personnel of the Department of Defense 
for ji8cal year 1988. 

(3) Pay of military personnel in amounts 
su.fficient to provide necessary costs of 
maintaining authorized end strengths. 
SEC. 1213. REPEAL OF CERTAIN APPROPRIATIONS 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sections 8040, 8098, and 8122 of the De

partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1988 (as contained in section 101(b) of 
Public Law 100-202), are repealed. 

PART C-NAVAL VESSELS AND SHIPYARDS 
SEC. 1221. NAMING OF TRIDENT SUBMARINE THE 

U.S.S. MEL YIN PRICE 
(a) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1) the late Honorable Melvin Price served 

the people of the United States and the 21st 
Congressional District of nlinois as a 
Member of the House of Representatives for 
44 consecutive years with loyalty, dedica
tion, and warm personal friendship until 
his death on April22, 1988; 

(2) Melvin Price served as a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives for 40 years and did so 
with total dedication to the goal of main
taining a strong national defense. 

(3) In 1964, Melvin Price became the first 
chairman of the Research and Development 

Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed 
Services of the House of Representatives, 
and in 1975 became the first military veter
an to serve as chairman of that committee, 
a position he held for 10 years. 

(4) Melvin Price was a member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy from its 
establishment in 1946 until1977 and served 
as the first chairman of that committee. 

(5) Melvin Price played a major role in 
successfully advocating the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy and the military application 
of nuclear power for Navy ships and subma
rines. 

(6) Melvin Price has left an indelible mark 
on the history of the Nation as a result of 
his 44 years of unselfish efforts to maintain 
the strength and readiness of the Armed 
Forces. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-In light of the 
findings expressed in subsection fa), it is the 
sense of Congress that the Secretary of the 
Navy should name the next Trident ballistic 
missile submarine to be named after the en
actment of this Act the U.S.S. Melvin Price. 
SEC. 1222. NAMING A NA YY SHIP THE U.S.S. BOB 

HOPE 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) Bob Hope has unselfishly dedicated his 

time and efforts for over 50 years to the 
morale and welfare of the men and women 
of the Armed Forces; 

(2) Bob Hope has served his nation in 
three wars by entertaining members of the 
Armed Forces aboard ships at sea and in 
combat zones ashore; 

(3) Bob Hope has during peacetime enter
tained the men and women of the Armed 
Forces in all regions of the world and at 
every season of the year; 

(4) Bob Hope has placed his own safety 
and convenience second to that of improv
ing the morale of the members of the Armed 
Forces,· and 

(5) Bob Hope has earned the undying re
spect and fond esteem of all of his country
men for his dedicated and patriotic endeav
ors. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-In light of the 
findings expressed in subsection fa), it is the 
sense of Congress that the Secretary of the 
Navy should name an appropriate ship of 
the United States Navy the U.S.S. Bob Hope. 
SEC. 1223. RATE OF PROGRESS PAYMENTS ON NAVAL 

SHIP REPAIR CONTRACTS 
Section 7312(a) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting "not less 
than" after "shall be". 
SEC. 1224. LIMITATION ON REPAIR OF NAVAL YES· 

SELS IN FOREIGN SHIPYARDS 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 7309 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(c)(l) A naval vessel for any other vessel 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Navy) the homeport of which is in the 
United States may not be overhauled, re
paired, or maintained in a shipyard outside 
the United States. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) does not apply in the 
case of voyage repairs.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-(1) The head
ing of that section is amended tO' read as fol
lows: 
"§7309. Restrictions on construction or repair of 

vessels in foreign shipyards'~ 
(2) The item relating to such section in the 

table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
633 of such title is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"7309. Restrictions on construction or 

repair of vessels in foreign 
shipyards.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (C) of sec
tion 7309 of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), shall apply with re
spect to any contract for overhaul, repair, or 
maintenance of a vessel that is entered into 
after the end of the 30-day period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1225. COMPETITION BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRI

VATE SHIPYARDS FOR OVERHAUL OF 
NAVAL VESSELS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 633 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§7313. Overhaul of naval vessels: competition be-

tUJeen public and private shipyards 
"The Secretary of the Navy should ensure, 

in any case in which the Secretary awards a 
project for repair, alteration, overhaul, or 
conversion of a naval vessel following com
petition between public and private ship
yards, that each of the following criteria is 
met: 

"( 1J The bid of any public shipyard for the 
award includes-

"( A) the full costs to the United States as
sociated with future retirement benefits of 
civilian employees of that shipyard consist
ent with computation methodology estab
lished by Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-76; and 

"(BJ in a case in which equal access to the 
Navy supply system is not allowed to public 
and private shipyards, a pro rata share of 
the costs of the Navy supply system. 

"(2) Costs applicable to oversight of the 
contract by the appropriate Navy supervisor 
of shipbuilding, conversion, and repair are 
added to the bid of any private shipyard for 
the purpose of comparability analysis. 

"(3) The award is made using the results 
of the comparability analysis. ". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item.· 
"7313. Overhaul of naval vessels: competi

tion between public and pri
vate shipyards.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 7313 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by subsec
tion (a), applies to any award by the Secre
tary of the Navy after September 30, 1988, 
for repair, alteration, overhaul, or conver
sion of a naval vessel following competition 
between public and private shipyards. 
SEC. 1226. DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE OF SHIPS 

(a) REQUIREMENT THAT CERTAIN WoRK BE 
CARRIED OUT IN THE UNITED STATES.-The Sec
retary of the Navy shall require that, to the 
extent feasible and consistent with policies 
of the Navy regarding family separations, 
not less than one-half of the depot-level 
maintenance work described in subsection 
(b) (measured in cost) shall be carried out in 
the United States. 

(b) WoRK CovERED.-Depot-level mainte
nance work referred to in subsection fa) is 
depot-level maintenance work for naval ves
sels that is scheduled as of October 1, 1988, 
to be carried out in Japan during fiscal 
years 1989, 1990, and 1991. 
SEC. 1227. REPORTS ON EFFECTS OF NAVAL SHIP

BUILDING PLANS ON MARITIME INDUS
TRIES 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Secretary of De
fense shall submit to Congress in 1989, 1990, 
and 1991 a report on how, under the current 
Five-Year Defense Plan of the Department of 
Defense, programs for naval shipbuilding 
and conversion, for naval vessel repair, and 
for procurement of support equipment for 
naval vessels could be expected to affect the 
private-sector shipbuilding and ship repair 
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industries of the United States in terms of 
the effectiveness and preparedness of those 
industries for mobilization in their role in 
the seali!t component of the conventional 
deterrent of the United States. 

(b) TIME FOR SUBMISSION.-The report 
under subsection (a) for any year shall be 
submitted to Congress at the same time that 
the Secretary submits his annual report to 
Congress for that year under section 113(c) 
of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 1218. REPORT ON ENCOURAGEMENT OF CON

STRUCTION IN UNITED STATES SHIP· 
YARDS OF COMBATANT VESSELS FOR 
ALLIES 

(a) REPORT REQUIREMENT.-The Secretary 
of the Navy shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives a report on-

(1) the manner in which the Secretary has 
complied, as of the date of the report, with 
the provisions of section 1455 of the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1986 
(Public Law 99-145; 99 Stat. 761J; and 

(2) plans of the Secretary for such compli
ance in the future. 

(b) .MA7TERS To BE INCLUDED.-The report 
shall include information regarding the fol
lowing: 

(1) Instances in which the Secretary has 
encouraged United States shipyards to con
struct combatant vessels for nations friendly 
to the United States. 

(2) Steps taken by the Secretary to ensure 
that no effort has been made by any element 
of the Department of the Navy to inhibit, 
delay, or halt the provision of any United 
States naval system which has been ap
proved for export to an allied nation. 

( 3) Instances in which the Secretary has 
encouraged United States firms to partici
pate in construction programs outside of the 
United States in shipyards of allied nations. 

(4) Future plans of the Secretary for com
plying with the requirements of each of sub
sections fa)(1J through (a)(3) of that section. 

(C) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection (a) shall be submitted 
not later than 90 days alter the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. IZZ9. REPORT ON SMALL PATROL BOATS OF 

NAVY 
(a) REPORT REQUIREMENT.-The Secretary 

of the Navy shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives a report regarding the ca
pability of the Navy to carry out missions 
requiring the use of small patrol boats. The 
Secretary shall include in the report-

(1) a discussion of the contingencies that 
would require the use of small patrol boats 
rather than larger warships; 

(2) an evaluation of the existing capabil
ity of the Navy to carry out missions requir
ing the use of small patrol boats; 

(3) a discussion of any plans the Navy has 
for eliminating the Navy's shortage of such 
boats; and 

( 4) such recommendations as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to strengthen the ca
pabilities of the Navy to carry out effective
ly missions that would require the use of 
such boats. 

(b) SMALL PATROL BOAT DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this section, a small patrol boat is a 
patrol boat that is less than 150 feet in 
length. 

(C) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF REPORT.
The report required by subsection (a) shall 
be submitted not later than 90 days alter the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

PART D-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 1231. REPORT ON SUSCEPTIBILITY OF DEFENSE 

COMPUTER ASSETS TO COMPUTER VI
RUSES 

The Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
Congress a report on the susceptibility of 
vital Department of Defense computer sys
tems to so-called computer viruses and shall 
describe the steps which have been taken 
and are planned to be taken to protect the 
Department of Defense computer systems 
and records against computer viruses. Such 
report shall be submitted not later than 
March 1, 1989, in classi!ied and unclassi!ied 
form. 
SEC. 1232. REASSESSMENT OF SOVIET ELECTRONIC 

ESPIONAGE CAPABILITY FROM MOUNT 
ALTO EMBASSY SITE 

fa) FINDING.-The Congress finds that the 
report submitted by the Secretary of Defense 
pursuant to section 1122 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-180)-

(1) contains insufficient detail (even in 
the classi!ied portion) for a review and as
sessment of the present and potential capa
bilities of the Government of the Soviet 
Union to intercept United States communi
cations involving diplomatic, military, and 
intelligence matters from facilities on 
Mount Alto in the District of Columbia, as 
required by subsection (a) of that section; 
and 

(2) does not contain a determination of 
the Secretary of Defense as to whether or not 
the present and proposed occupation of fa
cilities on Mount Alto by the Soviet Union is 
consistent with the national security of the 
United States, as required by subsection (b) 
of that section. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF NEW REPORT.-Not later 
than 60 days alter the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit a 
report to Congress which meets the require
ments of section 1122 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989. 
SEC. 1233. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

(a) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 10.-Section 
2343(b) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "section,, before 
"2306a,. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 37.-Section 
101(5) of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "secretary, and in
serting in lieu thereof "Secretary,. 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 100-180.
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 802(a) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100-
180; 101 Stat. 1123) is amended by inserting 
end quotation marks and a period alter 
"section.,, at the end of such paragraph. 

(2) Section 803(a) of such Act (101 Stat. 
1125) is amended by inserting "the first 
place it appears, alter "paragraph (1), ,_ 

(3) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply as i! included in the enactment 
of Public Law 100-180. 

TITLE XIII-FOREIGN RELATIONS MA1TERS 
SEC. 1301. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING THE 

PANAMA CANAL AND THE UNITED 
STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND 

(a) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1) the security o/, and the free flow of 

shipping through, the Panama Canal are 
vital interests of the United States; and 

(2) the continued ability of the United 
States Southern Command (which currently 
has its headquarters in the Republic of 
Panama) to carry out assigned missions, es
pecially the mission of defense of the 
Panama Canal, is essential to protecting 

and promoting the interests of the United 
States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-In light of the 
findings in subsection fa), it is the sense of 
Congress that the President should take all 
steps necessary to ensure the continued abil
ity of the United States Southern Command 
for any successor command) to carry out as
signed missions, especially the mission of 
defense of the Panama Canal. 
SEC. 1302. LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO PANAMA

NIAN DEFENSE FORCE 
(a) LIMITATION.-The President may not 

use any funds appropriated to or for the use 
of any department, agency, or other entity of 
the United States for the purpose of provid
ing assistance to the Panamanian Defense 
Force. The limitation in the preceding sen
tence shall cease to apply upon the submis
sion by the President to Congress of a certi
fication by the President-

(1) that no armed forces of the Soviet 
Union, the Republic of Cuba, or the Repub
lic of Nicaragua are present in the Republic 
of Panama (other than military attaches ac
credited to the Republic of Panama); and 

(2) that General Manuel Noriega has relin
quished command of the Panamanian De
fense Force and no longer holds any official 
position of leadership (either military or ci
vilian) in the Republic of Panama. 

(b) CLARIFICATION.-Subsection (a) does not 
prohibit the President from obligating or ex
pending any funds necessary for-

(1) the defense of the Panama Canal, 
(2) the collection of intelligence, 
(3) the maintenance of United States 

Armed Forces in the Republic of Panama, or 
(4) the protection of United States inter

ests in the Republic of Panama. 
(c) REPORT.-Not later than 30 days alter 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall submit to Congress a de
tailed report, in both classi!ied and unclas
si!ied form, indicating-

(1) whether (and to what extent) military, 
paramilitary, or intelligence persohnel of 
the Soviet Union, Cuba, or Nicaragua are 
present in the Republic of Panama,· and 

(2) whether (and to what extent) the Pana
manian Defense Force has coordinated with, 
cooperated with, supported, or received sup
port from, any such personnel. 
SEC. 1303. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING INDICT· 

MENT OF GENERAL NORIEGA OF 
PANAMA ON DRUG-RELATED CHARGES 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) General Manuel Noriega, the com

mander of the Panamanian Defense Force, 
was indicted on February 5, 1988, in the 
United States District Courts for the South
ern District and for the Middle District of 
Florida on a number of serious drug-related 
charges against the laws of the United 
States, including charges involving tralfick
ing in illegal drugs, protecting and support
ing drug tralfickers, and laundering of drug
related money; and 

(2) there have been reports in the news 
media and from other sources that discus
sions between officials of the United States 
and General Noriega may have occurred 
concerning arrangements under which Gen
eral Noriega would give up political power 
and leave the Republic of Panama in ex
change for which the United States would 
file a motion to dismiss the indictments re
ferred to in paragraph (1). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress-

(1) that the United States should not con
duct or authorize any negotiations or dis
cussions, and should not make any arrange-
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ments, with General Manuel Noriega which 
would involve any effort by the United 
States to dismiss the indictments referred to 
in subsection fa)(1); and 

(2) that any such negotiation, discussion, 
or arrangement-

fA) would be incompatible with the high 
priority that the United States places on the 
war on drugs; 

(B) would not further the prospects for re
storing noncorrupt, democratic government 
to the Republic of Panama; and 

fC) would not serve the interests of the 
United States. 
SEC. 1301. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON INTRODUCTION 

OF ARMED FORCES INTO NICARAGUA 
FOR COMBAT 

Congress hereby rea/firms the sense of 
Congress expressed in the first session of the 
99th Congress fin section 1451 of the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1986 
(Public Law 99-145; 99 Stat. 760)), that 
United States Armed Forces should not be 
introduced into or over Nicaragua for 
combat. However, nothing in this section 
shall be construed as affecting the authority 
and responsibility of the President or Con
gress under the Constitution, statutes, or 
treaties of the United States in force. 
SEC. 1305. HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS BY THE GOV

ERNMENT OF POLAND 
(a) FINDINGS.-Congress makes the follow

ing findings: 
(1) The government of Poland, headed by 

General Wojciech Jaruzelski, has violated 
internationally recognized human rights of 
the people of Poland, including the right to 
peaceably assemble, the right to strike, the 
right to freely associate, and the right to due 
process. 

(2) The Jaruzelski government has retali
ated against the justified, peaceful protests 
of workers at Nowa Huta, Poland, through 
the use of violence and force. 

(3) The Jaruzelski government has pros
ecuted and imprisoned a number of persons 
for politically related offenses. 

(4) The Jaruzelski government has to date 
refused to take steps which would guarantee 
the right of the people of Poland to partici
pate in the management of the economy of 
Poland and has refused to accept the princi
ple of pluralism in the national life of 
Poland. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is, therefore, 
the sense of Congress-

(1) that the use of force against the work
ers of Nowa Huta and intimidation against 
other strikers in Poland should be con
demned; and 

(2) that improvement in relations between 
the United States and Poland must be predi
cated on an improvement in internationally 
recognized human rights in Poland, includ
ing the release of political prisoners, steps 
toward trade union pluralism and the rights 
of independent trade unions to organize, 
and steps toward genuine national reconcil
iation and dialogue. 
SEC. 1806. CONDITIONS FOR SALE OR OTHER TRANS

FER OF F-15 AIRCRAFI' TO SAUDI 
ARABIA 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any sale or other transfer to Saudi 
Arabia by the United States of F-15 aircraft 
shall be subject to the following conditions: 

(1) Any such F-15 aircraft sold or other
wise transferred to Saudi Arabia shall be 
limited to models A, B, C, and D. 

(2) The United States shall not sell or oth
erwise transfer to Saudi Arabia the F-15-E 
with a ground attack capability and shall 
not upgrade existing Saudi aircraft to that 
capability. 

(3) Saudi Arabia shall not possess more 
than 60 F-15 aircraft at any time, except 
that additional replacement F-15 aircraft 
may be held in the United States, at the ex
pense of Saudi Arabia, for shipment to 
Saudi Arabia only alter the President noti
fies Congress that the existing inventory of 
F-15 aircraft held by Saudi Arabia is less 
than 60 and, then, only on a one-for-one re
placement basis as each F-15 aircraft is to
tally removed from the inventory of Saudi 
Arabia. 

fb) The President may waive subsection 
(a) if the President certifies to Congress that 
such action is in the national interest. 
SEC. 1307. RESTRICTION ON SALE OF DEFENSE ARTI

CLES TO CERTAIN NATIONS 
(a) RESTRICTION.-During fiscal year 1989, 

the United States may not make any sale of 
defense articles subject to section 36(b) of 
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2776fb)) to any nation which has acquired 
intermediate-range ballistic missiles made 
by the People's Republic of China. 

(b) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.-(1) The 
restriction in subsection (a) shall cease to 
apply with respect to any nation which has 
acquired such missiles upon certification by 
the President to Congress that that nation 
does not have chemical, biological, or nucle
ar warheads for those missiles. 

(2) If the President makes a certification 
under paragraph (1) in the case of any 
nation, the President shall notify Congress 
promptly of any evidence that, alter the date 
of such certification, such nation has ac
quired chemical, biological, or nuclear war
heads for those missiles. 
SEC. JJOB. UNITED STATES BASES IN THE REPUBLIC 

OF THE PHILIPPINES 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.-Congress 

makes the following findings: 
(1) The United States has maintained 

military bases in the Philippines since 1947 
pursuant to the United States-Philippine 
Military Bases Agreement and maintained 
military bases in the Philippines for many 
years before that under other arrangements. 

(2) Clark Air Force Base, Subic Bay Naval 
Base, and the other United States military 
installations in the Philippines significant
ly promote the mutual interests of the 
United States and the Philippines and con
tribute to regional and global security. 

(3) These installations are also important 
to the development of democratic institu
tions and to economic progress in the West
ern Pacific and Southeast Asia. 

(4) The United States military installa
tions in the Philippines employ a loyal and 
highly skilled cadre of Filipinos and make a 
substantial contribution to the Philippine 
economy. 

(5) The Military Bases Agreement as cur
rently in effect has a fixed term lasting until 
September 16, 1991, alter which it continues 
in effect subject to termination by either 
party on one year's notice. 

(6) Pursuant to a 1979 amendment to that 
agreement, the President of the United 
States pledgee ~o the Government of the Re
public of the Philippines to undertake "best 
efforts" to obtain security assistance for the 
Philippines, and such pledge was reiterated 
by the President of the United States in 1983 
as part of a Jive-year review of the agree
ment. 

(7) The United States and the Republic of 
the Philippines are currently engaged in a 
second Jive-year review of the Military Bases 
Agreement. 

(8) Officials of the Government of the Re
public of the Philippines have indicated to 
officials of the United States that the United 

States should significantly increase compen
sation for the use by the United States of 
military bases in the Philippines. 

(9) The provision of multilateral economic 
assistance to the Republic of the Philippines 
should be considered separately from the 
provision of security assistance by the 
United States to the Republic of the Philip
pines in return for United States basing 
rights in the Philippines. 

(b) REPORT ON FACILITIES.-(1) The Secre
tary of Defense shall submit to Congress a 
report on the existing United States military 
facilities in the Republic of the Philippines. 
The report shall include analysis of the fol
lowing: 

fA) The costs and benefits of maintaining 
those facilities, including the costs to the 
United States of the operation and mainte
nance of those facilities and any other costs 
associated with those facilities and the eco
nomic and social benefits and other benefits 
of those facilities to the Republic of the Phil
ippines. 

(B) Potential alternative locations for 
those facilities. 

(C) The strategic value to the United 
States of having military facilities located 
in the Philippines and of having such facili
ties at the potential alternative locations 
considered. 

(D) The costs and benefits of relocating 
those facilities to the potential alternative 
locations, including-

(i) the cost to the United States of oper
ation and maintenance and other costs, 

(ii) the economic, social, and other costs 
to the Philippines, and 

(iii) the economic, social, and other bene
fits to the government and community at 
each alternative location. 

(E) The availability of skilled indigenous 
personnel at the potential alternative loca
tions and the cost of training such person
nel to work at such installations. 

(2) The report shall be prepared in consul
tation with the Secretary of State and shall 
be submitted to Congress not later than six 
months alter the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 1309. ANNUAL ASSESSMENT OF SECURITY AT 

UNITED STATES BASES IN THE PHILIP· 
PINES 

The Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
Congress an annual report assessing securi
ty at United States military facilities in the 
Republic of the Philippines. Each such 
report shall include an assessment of the co
operation provided by the Philippine Gov
ernment, at both the national and local 
level, in improving such security. The report 
required by this subsection shall be submit
ted to Congress not later than May 1 each 
year. 
SEC. 1310. ECONOMIC SANCTIONS AGAINST ETHIOPIA 

(a) STATEMENTS OF POLICY.-The Congress
(1) condemns the Government of Ethiopia 

for its blatant disregard for human life as 
demonstrated by its use of food as a weapon, 
its forced resettlement program, and its 
human rights record; 

(2) in the strongest terms possible, urges 
the Government of Ethiopia to allow foreign 
relief personnel to return to the north and to 
allow the international relief campaign to 
resume operations at its own risk, while re
taining full control over its assets and 
having access to adequate aircraft and fuel,· 

(3) in the strongest terms possible, urges 
rebel groups to cease attacks upon relief ve
hicles and relief distribution points and to 
respect the impartiality of the international 
relief campaign; 
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(4) urges the President and the Secretary 

of State (through direct representations to 
the Government of Ethiopia and certain 
rebel groups and through sustained multi
lateral initiatives involving other Western 
donors, the United Nations, and the Organi
zation of .African Unity) to focus world pres
sure and opinion upon the combatants in 
northern Ethiopia, to press tor an "open 
roads/own risk" policy that will facilitate 
the resumption of international relief efforts 
in the north, to press the Government of 
Ethiopia and the rebel groups to reach a 
pragmatic, enduring political settlement, 
and to press the Government of Ethiopia to 
implement genuine and effective reform of 
its failed agricultural policies; and 

(5) urges the President and the Secretary 
of State to engage in direct discussion with 
the Soviet Union in order that the peaceful 
resolution of the crisis in northern Ethiopia 
becomes a high priority of the Soviet Union 
and that the approach of the Soviet Union is 
consistent with that of the West. 

(b) SANCTIONs.-(1) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President is au
thorized to, and is hereby strongly urged to, 
impose such economic sanctions upon Ethi
opia as the President determines to be ap
propriate (subject to paragraphs (2) and (3)) 
if. at any time a.tter the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Government of Ethio
pia engages in any of the following outrages: 

(A) Forced resettlement. 
fBJ Forced conJinement in any resettle

mentcamp. 
fCJ Diversion of international relief to the 

military. 
fD) Denial of international relief to any 

persons at risk because of famine. 
(E) Seizure of international relief assets 

provided by the United States. 
fFJ Prohibition of end-use monitoring of 

food distribution by international relief per
sonnel. 

(2) In imposing sanctions pursuant to 
paragraph (1) on imports from Ethiopia, the 
President shall give priority consideration 
to those products which constitute major 
imports from Ethiopia, unless the President 
determines that sanctions against such 
products would have an adverse effect on 
economic interests of the United States. 

( 3) If a sanction imposed pursuant to 
paragraph (1) involves the prohibition or 
curtailment of exports to Ethiopia, that 
sanction may only be imposed under the au
thority and subject to the requirements of 
section 6 of the Export Administration Act 
of 1979. 

(c) REPORTS To CoNGREss.-Not more than 
15 days a.tter the date of the enactment of 
this Act and at the end of each 90-day period 
therea.{ter, the President shall submit to 
Congress a report stating whether or not, 
during the 90-day period preceding the date 
of the report, the Government of Ethiopia 
engaged in any conduct described in subsec
tion (b). Each such report shall describe the 
response of the United States to any such 
conduct. 

(d) REGULATION AUTHORJTY.-The President 
shall issue such regulations, licenses, and 
orders as are necessary to implement any 
sanction imposed under this section. 

(e) EXPIRATION.-The authority provided 
by subsection fb) shall expire on June 1, 
1990. 

TITLEXIV-DEPARTMENTOFENERGY 
NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 

PART A-NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. UOJ. OPERATING EXPENSES 
Funds are authorized to be appropriated 

to the Department of Energy tor fiscal year 
1989 tor operating expenses incurred in car
rying out national security programs (in
cluding scientific research and development 
in support of the Armed Forces, strategic 
and critical materials necessary tor the 
common defense, and military applications 
of nuclear energy and related management 
and support activities) as follows: 

(1) For weapons activities, $3,567,629,000, 
to be allocated as follows: 

fA) For research and development, 
$1,052,546,000. 

fBJ For weapons testing, $524,238,000. 
fCJ For production and surveillance, 

$1,909,445,000. 
(D) For program direction, $81,400,000. 
(2) For defense nuclear materials produc

tion, $1,556,772,000 to be allocated as fol
lows: 

fA) For uranium enrichment tor naval re
actors, $169,000,000. 

(B) For production reactor operations, 
$587,976,000. 

fCJ For processing of defense nuclear ma
terials, including naval reactors fuel, 
$511,717,000, of which $72,300,000 shall be 
used tor special isotope separation. 

(D) For supporting services, $259,679,000. 
(E) For program direction, $28,400,000. 
(3) For environmental restoration and 

management of defense waste and transpor
tation, $739,624,000, to be allocated as fol
lows: 

(A) For environmental restoration, 
$170,925,000. Such funds may also be used 
tor plant and capital equipment. 

(B) For waste operation and projects, 
$532,042,000. 

fCJ For waste research and development, 
$58,460,000. 

fD) For hazardous waste process pl~nning, 
$8,377,000. 

(E) For transportation management, 
$9,720,000. 

fFJ For program direction, $3,100,000. 
(4) For verification and control technolo

gy, $146,200,000. 
(5) For nuclear materials sa.{eguards and 

security technology development program, 
$75,400,000. 

(6) For security investigations, 
$40,000,000. 

(7) For naval reactors development, 
$555,400,000. 
SEC. UOZ. PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Funds are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of Energy tor fiscal year 
1989 tor plant and capital equipment (in
cluding maintenance, restoration, planning, 
construction, acquisition, modification of 
facilities, and the continuation of projects 
authorized in prior years, land acquisition 
related thereto, and acquisition and fabrica
tion of capital equipment not related to con
struction) necessary tor national security 
programs as follows: 

(1) For weapons activities: 
Project 89-D-101, general plant projects, 

various locations, $26,500,000. 
Project 89-D-121, general plant projects, 

various locations, $29,194,000. 
Project 89-D-122, production waste stor

age facilities, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Ten
nessee, $2,000,000. 

Project 89-D-125, plutonium recovery 
modification project, Rocky Flats Plant, 
Golden, Colorado, $4,000,000. 

Project 89-D-126, environmental, sa.tety, 
and health upgrade, Phase II, Mound Plant, 
Miamisburg, Ohio, $800,000. 

Project 88-D-102, sanitary wastewater sys
tems consolidation, Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
$7,600,000. 

Project 88-D-103, seismic upgrade, Build
ing 111, Lawrence Livermore National Lab
oratory, Livermore, California, $5,400,000. 

Project 88-D-104, sa.{eguards and security 
upgrade, Phase II, Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico, 
$7,300,000. 

Project 88-D-1 05, special nuclear materi
als research and development laboratory re
placement, Los Alamos National Laborato
ry, Los Alamos, New Mexico, $22,000,000. 

Project 88-D-106, nuclear weapons re
search, development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase II, various locations, 
$72,352,000 

Project 88-D-122, facilities capability as-
surance program, various locations, 
$79,341,000. 

Project 88-D-123, security enhancements, 
Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, $7,500,000. 

Project 88-D-124, fire protection upgrade, 
various locations; $6,500,000. 

Project 88-D-125, high explosive machin
ing facility, Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, 
$13,000,000. 

Project 88-D-126, personnel radiological 
monitoring laboratories, various locations, 
$5,000,000. 

Project 87-D-104, sa.{eguards and security 
enhancement, Phase II, Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory, Livermore, California, 
$8,500,000. 

Project 87-D-122, short-range attack mis
sile II (SRAM II) warhead production facili
ties, various locations, $26,000,000. 

Project 86-D-103, decontamination and 
waste treatment facility, Lawrence Liver
more National Laboratory, Livermore, Cali
fornia, $12,000,000. 

Project 86-D-104, strategic defenses facili
ty, Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquer
que, New Mexico, $3,237,000. 

Project 86-D-123, environmental hazards 
elimination, various locations, $5,203,000. 

Project 86-D-130, tritium loading facility 
replacement, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, 
South Carolina, $31,800,000. 

Project 85-D-102, nuclear weapons re
search, development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase I, various locations, 
$6,800,000. 

Project 85-D-105, combined device assem
bly facility, Nevada Test Site, Nevada, 
$12,200,000. 

Project 85-D-112, enriched uranium recov
ery improvements, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee, $1,281,000. 

Project 84-D-124, environmental improve
ments, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, 
$4, 775,000. 

Project 84-D-211, sa.{eguards and site secu
rity upgrading, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Ten
nessee, $2,775,000. 

(2) For materials production: 
Project 89-D-140, additional separations 

sa.{eguards, Savannah River, South Caroli
na, $5,300,000. 

Project 89-D-141, M-area waste disposal, 
Savannah River, South Carolina, $3,600,000. 

Project 89-D-142, reactor effluent cooling 
water thermal mitigation, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $1,000,000. 

Project 89-D-146, general plant projects, 
various locations, $35,260,000. 

Project 89-D-148, improved reactor con
finement system, design only, Savannah 
River, South Carolina, $2,000,000. 
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Project 88-D-153, additional reactor safe

guards, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$5, 700,000. 

Project 88-D-154, new production reactor, 
design only, site to be determined., 
$35,000,000. 

Project 87-D-152, environmental protec
tion plantwide, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $2,224,000. 

Project 87-D-159, environmental, health, 
and. safety improvements, Phases I, II, and. 
III, Feed. Materials Production Center, Fer
nald., Ohio, $50,000,000. 

Project 86-D-148, special isotope separa
tion project, Idaho Falls, Idaho, $28,000,000. 

Project 86-D-149, productivity retention 
program, Phases I, II, III, and. rv, various 
locations, $72,140,000. 

Project 86-D-152, reactor electrtcal d.istrt
bution system, Savannah River, South Caro
lina, $6,000,000. 

Project 86-D-156, plantwide safeguards 
systems, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$12,800,000. 

Project 85-D-139, fuel processing restora
tion, Idaho Fuels Processing Facility, Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, 
$65,000,000. 

Project 84-D-134, safeguards and. securtty 
improvements, plantwid.e, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $11,584,000. 

Project 82-D-124, restoration ot produc
tion capabilities, Phases II, III, rv, and. v, 
various locations, $5,879,000. 

(3) For d.e/ense waste and. environmental 
restoration: 

Project 89-D-170, general plant projects, 
waste operations and. projects, and. waste re
search and. development, various locations, 
$28,000,000. 

Project 89-D-171, Idaho National Engi
neering Laboratory road. renovation, Idaho, 
$4,000,000. 

Project 89-D-172, Hanford environmental 
compliance, Richland., Washington, 
$12,000,000. 

Project 89-D-173, tank farm ventilation 
upgrade, Richland., Washington, $1,800,000. 

Project 89-D-174, replacement high level 
waste evaporator, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $3,520,000. 

Project 89-D-175, hazardous waste/mixed. 
waste disposal facility, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $3,500,000. 

Project 88-D-173, Hanford waste vitriJica-
tion plant, Richland., Washington, 
$22,500,000. 

Project 87-D-173, 242-A evaporator crys
tauizer upgrade. Richland., Washington, 
$1,944,000. 

Project 87-D-177, test reactor area liquid. 
radioactive waste cleanup system, Phase III, 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Idaho, $911,000. 

Project 87-D-180, burtal ground. expan
sion, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$2,068,000. 

Project 87-D-181, diversion bo.x and. pump 
pit containment buildings, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $6,371,000. 

Project 86-D-175, Idaho National Engi
neering Laboratory security upgrade. Idaho, 
$2,084,000. 

Project 83-D-148, nonradioactive hazard
ous waste management, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $13,000,000. 

Project 81-T-105, defense waste processing 
facility, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$92,462,000. 

(4) For naval reactors development: 
Project 89-N-101, general plant projects, 

various locations, $7,000,000. 
ProJect 89-N-102, heat transfer test facili

ty, Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory, Nis
ka21Una. New York, $2,800,000. 

Project 89-N-103, advanced. test reactor 
modifications, Test Reactor Area, Idaho Na
tional Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, 
$1,600,000. 

Project 89-N-104, power system upgrade, 
Naval Reactors Facility, Idaho, $600,000. 

Project 88-N-102, expended. core facility 
receiving station, Naval Reactors Facility, 
Idaho, $5,900,000. 

Project 88-N-103, material handling and. 
storage modifications, Knolls Atomic Power 
Laboratory, Niskayuna, New York, 
$2,700,000. 

Project · 88-N-104, prototype availability 
facilities, Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory, 
Kesselring Site, West Milton, New York, 
$6,000,000. 

(5) For capital equipment not related. to 
construction: 

(A) For weapons activities, $272,254,000, 
including $8,240,000 tor the defense inertial 
conJinement fusion program. 

(B) For materials production, 
$102,500,000. 

fCJ For defense waste and. environmental 
restoration, $52,716,000. 

(D) For veriJication and. control technolo
gy, $8,400,000. 

(E) For nuclear safeguards and. security, 
$4,800,000. 

(F) For naval reactors development, 
$48,000,000. 
SEC. 1403. FUNDING UMJTATIONS 

(a) PROGRAMS, PROJECTS, AND ACTIVITlES OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RELATING TO THE 
STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE.-0/ the funds 
appropriated. to the Department of Energy 
tor fiscal year 1989 tor operating expenses 
and. plant and. capital equipment, not more 
than $262,000,000 may be obligated. or ex
pended. tor programs, projects, and. activities 
of the Department of Energy relating to the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. 

(b) INERTIAL CONFINEMENT FUSION.-0/ the 
funds appropriated. to the Department of 
Energy tor fiscal year 1989 tor operating ex
penses and. plant and. capital equipment, 
$163, 770,000 shall be obligated. or expended 
tor the d.e/ense inertial conJinement fusion 
program. 

(c) SRAM II.-Funds appropriated to the 
Department of Energy tor fiscal year 1989 
tor facilities tor production ot the warhead. 
tor the short-range attack missile II fSRAM 
II) (project 87-D-122) may be obligated 
only-

(1) tor facilities which are suitable tor pro
duction of a warhead. compatible with both 
the SRAM-A and the SRAM II; and 

(2) after the Nuclear Weapons Council cer
tifies that the design of the warhead is com
patible with both the SRAM-A and the 
SRAM II. 

(d) SPECIAL ISOTOPE SEPARATION PROJECT.
Fund.s appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department of Energy tor 
the special isotope separation project, Idaho 
Falls, Idaho, may not be obligated or ex
pended tor site preparation tor such project 
before March 1, 1989. 

(e) PLUTONIUM RECOVERY MODIFICATION 
PROJECT-Funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available tor the plutonium recovery 
modification project (project 89-D-125), 
Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado, may 
not be obligated or expended until the later 
ot-

(1) 60 days after the President submits the 
report (relating to modernization of the nu
clear weapons complex) required by section 
3132 of the Department of Energy National 
Security and. Military Applications of Nucle
ar Energy Authorization Act of 1988 (Public 
Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1239J; or 

f2J February 15, 1989. 

PART B-RECURRING GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. UZJ. REPROGRAMMING 

(a) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-(1) Except as 
otherwise provided in this title-

fA) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this title may be used tor any program in 
excess of the lesser ot-

(i) 105 percent of the amount authorized 
tor that program by this title; or 

fiiJ $10,000,000 more than the amount au
thorized tor that program by this title; and. 

fBJ no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this title may be used tor any program 
which has not been presented to, or request
ed of, the Congress. 

(2) An action described in paragraph (1) 
may be taken after a period of 30 calendar 
days (not including any day on which either 
House of Congress is not in session because 
of adjournment of more than three calendar 
days to a day certain) has passed after re
ceipt by the Committees on Armed Services 
and on Appropriations of the Senate and 
House of Representatives ot notice from the 
Secretary of Energy fin this title referred to 
as the "Secretary") containing a full and. 
complete statement of the action proposed 
to be taken and the facts and circumstances 
relied upon in support of such proposed 
action. 

(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT 0BLIGATED.-ln 
no event may the total amount of funds obli
gated pursuant to this title exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated by 
this title. 
SEC. JIZZ. UMJTS ON GENERAL PLANT PROJEl-TS 

fa) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may carry 
out any construction project under the gen
eral plant projects provisions authorized by 
this title if the total estimated cost of the 
construction project does not exceed 
$1,200,000. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-lf at any time 
during the construction of any general plant 
project authorized by this title, the estimat
ed cost of the project is revised because of 
unforeseen cost variations and the revised 
cost of the project exceeds $1,200,000, the 
Secretary shall immediately furnish a com
plete report to the Committees on Armed. 
Services and on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives ex
plaining the reasons tor the cost variation. 
SEC. UZ3. UMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), construction on a construc
tion project may not be started or addition
al obligations incurred in connection with 
the project above the total estimated cost, 
whenever the current estimated cost of the 
construction project, which is authorized by 
section 1402 of this title, or which is in sup
port of national security programs of the 
Department of Energy and was authorized. 
by any previous Act, exceeds by more than 
25 percent the higher of-

fA) the amount authorized for the project; 
or 

fBJ the amount of the total estimated cost 
tor the project as shown in the most recent 
budget justification data submitted to Con
gress. 

(2) An action described in paragraph (1) 
may be taken after a period of 30 calendar 
days (not including any day on which either 
House of Congress is not in session because 
of adjournment of more than three calendar 
days to a day certain) has passed after re
ceipt by the Committees on Armed Services 
and on Appropriations of the Senate and. 
House of Representatives of notice from the 
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Secretary of Energy fin this title referred to 
as the "Secretary") containing a full and 
complete statement of the action proposed 
to be taken and the facts and circumstances 
relied upon in support of such proposed 
action. 

fb) ExcEPTION.-Subsection fa) shall not 
apply to any construction project which has 
a current estimated cost of less than 
$5,000,000. 
SEC. U:U. FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY 

fa) IN GENERAL.-Funds appropriated pur
suant to this title may be transferred to 
other agencies of the Government tor the 
performance of the work tor which the funds 
were appropriated, and funds so trans/erred 
may be merged with the appropriations of 
the agency to which the funds are trans
ferred. 

(b) SPECIFIC TRANSFER.-The Secretary of 
Defense may transfer to the Secretary of 
Energy not more than $100,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated tor fiscal year 1989 to 
the Department of Defense tor research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation tor the De
tense Agencies tor the performance of work 
on the Strategic Defense Initiative. Funds so 
transterred-

(1) may be used only tor research, develop
ment, and testing tor nuclear directed 
energy weapons, including plant and cap
ital equipment related thereto; 

(2) shall be merged with the appropria
tions of the Department of Energy; and 

f 3) may not be included in calculating the 
amount of funds obligated or expended tor 
purposes of the funding limitation in sec
tion 1403faJ. 
SEC. UZ5. AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DESIGN 

fa) IN GENERAL.-f1J Within the amounts 
authorized by this title tor plant engineering 
and design, the Secretary may carry out ad
vance planning and construction designs 
(including architectural and engineering 
services) in connection with any proposed 
construction project if the total estimated 
cost tor such planning and design does not 
exceed $2,000,000. 

(2) In any case in which the total estimat
ed cost tor such planning and design exceeds 
$300,000, the Secretary shall notify the Com
mittees on Armed Services and on Appro
priations of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives in writing of the details ot such 
project at least 30 days before any funds are 
obligated tor design services tor such 
project. 

(b) SPECIFIC AUTHORITY REQUIRED.-In any 
case in which the total estimated cost tor 
advance planning and construction design 
in connection with any construction project 
exceeds $2,000,000, funds tor such design 
must be specifically authorized by law. 
SEC. UZ6. AUTHORITY FOR EMERGENCY CONSTRUC

TION DESIGN 

In addition to the advance planning and 
construction design authorized by section 
1402, the Secretary may perform planning 
and design utilizing available funds tor any 
Department of Energy defense activity con
struction project whenever the Secretary de
termines that the design must proceed expe
ditiously in order to meet the needs of na
tional defense or to protect property or 
human life. 
SEC. UZ7. FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR ALL NATIONAL SE

CURITY PROGRAMS OF THE DEPART
MENT OF ENERGY 

Subject to the provisions of appropriation 
Acts and section 1421, amounts appropri
ated pursuant to this title tor management 
and support activities and tor general plant 
projects are available tor use, when neces-

sary, in connection with all national securi
ty programs of the Department of Energy. 
SEC. UZS. A VA/LABILITY OF FUNDS 

When so specified in an appropriation 
Act, amounts appropriated tor operating ex
penses or tor plant and capital equipment 
may remain available until expended. 

PART C-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1131. REVIEW OF THE INERTIAL CONFINEMENT 

FUSION PROGRAM 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-(1) Within 30 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Energy shall establish a 
review body to be known as the Program 
Review Group on Inertial Confinement 
Fusion (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the "Review Group"). 

(2) It shall be the Junction of the Review 
Group to review thoroughly the accomplish
ments, management, goals, and anticipated 
contributions of the defense inertial confine
ment fusion program, tor both the civilian 
and military sectors. Such review shall in
clude-

fAJ an assessment of the most promising 
technologies for continuation of the pro
gram; and 

fBJ an assessment of the potential contri
butions of the program under a prohibition 
of underground nuclear testing and under a 
limitation of underground nuclear testing 
to levels of 1 kiloton, 5 kilotons, and 10 kilo
tons. 

f 3J The Secretary of Energy shall appoint 
to serve on the Review Group only persons 
who, because of experience in the scientific 
disciplines associated with the development 
and testing of nuclear weapons, are most 
qualified to make findings of tact and rec
ommendations to Congress and the Secre
tary concerning that program. 

fbJ REPORTs.-The Review Group shall 
submit to the Secretary and the Committees 
on Armed Services and on Appropriations of 
the Senate and House of Representatives an 
interim report and a final report containing 
the results of its review, together with such 
recommendations regarding priorities tor 
future work in the inertial confinement 
fusion program as it determines appropri
ate. The interim report shall be submitted 
before January 15, 1990, and the final report 
shall be submitted before September 15, 1990. 

(c) REVIEW AND COMMENT BY THE SECRE
TARY.-(1) The Secretary of Energy shall 
review both the interim and final reports of 
the Review Group and submit to the Com
mittees on Armed Services and on Appro
priations of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives the following: 

fA) An assessment of the budgetary priori
ty, under current and anticipated budget re
straints, that should be given to the inertial 
confinement fusion program of the Depart
ment of Energy in relation to the budgetary 
priority that should be given to core defense 
research and development programs of the 
Department to carry out the defense mis
sions of the Department. 

(B) Such additional comments regarding 
such reports as the Secretary considers ap
propriate. 

f2J The Secretary shall submit his assess
ment and comments on each report referred 
to in subsection fbJ not later than 30 days 
after receiving such report. 

fd) TERMINATION.-Upon the submission of 
its final report, the Review Group shall 
cease to exist. 
SEC. U3Z. ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES AFFECTED 

BY CLOSING OF N REACTOR 
The Secretary of Defense may make grants, 

conclude cooperative agreements, and sup
plement funds made available under Federal 

programs administered by agencies other 
than the Department of Defense in order to 
assist the State of Washington and local 
communities near Hanford Reservation, 
Washington, in planning community ad
justments required by the closure of the N 
Reactor. 
SEC. 1133. REVIEW OF WASTE ISOLATION PILOT 

PLANT IN NEW MEXICO 

fa) CoNTRACT REQUIREMENT.-The Secre
tary of Energy shall enter into a contract 
with the New Mexico Institute of Mining 
and Technology fhereatter in this section re
ferred to as the "Institute") to conduct inde
pendent reviews and evaluations of the 
design, construction, and operations of the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
"WIPP"J as they relate to the protection of 
the public health and safety and the envi
ronment. The contract shall be tor a period 
of one year, beginning on March 31, 1989, 
and shall be renewable tor tour additional 
one-year periods with the consent of the In
stitute and subject to the authorization and 
appropriation of funds tor such purpose. 

(b) CONTENT OF CONTRACT.-A contract en
tered into under subsection fa) shall require 
the following: 

(1) The President of the Institute shall ap
point a Director and Deputy Director, who 
shall be scientists of national eminence in 
the field of nuclear waste disposal, shall be 
tree from any biases related to the activities 
of the WIPP, and shall be widely known tor 
their integrity and scientific expertise. The 
Director shall carry out the work under the 
contract through a group known as the En
vironmental Evaluation Group and shall 
report directly to the President of the Insti
tute. 

f2J The Director shall appoint stat/. The 
professional stat/ shall consist of scientists 
and engineers of recognized integrity and 
scientific expertise who represent scientific 
and engineering disciplines needed tor a 
thorough review of the WIPP, including 
such disciplines as geology, hydrology, 
health physics, environmental engineering, 
probability risk analysis, mining engineer
ing, and radiation chemistry. The disci
plines represented in the staff shall change 
as may be necessary to meet changed needs 
in carrying out the contract tor expertise in 
any certain scientific or engineering disci
pline. Scientists employed under the con
tract shall have qualifications and experi
ence equivalent to the qualifications and ex
perience required tor scientists employed by 
the Federal Government in grades GS-13 
through GS-16. 

f 3) Scientists employed under the contract 
shall have an appropriate support stat/. 

f4J The Director and Deputy Director shall 
each be appointed tor a term ot 5 years, sub
ject to contract renewal, and may be re
moved only tor misconduct or incompe
tence. The staff shall be appointed tor such 
terms as the Director considers appropriate. 

f5J The rates of pay of professional staff 
and the procedures tor increasing the rates 
of pay of professional staff shall be equiva
lent to those rates and procedures provided 
tor the General Schedule pay system under 
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code. The 
fringe benefits available to the professional 
staff of the Institute shall also be available 
to professional stat! under the contract. 

(6) To the maximum extent practicable, 
preference in the hiring of staff tor the Envi
ronmental Evaluation Group shall be given 
to persons involved in the scientific evalua-
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tion group for WIPP immediately before the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

f7) Offices of the Environmental Evalua
tion Group shall be established in Carlsbad, 
New Mexico, and in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, for carrying out the contract. The 
Director shall designate one of the offices as 
the administrative headquarters for carry
ing out the contract. 

f8) The results of reviews and evaluations 
carried out under the contract shall be pub
lished. 

fc) ADMINISTR.ATION.-The contract entered 
into under subsection fa) shall be adminis
tered under the direction of the President of 
the Institute. Such President shall establish 
general policies and guidelines to be used by 
the Director in carrying out the work under 
the contract. The Director shall be solely re
sponsible for determining reviews and eval
uations to be conducted by the Environmen
tal Evaluation Group. 

fd) FUNDING.-Funding for the contract 
shall be from amounts appropriated under 
section 1401. The amount of the initial one
year contrllct shall be not less than 
$1,060,000. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in this section 
shall be construed as affecting actions un
dertaken before the date of the enactment of 
this Act in furtherance of the requirements 
of this section. 
SEC. UJ4. AUTHORITY TO LOAN PERSONNEL AND FA

CILITIES TO COMMUNITY DEVELOP
MENT ORGANIZATIONS NEAR HANFORD 
RESERVATION 

(a) AUTHORITY TO LOAN PERSONNEL.-(1) 
The Secretary ot Energy shall allow each 
contractor and subcontractor of the Depart
ment of Energy carrying out operating, en
gineering, research and development, or con
struction management at the Hanford Res
ervation, Washington, to loan personnel in 
accordance with this section to the commu
nity development organization known as 
the Tri City Industrial Development Council 
serving Benton and Franklin Counties, 
Washington. Any such loan shall be for the 
purpose of assisting in the diversi/ication of 
the local economy by reducing reliance by 
local communities on national security pro
grams at Hanford Reservation. 

(2) A contractor shall continue to compen
sate any personnel loaned by the contractor 
under paragraph (1). Any such compensa
tion shall be allowed as a cost for which the 
Department ot Energy may reimburse the 
contractor under the contract. 

f 3) The Secretary of Energy may not obli
gate or expend more than $500,000 in each 
of fiscal years 1989 and 1990 for loans ot 
personnel under this section. The amount of 
such obligations or expenditures shall be 
measured by the cost ot compensation paid 
to such personnel by the contractor and re
imbursed by the Department ot Energy. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO LoAN FACILITIES.-The 
Secretary ot Energy may loan facilities of 
the Federal Government being used by con
tractors of the Department of Energy at 
Hanford Reservation, Washington, to any 
community-based organization. However, 
any loan of a facility under this subsection 
may be made only if use of the facility by 
such an organization would not adversely 
affect Department of Energy programs, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

(C) DURATION OF PROGRAM.-The authority 
to loan personnel and facilities under this 
section, and the loan ot any personnel or fa
cilities pursuant to such authority, shall ter
minate on September 30, 1990. 
SEC. UJ5. NEW PRODUCTION REACTOR 

(a) RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING NEW 
PRODUCTION REACTOR.-Not later than July 

31, 1988, the Secretary ot Energy shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
ot the Senate and House of Representatives 
a report containing the Secretary's recom
mendation for the site for construction ot a 
new production reactor and the Secretary's 
recommendation for the preferred technolo
gy for a new production reactor. 

(b) REPORT CONTAINING INFORMATION PER
TAINING TO NEW PRODUCTION REACTOR.-At 
the same time the budget tor fiscal year 1990 
is submitted to Congress pursuant to section 
1105 of title 31, United States Code, the Sec
retary of Energy shall submit to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives a report contain
ing-

(1) a discussion of the administrative and 
legislative changes that would be necessary 
to shorten the time period necessary to 
attain the initial operational date of a new 
production reactor,· and 

f2) any recommendations tor such addi
tional action that the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 
SEC. UJ6. NUCLEAR TEST BAN READINESS PROGRAM 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings: 

(1) On September 17, 1987, the United 
States and the Soviet Union announced that 
they would resume full-scale, stage-by-stage 
negotiations on issues relating to nuclear 
testing, including further intermediate limi
tations on nuclear testing leading to the ul
timate objective of a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban. 

(2) It was agreed that the first step in 
these negotiations would be to reach agree
ment on verification measures that will 
make possible the ratification of the Thresh
old Test Ban Treaty of 1974 and the Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty ot 1976. 

(3) To achieve the agreement on verifica
tion measures, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have agreed to design and con
duct a Joint Verification Experiment at the 
test sites of each country during the summer 
of 1988. 

(4) At the Moscow summit in May 1988, 
President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev reaffirmed their commitment to 
negotiations on "effective verification meas
ures which will make it possible to ratify the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974 and 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty of 1976, 
and proceed to negotiating further interme
diate limitations on nuclear testing leading 
to the ultimate objective of the complete ces
sation ot nuclear testing as part of an effec
tive disarmament process". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-The Sec
retary ot Energy shall establish and support 
a program to assure that the United States 
is in a position to maintain the reliability, 
safety, and continued deterrent effect of its 
stockpile of existing nuclear weapons de
signs in the event that a low-threshold or 
comprehensive ban on nuclear explosives 
testing is negotiated and ratified within the 
framework agreed to by the United States 
and the Soviet Union. 

(c) PURPOSES OF PROGRAM.-The purposes 
of the program under subsection fb) shall be 
the following: 

(1) To assure that the United States main
tains a vigorous program of stockpile in
spection and non-explosive testing so that, if 
a low-threshold or comprehensive test ban is 
entered into, the United States remains able 
to detect and identify potential problems in 
stockpile reliability and safety in existing 
designs of nuclear weapons. 

(2) To assure that the specific materials, 
components, processes, and personnel 

needed tor the remanufacture of existing nu
clear weapons or the substitution ot alterna
tive nuclear warheads are available to sup
port such remanufacture or substitution i/ 
such action becomes necessary in order to 
satisfy reliability and safety requirements 
urwder a low-threshold or comprehensive test 
ban agreement. 

f 3) To assure that a vigorous program of 
research in areas related to nuclear weapons 
science and engineering is supported so 
that, if a low-threshold or comprehensive 
test ban agreement is entered into, the 
United States is able to maintain a base of 
technical knowledge about nuclear weapons 
design and nuclear weapons effects. 

(d) CONDUCT OF PROGRAM.-The Secretary 
ot Energy shall carry out the program pro
vided tor in subsection fb). The program 
shall be carried out with the participation 
of representatives of the Department of De
tense, the nuclear weapons production fa
cilities, and the national nuclear weapons 
laboratories. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Secretary of 
Energy shall submit to Congress each year 
an unclassified report fwith a classified 
annex as necessary) that describes the 
progress made to the date ot the report in 
achieving the purposes of the program re
quired to be established under subsection 
(b). 

PART D-DOE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 
SAFETY OVERSIGHT BOARD 

SEC. Ull. ESTABLISHMENT OF DEFENSE NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

(a) ESTABLJSHMENT.-(1) The Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 919; 42 U.S.C. 
2011 and following) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new chapter: 

"CHAPTER 21. DEFENSE NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

"SEC. 311. ESTABLISHMENT. 

"fa) EsTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es
tablished an independent establishment in 
the executive branch, to be known as the 
'Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board' 
(hereafter in this chapter referred to as the 
'Board'). 

"(b) MEMBERSHIP.-(1) The Board shall be 
composed of five members appointed from 
civilian li/e by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, from 
among United States citizens who are re
spected experts in the field of nuclear safety 
with a demonstrated competence and knowl
edge relevant to the independent investiga
tive and oversight functions of the Board. 
Not more than three members of the Board 
shall be of the same political party. 

"(2) Any vacancy in the membership ot the 
Board shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 

"(3) No member of the Board may be an 
employee of, or have any significant finan
cial relationship with, the Department ot 
Energy or any contractor of the Department 
of Energy. 

"(4) Not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment ot this chapter, the Presi
dent shall submit to the Senate nominations 
for appointment to the Board. In the event 
that the President is unable to submit the 
nominations within such 180-day period, 
the President shall submit to the Commit
tees on Armed Services and on Appropria
tions ot the Senate and to the Speaker of the 
House ot Representatives a report describing 
the reasons for such inability and a plan for 
submitting the nominations within the next 
90 days. It the President is unable to submit 
the nominations within that 90-day period, 
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the President shall again submit to such 
committees and the Speaker such a report 
and plan. The President shall continue to 
submit to such committees and the Speaker 
such a report and plan every 90 days until 
the nominations are submitted. 

"(c) CHAJR.MAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.-(1) The 
President shall designate a Chairman and 
Vice Chairman of the Board from among 
members of the Board. The Chairman and 
Vice Chairman and other Board members 
may be reappointed to such offices. 

"(2) The Chairman shall be the chief exec
utive officer of the Board and, subject to 
such policies as the Board may establish, 
shall exercise the Junctions of the Board 
with respect to-

"(AJ the appointment and supervision of 
employees of the Board; 

"(B) the organization of any administra
tive units established by the Board; and 

"(CJ the use and expenditure of funds. 
"(3) The Chairman may delegate any of 

the Junctions under this paragraph to any 
other member or to any appropriate officer 
of the Board. 

"(4) The Vice Chairman shall act as Chair
man in the event of the absence or incapac
ity of the Chairman or in case of a vacancy 
in the office of Chairman. 

"(d) TER.Ms.-(1) Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), the members of the Board 
shall serve for terms of Jive years. Members 
of the Board may be reappointed. 

"(2) OJ the members first appointed-
"( A) One shall be appointed for a term of 

one year; 
"(BJ One shall be appointed for a term of 

two years; 
"(CJ One shall be appointed for a term of 

three years; 
"(D) One shall be appointed for a term of 

Jour years; and 
"(E) One shall be appointed for a term of 

jive years, 
as designated by the President at the time of 
appointment. 

"(3) Any member appointed to fill a va
cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term of office for which such member's pred
ecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of such term. A 
member may serve after the expiration of 
that member's term until a successor has 
taken office. 

"(e) QuoRUM.-Three members of the 
Board shall constitute a quorum, but a 
lesser number may hold hearings. 
"SEC. JlZ. FUNCTIONS OF THE BOARD. 

"The Board shall perform the following 
junctions: 

"(1) REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF STAND· 
ARDs.-The Board shall review and evaluate 
the content and implementation of the 
standards relating to the design, construc
tion, operation, and decommissioning of de
fense nuclear facilities of the Department of 
Energy (including all applicable Depart
ment of Energy orders, regulations, and re
quirements) at each Department of Energy 
defense nuclear facility. The Board shall rec
ommend to the Secretary of Energy those 
specific measures that should be adopted to 
ensure that public health and sa.tety are ade
quately protected. The Board shall include 
in its recommendations necessary changes 
in the content and implementation of such 
standards, as well as matters on which addi
tional data or additional research is needed. 

"(2) lNVESTIGATIONs.-(AJ The Board shall 
investigate any event or practice at a De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facility 
which the Board determines has adversely 
aJJected, or may adversely aJJect, public 
health and safety. 

"(BJ The purpose of any Board investiga
tion under subparagraph fAJ shall be-

"(i) to determine whether the Secretary of 
Energy is adequately implementing the 
standards described in paragraph ( 1J of the 
Department of Energy (including all appli
cable Department of Energy orders, regula
tions, and requirements) at the facility; 

"(iiJ to ascertain in.formation concerning 
the circumstances of such event or practice 
and its implications for such standards; 

"(iii) to determine whether such event or 
practice is related to other events or prac
tices at other Department of Energy defense 
nuclear facilities; and 

"(ivJ to provide to the Secretary of Energy 
such recommendations for changes in such 
standards or the implementation of such 
standards (including Department of Energy 
orders, regulations, and requirements) and 
such recommendations relating to data or 
research needs as may be prudent or neces
sary. 

"(3) ANALYSIS OF DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL 
DATA.-The Board shall have access to and 
may systematically analyze design and oper
ational data, including safety analysis re
ports, from any Department of Energy de
fense nuclear facility. 

"(4) REVIEW OF FACILITY DESIGN AND CON· 
STRUCTJON.-The Board shall review the 
design of a new Department of Energy de
fense nuclear facility before construction of 
such facility begins and shall recommend to 
the Secretary, within a reasonable time, 
such modiJications of the design as the 
Board considers necessary to ensure ade
quate protection of public health and safety. 
During the construction of any such facility, 
the Board shall periodically review and 
monitor the construction and shall submit 
to the Secretary, within a reasonable time, 
such recommendations relating to the con
struction of that facility as the Board con
siders necessary to ensure adequate protec
tion of public health and safety. An action 
of the Board, or a failure to act, under this 
paragraph may not delay or prevent the Sec
retary of Energy from carrying out the con
struction of such a facility. 

"(5) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The Board shall 
make such recommendations to the Secre
tary of Energy with respect to Department 
of Energy defense nuclear facilities, includ
ing operations of such facilities, standards, 
and research needs, as the Board determines 
are necessary to ensure adequate protection 
of public health and saJety. In making its 
recommendations the Board shall consider 
the technical and economic feasibility of im
plementing the recommended measures. 
"SEC. JlJ. POWERS OF BOARD. 

"(a) HEARINGS.-(1) The Board or a mem
ber authorized by the Board may, for the 
purpose of carrying out this chapter, hold 
such hearings and sit and act at such times 
and places, and require, by subPoena or oth
erwise, the attendance and testimony of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
evidence as the Board or an authorized 
member may find advisable. 

"(2)(AJ Subpoenas may be issued only 
under the signature of the Chairman or any 
member of the Board designated by him and 
shall be served by any person designated by 
the Chairman, any member, or any person 
as otherwise provided by law. The attend
ance of witnesses and the production of evi
dence may be required from any place in the 
United States at any designated place of 
hearing in the United States. 

"(BJ Any member of the Board may ad
minister oaths or aJJirmations to witnesses 
appearing before the Board. 

"(CJ If a person issued a subpoena under 
paragraph (1) refuses to obey such subpoena 
or is guilty of contumacy, any court of the 
United States within the judicial district 
within which the hearing is conducted or 
within the judicial district within which 
such person is found or resides or transacts 
business may (upon application by the 
Board) order such person to appear before 
the Board to produce evidence or to give tes
timony relating to the matter under investi
gation. Any failure to obey such order of the 
court may be punished by such court as a 
contempt of the court. 

"(D) The subpoenas of the Board shall be 
served in the manner provided for subpoe
nas issued by a United States district court 
under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 
for the United States district courts. 

"(E) All process of any court to which ap
plication may be made under this section 
may be served in the judicial district in 
which the person required to be served re
sides or may be found. 

"(b) STAFF.-The Board may, for the pur
pose of performing its responsibilities under 
this chapter-

"(1) hire such staff as it considers neces
sary to perform the Junctions of the Board, 
but not more than the equivalent of 100 full
time employees; and 

"(2) procure the temporary and intermit
tent services of experts and consultants to 
the extent authorized by section 3109(bJ of 
title 5, United States Code, at rates the 
Board determines to be reasonable. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-The Board may pre
scribe regulations to carry out the responsi
bilities of the Board under this chapter. 

"(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-The 
Board may establish reporting requirements 
for the Secretary of Energy which shall be 
binding upon the Secretary. The in.forma
tion which the Board may require the Secre
tary of Energy to report under this subsec
tion may include any in.formation designat
ed as classified in.formation, or any in.for
mation designated as saJeguards in.forma
tion and protected from disclosure under 
section 147 or 148 of this Act. 

"(e) USE OF GoVERNMENT FAC1L1TIES, ETC.
The Board may, for the purpose of carrying 
out its responsibilities under this chapter, 
use any facility, contractor, or employee of 
any other department or agency of the Fed
eral Government with the consent of and 
tinder appropriate support arrangements 
with the head of such department or agency 
and, in the case of a contractor, with the 
consent of the contractor. 

"(f) AsSISTANCE FROM CERTAIN AGENCIES OF 
THE FEDERAL GoVERNMENT.-With the con
sent of and under appropriate support ar
rangements with the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, the Board may obtain the 
advice and recommendations of the staff of 
the Commission on matters relating to the 
Board's responsibilities and may obtain the 
advice and recommendations of the Adviso
ry Committee on Reactor Safeguards on 
such matters. 

"(g) AsSISTANCE FROM ORGANIZATIONS OUT
SIDE THE FEDERAL GoVERNMENT.-The Board 
may enter into an agreement with the Na
tional Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences or any other appropri
ate group or organization of experts outside 
the Federal Government chosen by the 
Board to assist the Board in carrying out its 
responsibilities under this chapter. 

"(h) RESIDENT [NSPECTORS.-The Board 
may assign staff to be stationed at any De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facility 
to carry out the Junctions of the Board. 
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"(i) SPECIAL STUDIES.-The Board may con

duct special studies pertaining to adequate 
protection of public health and safety at any 
Department of Energy defense nuclear facil
ity. 

"(j) EVALUATION OF INFORMA.TION.-The 
Board may evaluate in/ormation received 
from the scienti!ic and industrial communi
ties, and from the interested public, with re
spect to-

"(1) events or practices at any Department 
of Energy defense nuclear facility; or 

"(2) suggestions for specific measures to 
improve the content of standards described 
in section 312(1), the implementation of 
such standards, or research relating to such 
standards at Department of Energy defense 
nuclear facilities. 
"SEC. 311. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 

ENERGY. 
"(a) COOPERATION.-The Secretary of 

Energy shall fully cooperate with the Board 
and provide the Board with ready access to 
such facilities, personnel, and in/ormation 
as the Board considers necessary to carry 
out its responsibilities under this chapter. 
Each contractor operating a Department of 
Energy defense nuclear facility under a con
tract awarded by the Secretary shall, to the 
extent provided in such contract or other
wise with the contractor's consent, fully co
operate with the Board and provide the 
Board with ready access to such facilities, 
personnel, and in/ormation of the contrac
tor as the Board considers necessary to 
carry out its responsibilities under this 
chapter. 

"(b) ACCESS TO [NFORMA.TION.-The Secre
tary of Energy may deny access to in/orma
tion provided to the Board to any person 
who-

"(1) has not been granted an appropriate 
security clearance or access authorization 
by ~ Secretary of Energy; or 

"(2) does not need such access in connec
tion with the duties of such person. 
"SEC. 315. BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS. 

"(a) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY AND COMMENT.
Subject to subsections (g) and (h) and alter 
receipt by the Secretary of Energy of any 
recommendations from the Board under sec
tion 312, the Board promptly shall make 
such recommendations available to the 
public in the Department of Energy's region
al public reading rooms and shall publish in 
the Federal Register such recommendations 
and a request for the submission to the 
Board of public comments on such recom
mendations. Interested persons shall have 30 
days after the date of the publication of such 
notice in which to submit comments, data, 
views, or arguments to the Board concern
ing the recommendations. 

"(b) RESPONSE BY SECRETARY.-(1) The Sec
retary of Energy shall transmit to the Board, 
in writing, a statement on whether the Sec
retary accepts or rejects, in whole or in part, 
the r~commendations submitted to him by 
the Board under section 312, a description 
of the actions to be taken in response to the 
recommendations, and his views on such 
recommendations. The Secretary of Energy 
shall transmit his response to the Board 
within 45 days alter the date of the publica
tion. under subsection fa), of the notice with 
respect to such recommendations or within 
such additional period, not to exceed 45 
days, as the Board may grant. 

"(2) At the same time as the Secretary of 
Energy transmits his response to the Board 
under paragraph (1J, the Secretary, subject 
to subsection (h), shall publish such re
sponse, together with a request for public 
comment on his response, in the Federal 
Register. 

"(3) Interested persons shall have 30 days 
after the date of the publication of the Secre
tary of Energy's response in which to submit 
comments, data, views, or arguments to the 
Board concerning the Secretary's response. 

"(4) The Board may hold hearings for the 
purpose of obtaining public comments on its 
recommendations and the Secretary of Ener
gy's response. 

"(c) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO SECRE
TARY.-The Board shall furnish the Secretary 
of Energy with copies of all comments, data, 
views, and arguments submitted to it under 
subsection fa) or (b). 

"(d) FINAL DECISION.-lf the Secretary Of 
Energy, in a response under subsection 
(b)(1J, rejects (in whole or part) any recom
mendation made by the Board under section 
312, the Board shall either reaffirm its origi
nal recommendation or make a revised rec
ommendation and shall notify the Secretary 
of its action. Within 30 days after receiving 
the notice of the Board's action under this 
subsection, the Secretary shall consider the 
Board's action and make a final decision on 
whether to implement all or part of the 
Board's recommendations. Subject to sub
section fh), the Secretary shall publish the 
final decision and the reasoning for such de
cision in the Federal Register and shall 
transmit to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices and on Appropriations of the Senate 
and to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives a written report containing that 
decision and reasoning. 

"(e) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.-The Secretary 
of Energy shall prepare a plan for the imple
mentation of each Board recommendation, 
or part of a recommendation, that is accept
ed by the Secretary in his final decision. The 
Secretary shall transmit the implementation 
plan to the Board within 90 days after the 
date of the publication of the Secretary's 
final decision on such recommendation in 
the Federal Register. The Secretary may 
have an additional 45 days to transmit the 
plan if the Secretary submits to the Board 
and to the Committees on Armed Services 
and on Appropriations of the Senate and to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
a notijication setting forth the reasons for 
the delay and describing the actions the Sec
retary is taking to prepare an implementa
tion plan under this subsection. The Secre
tary may implement any such recommenda
tion for part of any such recommendation) 
before, on. or after the date on which the 
Secretary transmits the implementation 
plan to the Board under this subsection. 

"(f) 1MPLEMENTATION.-(1J Subject to para
graph (2), not later than one year after the 
date on which the Secretary of Energy trans
mits an implementation plan with respect 
to a recommendation for part thereof) under 
subsection (e), the Secretary shall carry out 
and complete the implementation plan. If 
complete implementation of the plan takes 
more than 1 year, the Secretary of Energy 
shall submit a report to the Committees on 
Armed Services and on Appropriations of 
the Senate and to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives setting forth the reasons 
for the delay and when implementation will 
be completed. 

"(2) If the Secretary of Energy determines 
that the implementation of a Board recom
mendation for part thereof} is impracticable 
because of budgetary considerations, or that 
the implementation would affect the Secre
tary's ability to meet the annual nuclear 
weapons stockpile requirements established 
pursuant to section 91 of this Act, the Secre
tary shall submit to the President, to the 
Committees on Armed Services and on Ap-

propriations of the Senate, and to the Speak
er of the House of Representatives a report 
containing the recommendation and the 
Secretary's determination. 

"(g) IMMINENT OR SEVERE THREAT.-(1) In 
any case in which the Board determines 
that a recommendation submitted to the 
Secretary of Energy under section 312 re
lates to an imminent or severe threat to 
public health and safety, the Board and the 
Secretary of Energy shall proceed under this 
subsection in lieu of subsections (a) through 
(d). 

"(2) At the same time that the Board 
transmits a recommendation relating to an 
imminent or severe threat to the Secretary of 
Energy, the Board shall also transmit the 
recommendation to the President and for in
formation purposes to the Secretary of De
fense. The Secretary of Energy shall submit 
his recommendation to the President. The 
President shall review the Secretary of Ener
gy's recommendation and shall make the de
cision concerning acceptance or rejection of 
the Board's recommendation. 

"(3) After receipt by the President of the 
recommendation from the Board under this 
subsection, the Board promptly shall make 
such recommendation available to the 
public and shall transmit such recommenda
tion to the Committees on Armed Services 
and on Appropriations of the Senate and to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
The President shall promptly notify such 
committees and the Speaker of his decision 
and the reasons for that decision. 

"(h) LIMITATION.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the require
ments to make in/ormation available to the 
public under this section-

"(1) shall not apply in the case of in/orma
tion that is classified,· and 

"(2) shall be subject to the orders and regu
lations issued by the Secretary of Energy 
under sections 147 and 148 of this Act to 
prohibit dissemination of certain in/orma
tion. 
"SEC. 316. REPORTS. 

"(a) BOARD REPORT.-(1) The Board shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Services 
and on Appropriations of the Senate and to 
the Speaker of the Hottse of Representatives 
each year, at the same time that the Presi
dent submits the budget to Congress pursu
ant to section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, a written report concerning its 
activities under this chapter, including all 
recommendations made by the Board, 
during the year preceding the year in which 
the report is submitted. The Board may also 
issue periodic unclassified reports on mat
ters within the Board's responsibilities. 

"(2) The annual report under paragraph 
(1J shall include an assessment of-

"(AJ the improvements in the safety of De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facili
ties during the period covered by the report,· 

"(BJ the improvements in the safety of De
partment of Energy defense nuclear facili
ties resulting from actions taken by the 
Board or taken on the basis of the activities 
of the Board; and · 

"(CJ the outstanding safety problems, if 
any, of Department of Energy defense nucle
ar facilities. 

"(b) DOE REPORT.-The Secretary of 
Energy shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services and on Appropriations of 
the Senate and to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives each year, at the same 
time that the President submits the budget 
to Congress pursuant to section 1105(a) of 
title 31, United States Code, a written report 
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concerning the activities of the Department 
of Energy under this chapter during the year 
preceding the year in which the report is 
submitted. 
"SEC. J17. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

"Chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code, 
shall apply to the activities of the Board 
under this chapter. 
"SEC. J/8. DEFINITION. 

"As used in this chapter, the term 'Depart
ment of Energy defense nuclear facility' 
means any of the following: 

"(1) A production facility or utilization 
facility (as defined in section 11 of this Act) 
that is under the control or jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of Energy and that is operated 
for national security purposes, but the term 
does not include-

"(A) any facility or activity covered by Ex
ecutive Order No. 12344, dated February 1, 
1982, pertaining to the Naval nuclear pro
pulsion program; 

"(B) any facility or activity involved with 
the assembly or testing of nuclear explosives 
or with the transportation of nuclear explo
sives or nuclear material; or 

"(C) any facility that does not conduct 
atomic energy defense activities. 

"(2) A nuclear waste storage facility under 
the control or jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of Energy, but the term does not include a 
facility developed pursuant to the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 (96 Stat. 2201; 42 
U.S.C. 10101 et seq.) and licensed by the Nu
clear Regulatory Commission. 
"SEC. 319. CONTRACT AUTHORITY SUBJECT TO AP

PROPRIATIONS. 
"The authority of the Board to enter into 

contracts under this chapter is effective only 
to the extent that appropriations (including 
transfers of appropriations) are provided in 
advance for such purpose. 
"SEC. 320. ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA

TIONS. 
·~ uthorizations of appropriations for the 

Board Jor fiscal years beginning after fiscal 
year 1989 shall be provided annually in au
thorization Acts.". 

(2) The table of contents at the beginning 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"CHAPTER 21. DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 
SAFETY BOARD 

"Sec. 311. Establishment. 
"Sec. 312. Functions of the Board. 
"Sec. 313. Powers of Board. 
"Sec. 314. Responsibilities of the Secretary 

of Energy. 
"Sec. 315. Board recommendations. 
"Sec. 316. Reports. 
"Sec. 317. Judicial review. 
"Sec. 318. Definition. 
"Sec. 319. Contract authority subject to ap

propriations. 
"Sec. 320. Annual authorization of appro

priations.". 
(b) SALARY FOR BOARD MEMBERS AT EXECU

TIVE SCHEDULE LEVEL III.-Section 5314 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after "Members, Nuclear Regula
tory Commission." the following: 

"Members, Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board.". 

(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR FIRST ANNUAL 
REPORT.-(1) Before submission of the first 
annual report by the Defense Nuclear Facili
ty Sajety Board under section 316(a) of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (as added by sub
section (a)), the Board shall conduct a study 
on whether nuclear facilities of the Depart
ment of Energy that are excluded from the 
definition of "Department of Energy defense 
nuclear facility" in section 318(1)(C) of such 

Act fhereajter referred to as "non-defense 
nuclear facilities") should be subject to inde
pendent external oversight. The Board shall 
include in such first annual report the re
sults of such study and the recommendation 
of the Board on whether non-defense nuclear 
facilities should be subject to independent 
external oversight. 

(2) If the Board recommends in the report 
that non-defense nuclear facilities should be 
subject to such oversight, the report shall in
clude a discussion of alternative mecha
nisms for implementing such oversight, in
cluding mechanisms such as a separate exec
utive agency and oversight' as a part of the 
Board's responsibilities. The discussion of 
alternative mechanisms of oversight also 
shall include considerations of budgetary 
costs, protection of the security of sensitive 
nuclear weapons information, and the simi
larities and differences in the design, con
struction, operation, and decommissioning 
of defense and non-defense nuclear facilities 
of the Department of Energy. 

(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR FIFTH ANNUAL 
REPORT.-The fifth annual report submitted 
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board under section 316fa) of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 (as added by subsection 
fa)) shall include-

( 1J an assessment of the degree to which 
the overall administration of the Board's ac
tivities are believed to meet the objectives of 
Congress in establishing the Board; 

(2) recommendations for continuation, 
termination, or modification of the Board's 
Junctions and programs, including recom
mendations for transition to some other in
dependent oversight arrangement if it is ad
visable; and 

(3) recommendations for appropriate tran
sition requirements in the event that modifi
cations are recommended. 
SEC. 1142. TRANSFER 

The Secretary of Energy, to the extent pro
vided in appropriations Acts, shall transfer 
to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board established by section 311 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (as added by sec
tion 1441) from sums available for obliga
tion for national security programs such 
sums as may be necessary, as determined by 
such Board, for the operation of the Board 
during fiscal year 1989, but in no case may 
more than $7,000,000 be transferred for such 
purpose. Sums transferred shall be available 
to such Board to carry out its responsibil
ities under chapter 21 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 (as added by section 1441) and 
shall remain available until expended. 

TITLE XV-NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE 

SEC. 1501. AUTHORIZED DISPOSALS 

(a) AUTHORITY.-Notwithstanding section 
5(b) of the Strategic and Critical Materials 
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98d(b)) but sub
ject to subsection (c), the President may 
during fiscal year 1989 dispose of materials 
in the National Defense Stockpile in accord
ance with this section. The value of the ma
terials disposed of may not exceed 
$180,000,000 and may only be made as speci
fied in subsection fb). 

(b) MATERIALS AUTHORIZED To BE DIS
POSED.-Any disposal pursuant to the au
thority in subsection fa) shall be made from 
materials in the National Defense Stockpile 
previously authorized for disposal by law 
and from the following materials in the Na
tional Defense Stockpile, such materials 
having been determined to be excess to 
stockpile requirements: 

Material Quantities 

Asbestos, chrysotile .•...•.....•....... 2,100 short 
tons 

Asbestos, crocidolite.................. 36 short tons 
Celestite ..............•.........•...........•. 13,500 short 

dry tons 
Iodine ...............................•.......... 772,000 

pounds 
Kyanite .............•.......................•. 1,200 short 

dry tons 
65,000 short 

dry tons 
7,500 flasks 
181,000 

pounds 
Mica, muscovite splittings •..... 750,000 

pounds 
Mica, phlogopite splittings .•.... 589,000 

pounds 

Manganese dioxide, battery 
grade, natural ore. 

Mercury .•.•.............•...............•..... 
Mica, muscovite block fS&LJ .. 

Quartz ......................................... 1,249,000 
pounds 

Silicon Carbide.......................... 44,000 short 
tons 

Talc, block and lump ..••.•......•... 990 short 
tons 

Talc, ground .........•..••••..•.••...•..... 1,100 short 
tons 

Thorium nitrate .........•.............. 6,520,000 
pounds 

Tin............................................... 5, 000 metric 
tons 

Tungsten ores and concen- 1, 000,000 
trates. pounds 

Vegetable tannin chestnut....... 3,500 long 
tons 

Vegetable tannin quebracho .... 77,000 long 
tons. 

(C) DISPOSALS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1989.
The President may dispose of materials 
under this section during fiscal year 1989 
only to the extent that the total amount re
ceived for to be received) from such dispos
als does not exceed the amount expended 
from the National Defense Stockpile Trans
action Fund during fiscal year 1989 for pur
poses authorized under section 9fb)(2) of 
such Act. 
SEC. 1502. AUTHORIZATION OF ACQUISITIONS 

(a) ACQUISITIONS.-During fiscal year 1989, 
the President shall obligate $180,000,000 out 
of the funds of the National Defense Stock
pile Transaction Fund (subject to such limi
tations as may be provided in appropria
tions Acts) for the following purposes: 

( 1J The acquisition of strategic and criti
cal materials under section 6(a)(1) of the 
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock 
Piling Act (50 U.S. C. 98e(a)(1)). 

(2) Transportation, storage, and other in
cidental expenses related to such acquisi
tion. 

(3) The upgrading of stockpile materials 
under section 6(a)(3) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 
98efa)(3)) and evaluations, tests, and other 
incidental expenses related to such up
grades.· 

(4) Other authorized uses of such funds 
under section 9(b)(2) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 
98h(b)(2)). 

(b) NEW UPGRADE PROGRAMS.-0/ the 
amount specified in subsection fa), at least 
$20,000,000 shall be obligated to initiate new 
programs for upgrading stockpile materials. 
The Stockpile Manager shall submit to Con
gress by October 1, 1988, a report containing 
a plan for the use of such $20,000,000 for up
grading stockpile materials. 
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SEC. 1503. TECHNICAL AND CLARIFYING AMEND

MENTS 
(a) SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT.-Section 11 (a) of 

the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock 
Piling Act (50 U.S. C. 98h-2(a)) is amended

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and 
(4) as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"( 3) information with respect to the ac
tivities by the Stockpile Manager to encour
age the conservation, substitution, and de
velopment of strategic and critical materi
als within the United States; 

"(4) information with respect to the re
search and development activities conduct
ed under sections 2 and 8;". 

(b) ANNUAL MATERIALS PLAN.-Section 11 (b) 
of such Act (50 U.S.C. 98h-2(b)J is amend
ed-

( 1J in the first sentence, by striking out 
"such fiscal year" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the next fiscal year"; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking out 
"planned" and all that follows through 
"critical materials" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "all planned expenditures from the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction 
Fund"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "Any proposed expenditure or dis
posal detailed in the annual materials plan 
tor any such fiscal year, and any expendi
ture or disposal proposed in connection 
with any transaction submitted for such 
fiscal year to the appropriate committees of 
Congress pursuant to section 5(a)(2), that is 
not obligated or executed in that fiscal year 
may not be obligated or executed until such 
proposed expenditure or disposal is resub
mitted in a subsequent annual materials 
plan or is resubmitted to the appropriate 
committees of Congress in accordance with 
section 5(a)(2J, as appropriate.". 

TITLE XVI-CIVIL DEFENSE 
SEC. 1601. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 

There is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated $147,893,000 tor fiscal year 1989 tor the 
purpose of carrying out the Federal Civil De
tense Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2251 et 
seq.). 

DIVISION B-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE 
This division may be cited as the "Mili

tary Construction Authorization Act, 1989". 
TITLE XXI-ARMY 

SEC. 2101. AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION AND LAND 
ACQUISITION PROJECTS 

(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre
tary of the Army may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown tor each of 
the followi~;,g installations and locations 
inside the United States: 

ALABAMA 
Anniston Army Depot, $6,000,000. 
Fort McClellan, $7,900,000. 
Redstone Arsenal, $14,800,000. 
Fort Rucker, $2,110,000. 

ALASKA 

Fort Wainwright, $29,740,000. 
Fort Richardson, $6,250,000. 

ARIZONA 
Fort Huachuca, $1,200,000. 

ARKANSAS 
Pine Bluff Arsenal, $7,500,000. 

CALIFORNIA 
Fort Ord, $13,050,000. 
Sierra Army Depot, $380,000. 

COLORADO 
Pueblo Army Depot, $3,200,000. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, 

$1,600,000. 
GEORGIA 

Fort Benning, $24,350,000. 
HAWAII 

Fort Shatter, $15,700,000. 
ILLINOIS 

Rock Island Arsenal, $10,980,000. 
Savanna Army Depot, $2,270,000. 
Fort Sheridan, $3,280,000. 

KENTUCKY 

Fort Campbell, $20,500,000. 
Lexington-Bluegrass Depot, $770,000. 

MARYLAND 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, $17,000,000. 
Fort Detrick, $6,500,000. 
Fort Ritchie, $9,100,000. 

NEW JERSEY 
Fort Dix, $6,200,000. 

NEW YORK 
United States Military Academy, West 

Point, $11,150,000. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Fort Bragg, $36,602,000. 
OKLAHOMA 

Fort Sill, $3,700,000. 
OREGON 

Umatilla Army Depot, $3,600,000. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Letterkenny Army Depot, $1,900,000. 
TEXAS 

Fort Bliss, $3,800,000. 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, $7,400,000. 
Fort Hood, $15,900,000. 
Red River Army Depot, $88,400,000. 
Fort Sam Houston, $3,250,000. 

UTAH 
Dugway Proving Ground, $12,800,000. 
Tooele Army Depot, $92,300,000. 

VIRGINIA 
Fort A.P. Hill, $9,900,000. 
Fort Eustis, $5,000,000. 
Fort Lee, $4,800,000. 
Fort Pickett, $4,000,000. 
Vint Hill Farms Station, $800,000. 

WASHINGTON 
Fort Lewis, $19,800,000. 

WISCONSIN 
Fort McCoy, $2,100,000. 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
Classified Locations, $3,600,000. 
(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre

tary of the Army may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown tor each of 
the following installations and locations 
outside the United States: 

GERMANY 
Ansbach, $15,000,000. 
Friedberg, $1,300,000. 
Giessen, $6,300,000. 
Gratenwoehr Training Area, $7,000,000. 
Hohenfels Training Area, $36,960,000. 
Karlsruhe, $2,550,000. 
Mainz, $19,550,000. 
Mannheim, $14,400,000. 
Rheinberg, $12,400,000. 
Schweinfurt, $9,700,000. 
Stuttgart, $3,350,000. 
Vilseck, $44,600,000. 
Wiesbaden, $13,900,000. 
Worms, $1,300,000. 
Wuerzburg, $33,650,000. 
Various Locations, $18,000,000. 

HONDURAS 
SITE 5, $3,050,000. 

ITALY 
Various Locations, $1,250,000. 

JAPAN 
Various Locations, $7,900,000. 
Various Locations, $5,300,000. 

KOREA 

Camp Casey, $3,700,000. 
Camp Gary Owen, $1,150,000. 
Camp Greaves, $1,540,000. 
Camp Hovey, $3,200,000. 
Camp Kittyhawk, $1,350,000. 
Camp Libby, $1,150,000. 
Camp Page, $670,000. 
Camp Sears, $1,100,000. 
Camp Stanley, $1,200,000. 
Camp Stanton, $1,400,000. 
K-16 Army Airfield, $670,000. 
Taegu, $990,000. 
Yongsan, $1,400,000. 
Various Locations, $6,200,000. 
Various Locations, $9,200,000. 

KWAJALEIN 
Kwajalein, $15,490,000. 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
Various Locations, $9,750,000. 

SEC. 2102. FAMILY HOUSING 

(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-The 
Secretary of the Army may, using amounts 
appropriated pursuant to section 
2105(a)(6)(AJ, construct or acquire family 
housing units (including land acquisition) 
at the following installations in the number 
of units shown, and in the amount shown, 
tor each installation: 

Fort Wainwright, Alaska, one hundred 
and fifty units, $27,000,000. 

Fort Irwin, California, two hundred and 
sixty-three units, $24,000,000. 

Helemano, Hawaii, one hundred units, 
$11,400,000. 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, forty units, 
$4,450,000. 

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, two hundred 
and seventy-two units, $20,000,000. 

Fort Drum, New York, one hundred units, 
$10,000,000. 

Fort Bliss, Texas, one hundred and eight 
units, $9,100,000. 

Augsburg, Germany, thirty-four units, as 
described in section 2103(bJ. 

Hohenfels, Germany, eighty-eight units, 
$8,400,000. 

(b) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-The Secretary of 
the Army may, using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to s·ection 2105(a)(6)(AJ, carry out 
architectural and engineering services and 
construction design activities with respect 
to the construction or improvement ot 
family housing units in an amount not to 
exceed $10,628,000. 
SEC. 2103. IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY 

HOUSING UNITS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to section 2825 of 
title 10, United States Code, the Secretary of 
the Army may, using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 2105(a)(6)(AJ, improve 
existing military family housing units in an 
amount not to exceed $72,300,000. 

(b) WAIVER OF MAXIMUM PER COST FOR CER
TAIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS.-Notwithstand
ing the maximum amount per unit tor an 
improvement project under section 2825fbJ 
of title 10, United States Code, the Secretary 
of the Army may carry out projects to im
prove existing military family housing units 
at the following installations in the number 
of units shown, and in the amount shown 
tor each installation: 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, eight units, 
$550,000. 

Augsburg, Germany, convert unused attic 
space and upgrade fourteen units into forty
eight adequate units, as authorized in sec
tion 2102fa), $3,360,000. 
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Taegu. Korea, ninety-six units, $4,450,000. 

SEC. 2101. DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS 
The Secretary of the Army may, using 

amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2105(a)(4), make advances to the Secretary 
of Transportation for the construction of de
fense access roads under section 210 of title 
23, United States Code, at Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia, in the amount of $1,000,000. 
SEC. 2105. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

ARMY 
fa) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years be
ginning after September 30, 1988, tor mili
tary construction, land acquisition, and 
military family housing Junctions of the De
partment of the Army in the total amount of 
$2,417, 701,000 as follows: 

(.V For military construction projects 
inside the United States authorized by sec
tion 2101fa), $463,182,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
2101(b), $299,620,000. 

(3) For unspeci!ied minor construction 
projects under section 2805 of title 10, 
United States Code, $16,200,000. 

(4) For advances to the Secretary of Trans
portation tor construction of defense access 
roads under section 210 of title 23, United 
States Code, $1,000,000. 

(5) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design under section 
2807 of title 10, United States Code, 
$98,328,000. 

(6) For military family housing Junc
tions-

(A) for construction and acquisition of 
military family housing facilities, 
$197,278,000; 

(B) for support of military family housing 
(including the functions described in sec
tion 2833 of title 10, United States Code), 
$1,340,093,000, of which not more than 
$52,190,000 may be obligated or expended/or 
the leasing of military family housing in the 
United States, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, and Guam, and not more than 
$175,510,000 may be obligated or expended 
tor the leasing of military family housing 
units in foreign countries; and 

(C) tor the Homeowners Assistance Pro
gram as authorized by section 2832 of title 
10, United States Code, $2,000,000, to 
remain in effect until expended. 

(b) LlMrrATION ON TOTAL COST OF CON· 
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 
of title 10, United States Code, and any 
other cost variation authorized by law, the 
total cost of all projects carried out under 
section 2101 of this Act may not exceed-

(1) the total amount authorized to be ap
propriated under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (a); and 

(2) $78,000,000 (the balance of the amount 
authorized tor the construction of the Cen
tral Distribution Center, Red River Army 
Depot, Texas). 
SEC. 2106. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PRIOR YEAR AU

THORIZATIONS 
(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF CER· 

TAIN FISCAL YEAR 1985 PROJECTS.-Notwith
standing the provisions of section 607(a) of 
the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-407, 98 Stat. 1515), 
authorizations for the following projects au
thorized in section 101 of that Act, as ex
tended by section 2107(a) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1987 (divi
sion B of Public Law 99-661) and section 
2105(a) of the Military Construction Author
ization Act, 1988 (division B of Public Law 
100-180) shall remain in effect until October 

1, 1989, or the date of enactment of an Act 
authorizing funds for military construction 
tor fiscal year 1990, whichever is later: 

(1) Barracks modernization in the amount 
of $660,000 at Argyroupolis, Greece. 

(2) Barracks modernization in the amount 
of $660,000 at Perivolaki, Greece. 

(b) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF CER· 
TAIN FISCAL YEAR 1986 PROJECTS.-Notwith
standing the provisions of section 603(a) of 
the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1986 (Public Law 99-167), authoriza
tions tor the following projects authorized 
in sections 101 and 102 of that Act as ex
tended by section 2105(b) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1988 and 
1989 (division B of Public Law 99-180), 
shall remain in effect until October 1, 1989, 
or the date of enactment of an Act authoriz
ing funds tor military construction tor 
fiscal year 1990, whichever is later: 

(1) Child care center in the amount of 
$470,000 at Karlsruhe, Germany. 

(2) Modified record fire range in the 
amount of $2,850,000 at Nuernberg, Germa
ny. 

(3) Flight simulator building in the 
amount of $2,900,000 at Wiesbaden, Germa
ny. 

(4) Multi-purpose training ranges in the 
amount of $20,000,000 at WildJlecken, Ger
many. 

(5) Air conditioning upgrade in the 
amount of $5,900,000 at Schofield Barracks, 
Hawaii. 

(6) Child care center in the amount of 
$1,350,000 at Camp Darby, Italy. 

(7) Dining facility modernization in the 
amount of $4,350,000 at Fort Leavenworth, 
Kansas. 

(8) Family housing, new construction, 6 
units, in the amount of $596,000 at Fort 
Myer, Virginia. 

(c) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF CER
TAIN FISCAL YEAR 1987 PROJECTS.-Notwith
standing the provisions of section 2701fa) of 
the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1987, (division B of Public Law 99-661), 
authorizations tor the following projects au
thorized in sections 2101, 2102, and 2103 of 
that Act shall remain in effect until October 
1, 1989, or the date of the enactment of an 
Act authorizing funds tor military construc
tion tor fiscal year 1990, whichever is later: 

(1) Child development center/religious 
education facility in the amount of $820,000 
at Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona. 

(2) Primary water supply connection in 
the amount of $2,150,000 at Fort Riley, 
Kansas. 

(3) Material test facility in the amount of 
$9,700,000 at Dugway Proving Ground, 
Utah. 

(4) Barracks modernization in the amount 
of $3, 700,000 at foreign various location 276. 

(5) Dining facility in the amount of 
$2,100,000 at Giessen, Germany. 

(6) Aircraft maintenance hangar in the 
amount of $7,100,000 at Hanau, Germany. 

(7) Contingency facility in the amount of 
$4,300,000 at Palmerola Air Base, Honduras. 

(8) Seventy manu.tactured home spaces in 
the amount of $1,100,000 at Aberdeen Prov
ing Ground, Maryland. 

TITLE XXII-NAVY 
SEC. 2201. AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION AND LAND 

ACQUISITION PROJECTS 
(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre

tary of the Navy may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown for each of 
the following installations and locations 
inside the United States: 

ALABAMA 

Naval Station, Mobile, $19,700,000. 
ALASKA 

David Taylor Research Center Detach
ment, Ketchikan, $12,000,000. 

Naval Air Station, Adak, $29,000,000. 
ARIZONA 

Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, 
$11,770,000. 

CALIFORNIA 
Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center, 

Twentynine Palms, $26,630,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Camp Pendle

ton, $9,450,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, 

$3,970,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, 

$10,990,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, 

$64,460,000. 
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, 

$1,190,000. 
Mountain Warfare Training Center, 

Bridgeport, $3,200,000. 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, $650,000. 
Naval Air Station, North Island, 

$6,150,000. 
Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado, 

$870,000. 
Naval Amphibious School, San Diego, 

$10,100,000. 
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, 

$8,290,000. 
Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, 

$2,110,000. 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, 

Port Hueneme, $7,000,000. 
Naval Construction Training Center, Port 

Hueneme, $10,080,000. 
Naval Hospital, Lemoore, $2,160,000. 
Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego, 

$8,660,000. 
Naval Post Graduate School, Monterey, 

$3,140,000. 
Naval Civil Engineer Corps Officers 

School, Port Hueneme, $7,420,000. 
Naval Security Group Detachment, San 

Diego, $1,950,000. 
Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, $6,450,000. 
Naval Space Surveillance Field Station, 

San Diego, $3,760,000. 
Naval Station, Treasure Island, San Fran

cisco, $5,000,000. 
Naval Submarine Base, San Diego, 

$3,150,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Oakland, $1,550,000. 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego Annex, 

North Island, $1,695,000. 
Naval Training Center, San Diego, 

$7,980,000. 
Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, 

$12,260,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, 

$13,890,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, San Diego, 

$500,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, San Francisco, 

$15,810,000. 
Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, 

$20,470,000. 
Personnel Support Activity, San Diego, 

$1,180,000. 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity, 

San Diego, $10, 720,000. 
Submarine Training Facility, San Diego, 

$10,301,000. 
CONNECTICUT 

Naval Security Group Activity, Groton, 
$1,170,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, 
$6,660,000. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Commandant, Naval District Washington. 
$38,100,000. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, 
$19,800,000. 

FLORIDA. 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, $340,000. 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, 

$8,810,000. 
Naval Air Station, Key West, $850,000. 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, $25,600,000. 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, 

$14,180,000. 
Naval Hospital, Pensacola, $2,250,000. 
Naval Legal Service Office, Mayport, 

$1,450,000. 
Naval Station, Mayport, $3,060,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Pensacola, 

$2,640,000. 
Naval Technical Training Center, Pensa

cola, $2,840,000. 
Naval Training Center, Orlando, 

$23,810,000. 
GEORGIA 

Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, 
$5,740,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, Kings Bay, 
$56,330,000. 

HAWAII 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, 

$24,270,000. 
Naval Legal Service Office, Pearl Harbor, 

$2,380,000. 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, $8,370,000. 
Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, 

$11,250,000. 
Naval Submarine Training Center, Pacif

ic, Pearl Harbor, $1,780,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, 

$8,350,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, Pearl Harbor, 

$3,760,000. 
ILLINOIS 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, 
$3,440,000. 

Naval Public Works Center, Great Lakes, 
$1,930,000. 

KENTUCKY 

Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, 
$19,000,000. 

LOUISIANA. 
Naval Station, Lake Charles, $3,700,000. 

MAINE 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick. $530,000. 

MARYLAND 

David Taylor Naval Ship Research Devel
opment Center, Annapolis, $1,860,000. 

Naval Academy, Annapolis, $540,000. 
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River, 

$1,250,000. 
Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Tech

nology Center, Indian Head, $7,380,000. 
Naval Intelligence Command Headquar

ters, Suitland, $114,000,000. 
Naval Medical Data Services Center, Be

thesda, $5,930,000. 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, 

$1,270,000. 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Detach

ment, White Oak. $2,540,000. 
MISSISSIPPI 

Naval Air Station, Meridian, $3,100,000. 
Naval Construction Training Center, 

G'Uljport, $4,070,000. 
Naval Station, Pascagoula, $25,700,000. 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Pascagoula, 

$6,000,000. 
NEVADA. 

Naval Air Station, Fallon, $9,470,000. 
NEW JERSEY 

Naval Weapons Station, Earle, 
$30,400,000. 

NEW MEXICO 
Naval Ordnance Missile Test Station, 

White Sands, $8,090,000. 
NEW YORK 

Naval Station, New York. $23,395,000. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
$32,380,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, New River, 
$8,400,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, 
$23,450,000. 

OKLAHOMA. 
Naval Air Detachment, Tinker Air Force 

Base, $38,080,000. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Naval Air Development Center, Warmin
ster, $1,270,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, $10,300,000. 
Navy Aviation Supply Office, Philadel

phia, $1,400,000. 
Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechan

icsburg, $2,050,000. 
RHODE ISLAND 

Naval Education and Training Center, 
Newport, $11,560,000. 

Naval Justice School, Newport, $2,060,000. 
Surface Warfare Officers School Com

mand, Newport, $4,750,000. 
SOUTH CAROLINA. 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort, $2,260,000. 
Naval Shipyard, Charleston. $640,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, 

$1,090,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, 

$22,250,000. 
TENNESSEE 

Naval Air Station, Memphis, $10,090,000. 
TEXAS 

Naval Station, Galveston, $8,110,000. 
Naval Station, Ingleside, $31,850,000. 

VIRGINIA. 
Atlantic Fleet Headquarters Support Ac

tivity, Norfolk. $1,700,000. 
Fleet Combat Training Center, Atlantic, 

Dam Neck. $4,700,000. 
Marine Corps Combat Development Com

mand, Quantico, $14,290,000. 
Marine Corps Detachment, Camp Elmore, 

$1,690,000. 
Marine Environmental Systems Facility, 

Dam Neck. $5,000,000. 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, $2,690,000. 
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek. 

$8,270,000. 
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek. 

$640,000. 
Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk. $8,950,000. 
Naval G'Uided Missiles School, Dam Neck. 

$4,450,000. 
Naval Legal Service Office, Norfolk. 

$1,080,000. 
Naval Medical Clinic, Norfolk. $2,470,000. 
Naval Ophthalmic Support and Training 

Activity, Yorktown, $1,970,000. 
Naval Security Group Activity, Northwest, 

Chesapeake, $5,400,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk. $6,660,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Williamsburg, 

$3,300,000. 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, 

$25,442,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, 

$12,360,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk. 

$4,410,000. 
WASHINGTON 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, 
$11,010,000. 

Naval Station, Everett, $38,400,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Bremerton, 

$5,740,000. 

Strategic Weapons Facility, Paci!ic, Sil
verdale, $15,060,000. 

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, $990,000. 
VARIOUS LOCATIONS 

Land Acquisition, $36,895,000. 
(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STA.TES.-The Secre

tary of the Navy may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown for each of 
the following installations and locations 
outside the United States: 

ANTIGUA. 
Naval Support Facility, $6,470,000. 

GUAM 
Fleet Surveillance Support Group, 

$20,972,000. 
Naval Security Group Detachment, 

$400,000. 
Naval Supply Depot, $7,660,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, $6,720,000. 

ICELAND 
Naval Air Station, Ke.flavik. $12,000,000. 

ITALY 
Naval Air Station, Sigonella, $7,950,000. 
Naval Support Activity, Naples, 

$4,750,000. 
JAPAN 

Marine Corps Air Station, Futenma, Oki
nawa, $3,280,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Butler, Okina
wa, $2,840,000. 

PHILIPPINES 
Navy Public Works Center, Subic Bay, 

$28,340,000. 
SPAIN 

Naval Communication Station, Rota, 
$400,000. 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
Classi,fied Location, $4,990,000. 
Host Nation In.trastructure Support, 

$500,000. 
SEC. ZZOZ. FAMILY HOUSING 

(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-The 
Secretary of the Navy may, using amounts 
appropriated pursuant to section 
2205(a)(6)(AJ, construct or acquire family 
housing units (including land acquisition), 
at the following installations in the number 
of units shown, and in the amount shown 
for each installation: 

Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center, 
Twentynine Palms, California, one hundred 
units, $9,470,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, Cali
fornia, one hundred units and eighty mobile 
home spaces, $10,120,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali
fornia, three hundred and thirty-two units 
and access roads, $28,510,000. 

Naval Station, Long Beach, California, 
three hundred units, $26,110,000. 

Naval Public Works Center, San Diego, 
California, three hundred and fifty-six 
units, $31,830,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, San Francisco, 
California, three hundred units, $35,736,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Geor-
gia, two hundred and fifty units, 
$19,860,000. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, two hundred 
and sixty units, $23,000,000. 

Naval Station, New York. New York. one 
hundred and fifty units, $14,900,000. 

Naval District Washington, District of Co
lumbia, two units at 2,100 square feet each, 
$330,000. 

fb) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-The Secretary of 
the NavY may carry out architectural and 
engineering services and construction 
design activities, using amounts appropri
ated pursuant to section 2205(a)(6)(A), with 
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respect to the construction or improvement 
of military family housing units in an 
amount not to exceed $2,315,000. 
SEC. ZZOJ. IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY 

HOUSING UNITS 
fa) IN GENERAL.-Subject to section 2825 of 

title 10, United States Code, the Secretary of 
the Navy may, using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 2205fa)(6)(AJ, improve 
existing military family housing units in an 
amount not to exceed $61,589,000. 

(b) WAIVER OF MAxiMUM PER UNIT COST FOR 
CERTAIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS.-Notwith
standing the maximum amount per unit for 
an improvement project under section 
2825fbJ of title 10, United States Code, the 
Secretary of the Navy may carry out projects 
to improve existing military family housing 
units at the following installations in the 
number of units shown and in the amount 
shown for each installation: 

Navy Public Works Center, San Diego, 
California, six units, $284,400. 

Navy Public Works Center, Pensacola, 
Florida, one unit, $34,900. 

Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes, 
nlinois, three hundred and fifty-six units, 
$17,214,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes, 
nlinois, one hundred and two units, 
$6,181,200. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Winter 
Harbor, Maine, thirty units, $2,920,600. 

Naval Security Group Activity, Winter 
Harbor, Maine, twenty units, $920,000. 

Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada, one 
hundred and six units, $8,129,300. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, two units, $94,300. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, two hundred and eighty
two units, $11,957,200. 

Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechan
icsburg, Pennsylvania, seventy-Jive units, 
$5,415,500. 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash
ington, eleven units, $632,600. 

Navy Public Works Center, Guam, two 
hundred and twelve units, $18,473,800. 
SEC. ZZIU. DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS 

The Secretary of the Navy may, using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2205(a)(5J, make advances to the Secretary 
of Transportation for the construction of de
fense access roads under section 210 of title 
23, United States Code, at the following lo
cations and in the following amounts: 

Marine Corps Air Ground Center, Twen
tynine Palms, California, $2,900,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, San Diego, 
California, $719,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, San Francisco, 
California, $800,000. 

Naval Station, Everett, Washington, 
$4,400,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Geor
gia, $3,000,000. 
SEC. ZZOS. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

NAVY 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years be
ginning alter September 30, 1988, Jor mili
tary construction, land acquisition, and 
military family housing Junctions of the De
partment of the Navy in the total amount of 
$2,369,875,000 as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects 
inside the United States authorized by sec
tion 2201 fa), $1,296,450,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
2201fb), $101,272,000. 

(3) For unspecified minor construction 
projects under section 2805 of title 10, 
United States Code, $16,300,000. 

f4J For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design under section 
2807 of title 10, United States Code, 
$138,276,000. 

(5) For advances to the Secretary of Trans
portation for construction of defense access 
roads under section 210 of title 23, United 
States Code, $11,819,000. 

(6) For military family housing Junc
tions-

fAJ for construction and acquisition of 
military family housing and facilities, 
$250, 770,000; and 

fBJ for support of military housing (in
cluding Junctions described in section 2833 
of title 10, United States Code), $554,988,000 
of which not more than $18,434,000 may be 
obligated or expended for the leasing of mili
tary family housing in the United States, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and Guam, 
and not more than $23,982,000 may be obli
gated or expended Jor the leasing of military 
family housing units in foreign countries. 

(b) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COST OF CoN
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variation authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2201 of this Act may not exceed-

f1J the total amount authorized to be ap
propriated under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection faJ; and 

f2J $55,048,000 (the balance of the amount 
authorized Jor the construction of the Head
quarters Building, Naval Intelligence Com
mand Headquarters, Suitland, Maryland). 

(C) RESTRICTION ON CERTAIN FUNDING.
None of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
subsection (a)(1J may be obligated for use or 
expended at Hunters Point Annex, Naval 
Station, Treasure Island, San Francisco, 
California, until the Secretary of the Navy 
has transmitted to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report containing (1) a 
description of the activities planned by the 
Department of the Navy at such location 
during fiscal years 1989 through 1993, and 
(2) a statement explaining the environmen
tal impact of such activities, especially with 
respect to the planned porting of ships and 
the development of the land at such location 
during such fiscal years. 
SEC. 2206. ACQUISITION OF HOUSING AT CERTAIN 

NAVAL AIR STATIONS 
(a) AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE.-(1) The Secre

tary of the Navy may, using funds appropri
ated pursuant to section 2205(a)(6)(AJ, ac
quire all right, title, and interest in and to 
264 family housing units situated on the 
Naval Air Station at Glenview, fllinois, and 
constructed in 1956 with financing provided 
under title VIII of the National Housing 
Act. 

(2) The Secretary of the Navy may, using 
funds that remain available from savings re
alized in carrying out military family hous
ing projects of the Department of the Navy 
during any fiscal year before fiscal year 
1990, acquire all right, title, and interest in 
and to 72 family housing units at Sunny
vale, California, near the Naval Air Station, 
Moffett Field, which were constructed in 
1952 with financing provided under title 
VIII of the National Housing Act, except 
that no such funds may be obligated for such 
purpose until the expiration of 30 days alter 
the date on which the Secretary transmits to 
the Committees on Armed Services and on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report on the proposed 
obligation of such funds. 

(3) The Secretary may also acquire the 
leasehold interests in the housing units re-

!erred to in paragraphs (1) and (2) which 
are held in private ownership. 

(4) The amount paid by the Secretary for 
such units and leasehold interests may not 
exceed an amount equal to the fair market 
value of such units and interests. 

(5) The authority to acquire the housing 
units referred to in paragraphs (1J and (2) 
shall include the authority to acquire other 
real property improver.tents related to such 
units. 

(b) OCCUPANCY CHARGES.-(1) Notwith
standing any other provision of law and 
except as provided in paragraph f2J, a 
charge may be made against the basic allow
ances for quarters of any member of the 
Armed Forces to whom a housing unit re
ferred to in subsection fa) is leased alter the 
acquisition of the privately held leasehold 
interest in such unit by the Secretary. Such 
a charge may not exceed an amount equal to 
75 percent of the amount of the basic allow
ances for quarters to which the member is 
entitled. 

(2) A member of the Armed Forces who, on 
the date on which the privately held lease
hold interest referred to in subsection fa) is 
acquired by the Secretary, has in effect an 
unexpired lease on one of the housing units 
described in subsection (a) shall be charged 
rent on such unit falter such acquisition) in 
accordance with the terms of the lease until 
the lease expires. 

(C) EXPIRATION OF ACQUISITION AUTHOR
ITY.-The authority under this section for 
the Secretary to acquire the leasehold inter
ests referred to in subsection fa) shall expire 
on October 1, 1994. 

TITLE XXIII-AIR FORCE 
SEC. 2301. AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION AND LAND 

ACQUISITION PROJECTS 

(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre
tary of the Air Force may acquire real prop
erty and may carry out military construc
tion projects in the amounts shown for each 
of the instal?.ations and locations inside the 
United States: 

ALABAMA 

Gunter Air Force Base, $8,150,000. 
Maxwell Air Force Base, $17,800,000. 

ALASKA 

Eielson Air Force Base, $7,650,000. 
Elmendorf Air Force Base, $20,540,000. 
King Salmon Airport, $2,850,000. 
Shemya Air Force Base, $14,860,000. 

ARIZONA 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, $980,000. 
Luke Air Force Base, $4,550,000. 
Williams Air Force Base, $11,130,000. 

ARKANSAS 

Blytheville Air Force Base, $2,150,000. 
Little Rock Air Force Base, $4,550,000. 

CALIFORNIA 
Beale Air Force Base, $8,900,000. 
Castle Air Force Base, $20,400,000. 
Edwards Air Force Base, $5,200,000. 
George Air Force Base, $23,550,000. 
March Air Force Base, $4,900,000. 
Mather Air Force Base, $2,740,000. 
McClellan Air Force Base, $3,080,000. 
Onizuka Air Force Base, $4,300,000. 
Travis Air Force Base, $10,400,000. 
Vandenberg Air Force Base, $8,550,000. 

COLORADO 
Buckley Air National Guard Base, 

$25,800,000. 
Cheyenne Mountain Complex, $6,500,000. 
Lowry Air Force Base, $12,000,000. 
Peterson Air Force Base, $13,300,000. 
United States Air Force Academy, 

$10,240,000. 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16839 
DELAWARE 

Dover Air Force Base, $1,000,000. 
FLORIDA 

Avon Park, $3,700,000. 
Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, 

$19,380,000. 
Eglin Air Force Base, $11,020,000. 
Eglin Air Force Base, Auxiliary Field 9, 

$27,400,000. 
Homestead Air Force Base, $6,200,000. 
MacDill Air Force Base, $4,580,000. 
Patrick Air Force Base, $1,126,000. 
Tyndall Air Force Base, $6,000,000. 

GEORGIA 
Moody Air Force Base, $800,000. 
Robins Air Force Base, $31,500,000. 

HAWAII 
Hickam Air Force Base, $4,250,000. 

IDAHO 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, 

$1,400,000. 
ILLINOIS 

Chanute Air Force Base, $6,500,000. 
Scott Air Force Base, $14,500,000. 

INDIANA 
Grissom Air Force Base, $1,850,000. 

KANSAS 
McConnell Air Force Base, $680,000. 

LOUISIANA 
Barksdale Air Force Base, $7,300,000. 
England Air Force Base, $3,100,000. 

MAINE 
Loring Air Force Base, $3,000,000. 

MARYLAND 
Andrews Air Force Base, $2,550,000. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Hanscom Air Force Base, $12,400,000. 

MICHIGAN 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, $10,690,000. 

MISSISSIPPI 
Columbus Air Force Base, $2,950,000. 
Keesler Air Force Base, $4,550,000. 

MISSOURI 
Whiteman Air Force Base, $64,300,000. 

MONTANA 
Malmstrom Air Force Base, $19,470,000. 

NEBRASKA 
Offutt Air Force Base, $2,450,000. 

NEVADA 
Indian Springs, $3,150,000. 
Nellis Air Force Base, $6,700,000. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
New Boston Air Force Station, $4,500,000. 
Pease Air Force Base, $10,950,000. 

NEW JERSEY 
McGuire Air Force Base, $3,550,000. 

NEW MEXICO 
Cannon Air Force Base, $4,100,000. 
Holloman Air Force Base, $2,900,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, $13,000,000. 

NEW YORK 
Griffiss Air Force Base, $700,000. 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, 

$3,050,000. 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, $13,290,000. 
Minot Air Force Base, $6,250,000. 

OHIO 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 

$11,455,000. 
OKLAHOMA 

Altus Air Force Base, $2,300,000. 
Tinker Air Force Base, $12,650,000. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Charleston Air Force Base, $5,000,000. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, $8,650,000. 

TENNESSEE 
Arnold Engineering Development Center, 

$213,800,000. 
TEXAS 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, $2,800,000. 
Brooks Air Force Base, $2,750,000. 
Carswell Air Force Base, $3,500,000. 
Dyess Air Force Base, $3,470,000. 
Goodfellow Air Force Base, $2,350,000. 
Kelly Air Force Base, $29,300,000. 
Lackland Air Force Base, $14,039,000. 
Laughlin Air Force Base, $1,910,000. 
Randolph Air Force Base, $6,150,000. 
Reese Air Force Base, $990,000. 
Sheppard Air Force Base, $10,700,000. 

UTAH 
Hill Air Force Base, $10,740,000. 

WASHINGTON 
Fairchild Air Force Base, $17,580,000. 
McChordAir Force Base, $13,100,000. 

WYOMING 
F.E. Warren Air Force Base, $6,000,000. 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
Base 80, $987,000. 
Base 81, $2,800,000. 
Classified, $4,000,000. 
(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre

tary of the Air Force may acquire real prop
erty and may carry out military construc
tion projects in the amounts shown for each 
of the following installations and locations 
outside the United States: 

BELGIUM 
Kleine Brogel, $1,900,000. 

CANADA 
Forward Operation Locations, $600,000. 

GERMANY 
Bitburg Air Base, $1,060,000. 
Einsiedlerhof Air Base, $1,500,000. 
Hahn Air Base, $16,650,000. 
Hessich-Oldendorf Air Station, $740,000. 
Norvenich Air Base, $2,300,000. 
Pruem Air Station, $620,000. 
Ramstein Air Base, $6,000,000. 
Rhein-Main Air Base, $5,000,000. 
Sembach Air Base, $3,550,000. 
Spangdahlem Air Base, $10,270,000. 
Wenigerath Air Base, $1,700,000. 
Zweibrucken Air Base, $1,300,000. 

GREENLAND 
Sondrestrom Air Base, $5,950,000. 
Thule Air Base, $1,830,000. 

GUAM 
Anderson Air Force Base, $900,000. 

ICELAND 
Naval Air Station, Keflavik, $1,100,000. 

ITALY 
Aviano Air Base, $7,600,000. 

JAPAN 
Kadena Air Base, $1,850,000. 
Misawa Air Base, $4,550,000. 
Yokota Air Base, $500,000. 

KOREA 
Camp Humphreys, $3,350,000. 
Kunsan Air Base, $17,330,000. 
Osan Air Base, $10,750,000. 

NETHERLANDS 
Camp New A~nsterdam, $10,300,000. 
Volkel Air Base, $2,300,000. 

OMAN 
Masirah Air Base, $2,800,000. 
Seeb Air Base, $7,100,000. 

PANAMA 
Howard Air Force Base, $2,600,000. 

PHILIPPINES 
Clark Air Base, $28,940,000. 

PORTUGAL 
LaJes Field, $4,850,000. 

TURKEY 
Incirlik Air Base, $9,590,000. 

Pirinclik Air Station, $1,500,000. 
UNITED KINGDOM 

RAF Alconbury, $2,650,000. 
RAF Bentwaters, $5,430,000. 
RAF Feltwell, $500,000. 
RAF Lakenheath, $10,170,000. 
RAF Mildenhall, $7,150,000. 
RAF Upper Heyford, $3,830,000. 
RAF Welford, $3,720,000. 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
Base 30, $3,850,000. 
Base 79, $1,900,000. 
Base 82, $2,800,000. 
Classified Locations, $16,4 73,000. 

SEC. 2302. FAMILY HOUSING 
(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-The 

Secretary of the Air Force may, using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2304(a)(5)(A), construct or acquire two hun
dred sixty family housing units (including 
land acquisition) at Clark Air Base, Philip
pines, in the amount of $19,920,000. 

(b) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-The Secretary of 
the Air Force may, using amounts appropri
ated pursuant to section 2304(a)(5)(AJ, carry 
out architectural and engineering services 
and construction design activities with re
spect to the construction or improvement of 
military family housing units in an amount 
not to exceed $7,000,000. 
SEC. 2303. IMPROVEMENT TO MILITARY FAMILY 

HOUSING UNITS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to section 2825 of 
title 10, United States Code, the Secretary of 
the Air Force may, using amounts appropri
ated pursuant to section 2304fa)(5)(AJ, im
prove existing military family housing units 
in an amount not to exceed $153,765,000. 

(b) WAIVER OF MAxiMUM PER UNIT CosT FOR 
CERTAIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS.-Notwith
standing the maximum amount per unit for 
an improvement project under Section 
2825(b) of title 10, United States Code, the 
Secretary of the Air Force may carry out 
projects to improve existing military family 
housing units at the following installations 
in the number of units shown and in the 
amount shown for each installation: 

Gunter Air Force Station, Alabama, 
twenty-three units, $1,136,000. 

Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, fifty 
units, $2,722,000. 

Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska, ninety-six 
units, $7,943,000. 

Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, forty
eight units, $3,818,000. 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona, 
one unit, $60,000. 

Luke Air Force Base, Arizona, one hun
dredfifty-two units, $5,975,000. 

McClellan Air Force Base, California, 
thirty units, $3,207,000. 

Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado, one 
unit, $74,000,· eighty units, $3,527,000. 

Bolling Air Force Base, District of Colum
bia, one hundred and ten units, $4,018,000. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, fifty units, 
$2,138,000. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, Jour 
units, $279,000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, one hun
dred and sixty units, $6,861,000. 

Scott Air Force Base, fllinois, jour units, 
$184,000. 

Grissom Air Force Base, Indiana, one 
hundred and eighty-six units, $6,788,000. 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, two 
units, $185,000; one hundred and fourteen 
units, $6,200,000. 

England Air Force Base, Louisiana, one 
hundred and six units, $5,830,000. 

Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, Jive 
units, $338,000. 
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Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, one 

unit, $121,000. 
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey, one 

hundred units, $4,921,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, Jour 

units, $240,000; one hundred and fifteen 
units, $4,894,000. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York, one 
hundred and seventy-four units, $10,600,000. 

Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota, one 
unit, $65,000. 

Shaw Air Force Base, South Carolina, one 
hundred and thirty units, $4,703,000. 

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas, one hun
dred and eighty-one units, $7,869,000; six
teen units, $600,000. 

Dyess Air Force Base, Texas, one unit, 
$64,000. 

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas, one hundred 
and one units, $3,381,000. 

Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, two 
units, $199,000. 

Reese Air Force Base, Texas, one hundred 
and eighty-eight units, $6,816,000. 

Ramstein Air Base, Germany, two hun
dred and forty units, $16,000, 000; eight 
units, $706,000; nine units, $1,039,000. 

Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, one unit, 
$167,000,· one hundred and twenty units, 
$8,000,000. 

Misawa Air Base, Japan, one hundred and 
eighty units, $8,707,000. 

Yokota Air Base, Japan, eighty-one units, 
$5,629,000. 

Osan Air Base, Korea, ten units, $447,000. 
Clark Air Base, Philippines, eighty-two 

units, $4,203,000. 
RAF Alconbury, United Kingdom, twenty

five units, $1,119,000. 
RAF Greenham Common, United King-

dom, one hundred nineteen units, 
$5,588,000. 
SEC. ZJtu. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

AIR FORCE 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years be
ginning after September 30, 1988, for mili
tary construction, land acquisition, and 
military family housing Junctions of the De
partment of the Air Force in the total 
amount of $2,143,981,000, as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects 
inside the United States authorized by sec
tion 2301 fa), $855,877,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
2301fb), $229,353,000. 

( 3) For unspecijied minor construction 
projects under section 2805 of title 10, 
United States Code, $16,500,000. 

(4) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design under section 
2807 of title 10, United States Code, 
$119,800,000. 

(5) For military family housing Junc
tions-

(A) for construction and acquisition of 
military family housing and facilities, 
$180,685,000; and 

(B) for support of military housing (in
cluding functions described in section 2833 
of title 10, United States Code), $741,766,000 
of which not more than $16,612,500 may be 
obligated or expended for leasing of military 
family housing units in the United States, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and 
Guam; and not more than $74,268,500 may 
be obligated or expended for the leasing of 
military family housing units in foreign 
countries. 

(b) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COST OF CON
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 
of title 10, United States Code, and any 

other cost variation authorized by law, the 
total cost of aU projects carried out under 
section 2301 of this Act may not exceed-

(1) the total amount authorized to be ap
propriated under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (a); and 

(2) $133,000,000 (the balance of the 
amount authorized for the construction of 
the J-6 facility, Arnold Engineering Devel
opment Center, Tennessee). 

(C) RESTRICTION ON CERTAIN FUNDING.
None of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
subsection (a)(2) may be obligated for use or 
expended in Panama until the Secretary of 
Defense transmits to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a copy of the plans of the 
activities to be carried out by the Depart
ment of Defense in Panama during the five
year period beginning on the date of the en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. ZJOS. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PREVIOUS AU· 

THORIZATIONS 
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 

2301(a) of the Military Construction Author
ization Act, 1987, (division B of Public Law 
99-661), authorizations for the following 
projects authorized in sections 2301 and 
2302 of that Act shall remain in effect until 
October 1, 1989, or the date of the enactment 
of an Act authorizing funds for military 
construction for fiscal year 1990, whichever 
is later: 

(1) KC-135 CPT Simulator Facility, in the 
amount of $890,000 at Minot Air Force Base, 
North Dakota. 

(2) Add to and alter Avionics Maintenance 
Shop, in the amount of $1,150,000 at Pease 
Air Force Base, New Hampshire. 

(3) KC-135 CPT Simulator facilities in the 
amount of $660,000 at Robins Air Force 
Base, Georgia. 

(4) Land acquisition in the amount of 
$230,000 at the United States Air Force 
Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado. 

(5) Land acquisition Auxiliary Field in 
the amount of $3,700,000, at Laughlin Air 
Force Base, Texas. 

(6) KC-135 CPT Simulator facility in the 
amount of $3,500,000, at Beale Air Force 
Base, CaliJomia. 

(7) KC-135 CPT Simulator facility in the 
amount of $3,000,000 at Plattsburgh Air 
Force Base, New York. 

(8) Bitburg, Germany, three hundred and 
thirty-two units of family housing, 
$26,414,000. 

(9) La Junta, Colorado, forty units of 
family housing $4,000,000. 

TITLE XXIV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 
SEC. ZIOI. AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION AND LAND 

ACQUISITION PROJECTS 
(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre

tary of Defense may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown for each of 
the following installations and locations 
inside the United States: 

DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY 
Arlington Service Center, Virginia, 

$742,000. 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Defense Fuel Support Point, Adak, Alaska, 
$19,000,000. 

Defense Depot, Tracy, CaliJornia, 
$590,000. 

Defense Fuel Support, Pearl City, Hawaii, 
$1,900,000. 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office, Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $1,600,000. 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, 
$430,000. 

Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylva
nia, $460,000. 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office, Carswell Air Force Base, Texas, 
$350,000. 

Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, $6,000,000 
Cheatham Annex, Virginia, $450,000. 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 
Hydrographic/Topographic Center, Brook

mont, Maryland, $5,209,000. 
DEFENSE MEDICAL FACILITIES OFFICE 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali
fornia, $5,000,000. 

March Air Force Base, CaliJomia, 
$3,000,000. 

Naval Station, North Island, CaliJomia, 
$7,200,000. 

Naval Station, Treasure Island, CaliJor-
nia, $11,000,000. 

Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida, $800,000. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, $700,000. 
Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, 

$3,600,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $1,450,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, 

$2,550,000. 
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, North 

Carolina, $3,700,000. 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $54,000,000. 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris 

Island, South Carolina, $4,100,000. 
Corpus Christi, Texas, $6,100,000. 
Dyess Air Force Base, Texas, $950,000. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY 
Fort McNair, District of Columbia, 

$28,000,000. 
NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 

Fort Meade, Maryland, $2,230,000. 
Classified Locations, $20,000,000. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $3,000,000. 
Classified Location, $4,200,000. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE ORGANIZATION 
Falcon Air Force Station, Colorado, 

$65,000,000. 
(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-The Secre

tary of Defense may acquire real property 
and may carry out military construction 
projects in the amounts shown for each of 
the following installations and locations 
outside the United States: 

DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY 
Yokota Air Base, Japan, $785,000. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing 

Office, Bitburg, Germany, $800,000. 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing 

Office, Kaiserslautern, Germany, $500,000. 
DEFENSE MEDICAL FACILITIES OFFICE 

Downs Barracks, Germany, $4,200,000. 
Geilenkirchen Air Base, Germany, 

$450,000. 
Hahn Air Base, Germany, $18,500,000. 
Patch Barracks, Germany, $4,700,000. 
Rhein-Main Air Base, Germany, 

$14,200,000. 
Smith Barracks, Germany, $5,100,000. 
Spangdahlem Air Base, Germany, 

$1,250,000. 
Wild,flecken, Germany, $4,800,000. 
Camp Howze 2nd Infantry Division, 

Korea, $780,000. 
Seoul, Korea, $55,000,000. 
Taegu Air Base, Korea, $4,400,000. 
Royal Air Force, High Wycombe, United 

Kingdom, $720,000. 
Royal Air Force, Lakenheath, United 

Kingdom, $41,000,000. 
Base 54, $12,800,000. 
Classified Locations, $19,500,000. 
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 

Headquarters, Field Command, Johnston 
Island, $2,644,000. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DEPENDENT SCHOOLS 
AschaJ!enburg, Germany, $8,151,000. 
Bad Kissingen, Germany, $1,620,000. 
Baumholder, Germany, $1,940,000. 
Erlangen, Germany, $3,890,000. 
Gelnhausen, Germany, $1,482,000. 
Giessen, Germany, $7,627,000. 
WildJlecken, Germany, $2,752,000. 
Klifla,vik, Iceland, $5,434,000. 
Aviano, Italy, $9,450,000. 
Pusan, Korea, $1,980,000. 
Seoul, Korea, $7,332,000. 
Brunssum, Netherlands, $8,863,000. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SECTION VI SCHOOLS 
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, $9,110,000. 

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 
Classified Locations, $11,250,000. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE ORGANIZATION 
Pacific Missile Range, Kwajalein, 

$16,000,000. 
SEC. ZIOZ. FAMILY HOUSING 

The Secretary of Defense may, using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2407faH10)(A), construct or acquire three 
family housing units (including land acqui
sition) at classified locations in the total 
amount not to exceed $400,000. 
SEC. Z40J. IMPROVEMENTS 1YJ MILITARY FAMILY 

HOUSING UNITS 
Subject to Section 2825 of title 10, United 

States Code, the Secretary of Defense may, 
using amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 2407faH10)(A), improve existing 
military family housing units in an amount 
not to exceed $113,000. 
SEC. 1104. AFCENT SCHOOL 

The Secretary of Defense may, using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2407fa)(2), contribute funds in the amount 
of $8,863,000 to the Government of the Neth
erlands fin its capacity as construction 
agent) for the United States' share of the 
cost of the International Elementary and 
High School project in Brunssum, the Neth
erlands. 
SEC. ZI05. CONFORMING S1YJRAGE FACILITIES 

Section 2404(a) of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act, 1987 (Public Law 
99-661), is amended to read as follows: 

"fa) AUTHORITY ro CoNSTRUCT.-The Secre
tary of Defense may, using not more than 
$10,000,000 appropriated for fiscal year 
1987, not more than $5,000,000 appropriated 
for fiscal year 1988, and not more than 
$9,300,000 appropriated tor fiscal year 1989, 
carry out military construction projects not 
otherwise authorized by law for conforming 
storage facilities.". 
SEC. Z106. DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS 

The Secretary of Defense may, using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
2407fa)(5), make advances to the Secretary 
of Transportation tor the construction of de
tense access roads under section 210 of title 
23, United States Code, at Fort Meade, 
Maryland, in the amount of $12,000,000. 
SEC. 1107. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, DE

FENSE AGENCIES 
fa) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated tor fiscal years be
ginning a.tter September 30, 1988, tor mili
tary construction, land acquisition, and 
military family housing Junctions of the De
partment of Defense (other than the military 
departments), in the total amount of 
$711,550,000, as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects 
inside the United States authorized by sec
tion 2401fa), $236,311,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
2401(b), $262,010,000. 

(3) For military construction projects at 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, authorized by sec
tion 2401 fa) of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1987, $23,000,000. 

(4) For military construction projects at 
Fort Lewis, Washington, authorized by sec
tion 101fa) of the Military Construction Au
thorization Act, 1985, $72,000,000. 

(5) For advances to the Secretary of Trans
portation for construction of defense access 
roads under section 210 of title 23, United 
States Code, $12,000,000. 

(6) For unspecified minor construction 
projects under section 2805 of title 10, 
United States Code, $6,000,000. 

f7) For contingency construction projects 
of the Secretary of Defense under section 
2804 of title 10, United States Code, 
$8,000,000. 

(8) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and for construction design under sec
tion 2807 of title 10, United States Code, 
$62,229,000. 

(9) For conforming storage facilities con
structed under the authority of section 2404 
of the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1987, $9,300,000. 

(10) For military family housing Junc
tions-

fA) tor construction and acquisition of 
military family housing and facilities, 
$513,000; and 

(B) tor support of military housing (in
cluding functions described in section 2833 
of title 10, United States Code), $20,187,000, 
of which not more than $17,179,000 may be 
obligated or expended for the leasing of mili
tary family housing units in foreign coun
tries. 

(b) LIMITATION OF TOTAL COST OF CONSTRUC
TION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the cost 
variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variations authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2401 may not exceed-

(1) the total amount authorized to be ap
propriated under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection fa); 

(2) $27,000,000 fthe balance of the amount 
authorized under section 2401fa) tor the 
construction of a medical facility at Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma); and 

(3) $27,500,000 (the balance of the amount 
authorized under section 2401 fb) tor the 
construction of a medical facility at Seoul, 
Korea). 

(c) RESTRICTION ON CERTAIN FUNDING.-0/ 
the amounts appropriated pursuant to this 
section or otherwise made available to the 
Department of Defense tor fiscal year 1989, 
not more than $65,000,000 may be obligated 
or expended for use in planning and con
struction of a National Test Facility tor the 
Strategic Defense Initiative at Falcon Air 
Force Base, Colorado. 
SEC. ZIOB. RESITING OF OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY 

MEDICAL FACILITY 
Section 2141fb) of the Military Construc

tion Authorization Act, 1988 and 1989 (divi
sion B of Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 
1201) is amended by striking out "RAF 
Wethersfield, United Kingdom, $740,000." 
under the heading "DEFENSE MEDICAL FACILI· 
TIES OFFICE" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Bascombe Downs, United Kingdom, 
$740,000. ". 
SEC. ZI09. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PREVIOUS AU

THORIZATIONS 
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 

2401(a) of the Military Construction Author-

ization Act, 1987 (division B of Public Law 
99-661), authorizations for the following 
project authorized in section 2401 of that 
Act shall remain in effect until October 1, 
1989, or the date of the enactment of an Act 
authorizing appropriations tor military 
construction for fiscal year 1990, whichever 
is rater: 

DECCO Computer Center and Administra
tive Facility in the amount of $7,600,000 at 
Scott Air Force Base, fllinois. 
SEC. UIO. REYNOLDS ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL, 

FORT SILL, OKLAHOMA, AND SEOUL 
ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL, SEOUL, 
KOREA 

Subject to section 2401, the Secretary of 
Defense may enter into one or more con
tracts, in advance of appropriations there
for, for the construction of the military con
struction projects authorized by section 
2401 at Reynolds Army Community Hospi
tal, Fort Sill, Oklahoma, and the Seoul Army 
Community Hospital, Seoul, Korea, if each 
such contract limits the amount of pay
ments that the Federal Government is obli
gated to make under such contracts to the 
amount of appropriations available, at the 
time such contract is entered into, for obli
gation under such contract. 

TITLE XXV-NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 
ORGANIZATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

SEC. Z501. AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION AND LAND 
ACQUISITION PROJECTS 

The Secretary of Defense may make contri
butions tor the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization Injrastructure Program as provid
ed in section 2806 of title 10, United States 
Code, in an amount not to exceed the sum of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated 
tor this purpose in section 2502 and the 
amount collected from the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization as a result of construc
tion previously financed by the United 
States. 
SEC. Z50Z. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

NATO . 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal years beginning aJter Sep
tember 30, 1988, for contributions by the 
Secretary of Defense under section 2806 of 
title 10, United States Code, tor the share of 
the United States of the cost of projects tor 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization In
frastructure Program, as authorized by sec
tion 2501, in the amount of $492,000,000. 

TITLE XXVI-GUARD AND RESERVE 
FACILITIES 

SEC. Z601. AUTHORIZED GUARD AND RESERVE CON
STRUCTION AND LAND ACQUISITION 
PROJECTS 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
tor fiscal years beginning aJter September 
30, 1988, for the costs of acquisition, archi
tectural and engineering services, and con
struction of facilities tor the Guard and Re
serve Forces, and tor contributions therefor, 
under chapter 133 of title 10, United States 
Code (including the cost of acquisition of 
land for those facilities), the following 
amounts: 

(1) For the Department of the Army-
fA) for the Army National Guard of the 

United States, $203,859,000; and 
fB) tor the Army Reserve, $84,411,000. 
(2) For the Department of the Navy, tor 

the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves, 
$54,900,000. 

(3) For the Department of the Air Force
fA) tor the Air National Guard of the 

United States, $154,758,000, and 
(B) tor the Air Force Reserve, $63,600,000. 
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SEC. Z60Z. AIRCRAFI' PARKING RAMP/HOLDING PAD SEC. Z70Z. EFFECTIVE DATE 

AT YEAGER AIRPORT, CHARLESTON, 
WEST VIRGINIA 

There is authorized to be constructed, with 
funds remaining available as the result of 
savings on construction projects of the Air 
National G1Lard of the United States tor 
which funds were appropriated tor fiscal 
year 1987, an aircraJt parking ramp/hold
ing pad tor the Air National G1Lard of the 
United States at Yeager Airport at Charles
ton, West Virginia, in the amount of 
$3,300,000, except that no such funds may be 
obligated tor such purpose until the expira
tion of 30 days aJter the date on which the 
Secretary of the Air Force transmits to the 
Committees on Armed Services and on Ap
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a report on the proposed ob
ligation of such funds. 
SEC. Z60J. CONSTRUCTION OF REPLACEMENT FACJLJ. 

TIES AT O'HARE AIR RESERVE FORCES 
FACILITY, ILLINOIS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1J The Secretary of the 
Air Force may use the proceeds received 
from the sale of tour parcels of land under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary at O'Hare 
International Airport (known as parcels 1, 
2, 3, and 4aJ tor the construction of Air 
Force Reserve facilities on other land at 
such airport under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary. 

(2) The Secretary may provide tor the con
struction of such Air Force Reserve facilities 
with funds received from the sale of the par
cels referred to in paragraph ( 1J or may 
permit the City of Chicago to construct such 
facilities and, upon completion of the con
struction, have the ownership ot such facili
ties transferred to the Secretary. 

(b) ADDITIONAL UsE OF FUNDS.-The Secre
tary may also use the funds from the sale of 
the parcels referred to in subsection (a)(1J to 
meet expenses other than construction ex
penses incurred by the Secretary in connec
tion with the construction of the facilities 
referred to in such subsection. 

(c) EXCESS FUNDS.-Funds not expended 
tor purposes specified in this section shall be 
paid into the miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury. 

TITLE XXVII-EXPIRATION OF 
AUTHORIZATIONS; EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. Z701. EXPIRATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AND 
AMOUNTS REQUIRED TO BE SPECIFIED 
BYLAW 

(a) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AFTER 
Two YEARS.-Except as provided in subsec
tion (b), all authorizations contained in 
titles XXI, XXII, XXIII, XXIV, and XXV 
tor military construction projects, land ac
quisition, family housing projects and fa
cilities, and contributions to the NATO In
frastructure Program (and authorizations of 
appropriations therefor) shall expire on Oc
tober 1, 1990, or the date of the enactment of 
an Act authorizing funds tor military con
struction tor fiscal year 1991, whichever is 
later. 

(b) ExcEPTION.-The provisions of subsec
tion (a) do not apply to authorizations tor 
military construction projects, land acquisi
tion, family housing projects and facilities, 
and contributions to the NATO Injrastruc
ture Program (and authorizations of appro
priations therefor), tor which appropriated 
funds have been obligated before October 1, 
1990, or the date of the enactment of an Act 
authorizing funds tor military construction 
tor fiscal year 1991, whichever is later, tor 
construction contracts, land acquisition, 
family housing projects and facilities, or 
contributions to the NATO In,frastructure 
Program. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided, 
this division shall take effect on October 1, 
1988, or the date of enactment of this Act, 
whichever is later. 

TITLE XXVIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
PART A-PROGRAM CHANGES 

SEC. ZSOJ. LONG-TERM FACILITIES CONTRACTS 
Section 2809(a)(3) of title 10, United 

States Code, is amended by striking out "20 
years" and inserting in lieu thereof "32 
years". 
SEC. ZSOZ. INCREASE IN FOREIGN HOUSING LEASING 

AUTHORITY 
Section 2828feH2J of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by striking out "36, 000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "38,000". 
SEC. ZSOJ. REPORTS ON REAL PROPERTY TRANSAC

TIONS 
Subsections fa), fbJ, and (e) of section 2662 

of title 10, United States Code, are amended 
by striking out "$100,000" each place it ap
pears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$200,000". 
SEC. ZSIU. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT RELATING 

TO ACQUISITION OF INTEREST IN LAND 
Section 2672 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-
(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking out 

"Subject to subsection (b), the" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "The"; 

(2) by striking out subsection fbJ; and 
(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub

section (b). 
SEC. Z805. PLANNING ASSISTANCE FOR IMPACTED 

COMMUNITIES 
(a) MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITY.-Para

graph (1) of section 2391fb) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(1) The Secretary of Defense may make 
grants, conclude cooperative agreements, 
and supplement funds available under Fed
eral programs administered by agencies 
other than the Department of Defense in 
order to assist State and local governments 
in planning community adjustments and 
economic diversification required (AJ by the 
proposed or actual establishment, realign
ment, or closure of a military installation, 
(BJ by the cancellation or termination of a 
Department of Defense contract or the fail
ure to proceed with an approved maJor 
weapon system program, fCJ by a publicly
announced planned maJor reduction in De
partment of Defense spending that would di
rectly and adversely aJ/ect a community, or 
(D) by the encroachment of a civilian com
munity on a military installation, if the 
Secretary determines that an action de
scribed in clause (A), (BJ, or (CJ is likely to 
have a direct and significantly adverse con
sequence on the aJtected community or, in 
the case of an action described in clause fDJ, 
if the Secretary determines that the en
croachment of the civilian community is 
likely to impair the continued operational 
utility of the military installation.". 

(b) CONDITION ON ASSISTANCE.-Section 
2391 (b) of such title is further amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and 
(5) as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting aJter paragraph (3) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(4) In the case of a publicly-announced 
planned major reduction in Department of 
Defense spending that will directly and ad
versely aJ/ect a community, assistance may 
be made under paragraph ( 1J only if the 
publicly-announced planned major reduc
tion will result in the loss of 1, 000 or more 
full-time Department of Defense and con-

tractor employee positions over a five-year 
period in the locality of the aJ/ected commu
nity.". 

PART B-MTSCELLANEOUS 
SEC. Z811. PROHIBITION OF FUNDING FOR CERTAIN 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS 
ON GUAM 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), no funds appropriated pursu
ant to authorizations made by this division 
may be obligated or expended with respect 
to any contract tor a military construction 
project on G1Lam if any work is carried out 
on such project by any person who is a non
immigrant alien described in section 
101faH15)(H)(iiJ of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101 (a)(15J(HJ(iiJJ. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-ln any case in which there 
is no acceptable bid made in response to a 
solicitation by the Secretary of a military 
department tor bids on a contract tor a mili
tary construction project on G1Lam and the 
Secretary concerned makes a determination 
that the prohibition contained in subsection 
(a) is a significant deterrent to obtaining 
bids on such contract, the Secretary con
cerned may make another solicitation tor 
bids on such contract and the prohibition 
contained in subsection (a) shall not apply 
to such contract aJter the 21-day period be
ginning with the date on which the Secre
tary concerned transmits a report concern
ing such contract to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The provisions O/ this 
section shall apply to contracts entered into, 
amended, or otherwise modified on or aJter 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. ZSJZ. BROOKE ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 

(a) INCREASE IN PROJECT AUTHORITY.-(1) 
Section 2401 (a) of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1987 (division B of 
Public Law 99-661; 100 Stat. 4034), is 
amended by striking out "$241,000,000" in 
the item relating to Fort Sam Houston, 
Texas, under the heading relating to Defense 
Medical Facilities Office and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$275,000,000". 

(2) The limitation on the total cost ot 
projects carried out under section 2401 of 
such Act is hereby increased by $34,000,000. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
2403faH2J of such Act is amended by strik
ing out ", but the" and all that follows 
through ''beds". 
SEC. ZSJJ. COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSISTANCE 

(a) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.-ln addition to 
the authority under any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Defense may provide 
community planning assistance under sec
tion 2391(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
in the following amounts: 

(A) Not to exceed $350,000 tor communi
ties located near newly established light in
fantry division posts. 

(BJ Not to exceed $250,000 tor communi
ties located near newly established Navy 
strategic dispersal program homeports. 

fC) Not to exceed $150,000 tor communi
ties located near Whiteman Air Force Base, 
Knob Noster, Missouri. 

(b) EXPIRATION OFAUTHORITY.-The author
ity to provide community planning assist
ance under subsection fa) expires on Sep
tember 30, 1991. 
SEC. ZSU. FORT DERUSSY, HA WAll 

(a) UsE.-The Secretary of the Army shall 
administer Fort DeRussy, Hawaii, as the 
primary rest and recreation area tor mem
bers of the Armed Forces in the Pacific. 
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(b) PROHIBITION.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, funds appropriated 
or otherwise available to the Department of 
Defense may not be used in any way, direct
ly or indirectly, for the purpose of selling, 
leasing, renting, excessing, or otherwise dis
posing of any portion of the land constitut
ing Fort DeRussy, Hawaii (as constituted 
on the date of the enactment of this Act). 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.-(1) Section 
2740fd) of the Military Construction Author
ization Act, 1987 (Public Law 99-661; 100 
Stat. 4051), is amended-

fA) by striking out "PAYMENT OF EXCESS 
INTO TREASURY, in the subsection heading 
and inserting in lieu thereof "ExcEss 
AMOUNT,; and 

fBJ by striking out "shall deposit, and all 
that follows through the period and insert
ing in lieu thereof "may use such amount 
tor the implementation of the plan estab
lished by the Secretary of the Army on 
March 1, 1988, tor the future use and devel
opment of Fort DeRussy, Hawaii, except 
that such amount may not be used to pay 
tor the construction of nonappropriated
Jund projects identified in such plan. The 
Secretary shall deposit any part of such 
amount not used for such purpose at the end 
of the ten-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act, 1989, into the Treas
ury as miscellaneous receipts.,. 

(2) Section 2332fd) of the Military Con
struction Authorization Act, 1988 and 1989 
(division B of Public Law 100-180; 100 Stat. 
1223), is amended-

fA) by striking out "PAYMENT OF EXCESS 
INTO TREASURY, in the subsection heading 
and inserting in lieu thereof "ExcESS 
AMOUNT'~· and 

fBJ by striking out "shall deposit, and all 
that follows through the period and insert
ing in lieu thereof "may use such amount 
tor the implementation of the plan estab
lished by the Secretary of the Army on 
March 1, 1988, for the future use and devel
opment of Fort DeRussy, Hawaii, except 
that such amount may not be used to pay 
tor the construction of nonappropriated
Jund projects identified in such plan. The 
Secretary shall deposit any amount not used 
tor such purpose at the end of the ten-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact
ment of the Military Construction A uthori
zation Act, 1989, into the Treasury as mis
cellaneous receipts.,. 
SEC. 2815. WURTSMITH AIR FORCE BASE, MICHIGAN 

The library building located on the Wurts
mith Air Force Base, Michigan, is hereby 
designated as the "General Earl T. O'Lough
lin Library,. Any reference to such building 
in a law, rule, map, document, record, or 
other paper of the United States shall be 
considered to be a reference to the "General 
Earl T. O'Loughlin Library,. 
SEC. 2816. LOCATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE STOR

AGE FACIUTY AT PEARL HARBOR 
NA YAL SHIPYARD 

The Secretary of the Navy may not con
struct a hazardous waste storage facility for 
the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard at a loca
tion closer than 600 feet to a public school. 
SEC. 2817. SOUCITATION FOR PROPOSALS FOR 

OFFICE SPACE FOR NA YY 
fa) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator of 

General Services, in coordination with the 
Secretary of the Navy, shall issue solicita
tion tor proposals /or the acquisition of such 
office and related space within the National 
Capital Region as the Secretary determines 
necessary to meet the needs of the Navy 
within such region. 

fb) REPORT.-The Secretary, after consulta
tion with the Administrator, shall submit to 

the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report regarding the proposals received in 
response to the solicitation issued pursuant 
to subsection fa). Such report shall include a 
comparative cost analysis of meeting the 
office and related space needs of the Navy 
within the National Capital Region by 
means of lease, lease-purchase, and military 
construction, respectively. The report shall 
ident'i.fy, and include recommendations tor 
meeting, the current and long-term office 
and related space needs of the Navy within 
the National Capital Region. 

(c) DEADLINE FOR REPORT.-The report re
quired by subsection fb) shall be submitted 
not later than 90 days after the date estab
lished by the Administrator tor receiving re
sponses to the solicitation /or proposals 
issued pursuant to subsection (a). 
SEC. 2818. THIRD INFANTRY DIYISION MEMORIAL 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Society 0/ the Third 
Infantry Division may establish, on grounds 
in Arlington National Cemetery selected 
pursuant to subsection (b)(1), a memorial in 
honor and in commemoration of the mem
bers of the "Rock of the Marne, of the Third 
Infantry Division, United States Army, who 
bravely served their country in World War I, 
World War II, and the Korean conflict. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-(1) The 
Secretary may select a suitable site on 
grounds in Arlington National Cemetery 
upon which may be established the memori
al authorized in subsection fa). 

(2) The design and plans for such memori
al shall be subject to the approval of the Sec
retary of the Army, the American Battle 
Monuments Commission, the National Cap
ital Planning Commission, and the Commis
sion of Fine Arts. 

f3J The United States shall not be liable 
for any expense in connection with the con
struction of the memorial authorized by sub
section fa). 

f4J The maintenance and care of the me
morial authorized under this section shall 
be the responsibility of the Secretary of the 
Army. 

(c) EXPIRATION OFAUTHORITY.-The author
ity provided in this section shall expire at 
the end of the 5-year period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act unless-

(1) construction of the memorial author
ized in subsection fa) is commenced within 
such period; and 

(2) before construction of the memorial 
begins, the Society of the Third Infantry Di
vision certifies to the Secretary of the Army 
the amount available for the construction of 
the memorial and the Secretary determines 
that such amount is sufficient to complete 
the memorial. 
SEC. 2819. COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE UTIUZA

TION OF MILITARY FACILITIES 
fa) EsTABLISHMENT OF CoMMISSION.-Within 

30 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall establish a Com
mission on Alternative Utilization of Mili
tary Facilities. The Commission shall be 
composed of representatives from the De
partment of Defense, the Bureau of Prisons 
of the Department of Justice, the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse of the Department 
of Health and Human Services, and the 
General Services Administration. 

fb) ·REPORT REQUIREMENTS.-The Commis
sion shall, on a biannual basis-

(1) prepare a report listing active and 
nonactive military facilities that the Secre
tary of Defense has identvied as subjects for 
closure, as being underutilized in whole or 
part, or as being excess to the needs of the 
Department of Defense; 

(2) ident'i.fy those facilities, or parts of fa
cilities that could be effectively utilized or 
renovated to serve as minimum security fa
cilities for nonviolent prisoners; 

f3J ident'ijy those facilities, or parts of fa
cilities, that could be effectively utilized or 
renovated to serve as drug treatment facili
ties tor nonviolent drug abusers; and 

f4J transmit a list of such facilities to the 
President and to the Congress. 

(C) DEADLINE FOR REPORTS.-The first 
report required by subsection fb) shall be 
submitted to the President and Congress not 
later than October 1, 1988. Subsequent re
ports under such subsection shall be submit
ted not later than September 1 of every 
second year after submission of the first 
report through fiscal year 1996. 

PART C-REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS 
SEC. 2821. LAND EXCHANGE, ALAMEDA COUNTY, 

CALIFORNIA 
fa) IN GENERAL.-(1) Subject to subsections 

(b) through (d), the Secretary of the Army 
may convey to the County of Alameda, Cali
fornia, and to the City of Dublin, Cal'ijor
nia, the real properties referred to in para
graph (2) in exchange for conveyance to the 
United States of approximately 445 acres of 
real property, together with improvements 
thereon, of the property described in para
graph (3). 

(2) The properties authorized to be con
veyed by the Secretary are as follows: 

fA) Approximately 35 acres of real proper
ty, together with improvements thereon, at 
the Reserve Forces Training Center, County 
of Alameda, Cal'ijornia, to the County of Al
ameda, Calvornia. 

(B) Approximately 12 acres of real proper
ty, together with improvements thereon, at 
such center to the City of Dublin, Calvor
nia. 

f3J The property to be conveyed to the 
United States is a parcel of land consisting 
of approximately 445 acres, together with 
improvements thereon, located in the 
County of Alameda, Calvornia, which is 
under the jurisdiction of the East Bay Re
gional Park District, County of Alameda, 
Cal'ijornia, and which was conveyed to such 
district by the United States by a deed dated 
February 2, 1973. 

(4) The instrument of conveyance convey
ing the property referred to in paragraph (3) 
to the United States may, at the option of 
the East Bay Regional Park District-

fA) include a right of reversion on behal! 
of such district in the event that the proper
ty conveyed to the United States is no longer 
needed by the Department of the Army (as 
determined by the Secretary of the Army); 
and 

fBJ reserve to such district an easement 
consisting of not more than 25 acres along 
the most eastern boundary of the property 
for use by such district as a part of the Re
gional Trail System of such district. 

(b) ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION.-[/ the fair 
market value of the properties conveyed by 
the United States pursuant to subsection fa) 
exceeds the /air market value of the property 
conveyed to the United States pursuant to 
such subsection, the County of Alameda, 
Cal'ijornia, the City of Dublin, Calvornia, or 
the East Bay Regional Park District, as ap
propriate, shall pay the d'ijference to the 
United States. Any such payment shall be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

(C) LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND SURVEYS.-The 
exact acreage and legal description of the 
real property to be conveyed pursuant to 
this section (including the easement referred 
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to in subsection fa)(4)) shall be determined to the United States under subsection (b), 
by surveys that are satisfactor-y to the Secre- Orange County shall pay the difference to 
taro. The cost of such surveys shall be borne the United States. Any such payment shall 
by the County of Alameda or the City of be covered into the Treasur-y as miscellane-
Dublin. ous receipts. 

(d) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.- (d) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.-The 
The Secretar-y may require such additional exact acreages and legal descriptions of the 
terms and conditions in connection with the real property to be conveyed under this sec
conveyances made pursuant to this section · tion shall be determined by surveys which 
as the Secretar-y considers appropriate to are satisfactor-y to the Secretar-y. The cost of 
protect the interests of the United States. any such survey shall be borne by Orange 
SEC. 2822. LAND CONVEYANCE, LOMPOC, CALIFORNIA County. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsections (b) (e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-
through (d), the Secretar-y of the Army may The Secretar-y may require such additional 
convey, without reimbursement, to the City terms and conditions in connection with the 
of Lompoc, California, all right, title, and transaction authorized by this section as the 
interest of the United States in and to a Secretar-y considers appropriate to protect 
tract of real property (including improve- the interests of the United States. 
ments thereon) of approximately 100 acres SEC. 2824. LAND EXCHANGE, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 
located adJacent to the real property con- fa) ExcHANGE AUTHORIZED.-Subject to sub
veyed to the City pursuant to section 834 of sections fb) through feJ, the Secretar-y of the 
the Militar-y Construction Authorization Navy may convey to the San Diego Unified 
Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-407; 98 Stat. 1526). Port District of San Diego, California, such 

fb) UsE OF PROPERTY.-(1) The conveyance real property under the jurisdiction of the 
authorized by subsection fa) shall be subject Navy in the City of San Diego, California, 
to the condition that the real property con- as the Secretar-y determines appropriate in 
veyed shall be used only for educational pur- exchange for one or more parcels of land. to
poses or the purposes provided in section gether with improvements thereon and con-
834 of the Military Construction Authoriza- sisting of approximately 32 acres, located 
tion Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-407; 98 Stat. adjacent to the San Diego Naval Station, 
1526), or both. · San Diego, California, and owned by the 

(2) If the property conveyed pursuant to San Diego Unified Port District. 
subsection (a) is not used for the purposes (b) LIMITATION ON VALUE OF PROPERTY EX
described in paragraph (1), all right, title, CHANGED.-The fair market value of the real 
and interest in and to such property shall property conveyed by the Secretar-y under 
revert to the United States, which shall have subsection fa) may not exceed the fair 
the right of immediate entr-y thereon. market value of the real property received by 

fc) LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND SuRVEYS.-The the Secretar-y under such subsection, as de
exact acreage and legal description of the termined by the Secretar-y. 
property to be conveyed under subsection fa) fc) NoTICE TO CoMMITI'EES.-The Secretar-y 
shall be determined by surveys that are sat- may not enter into an exchange under this 
isjactor-y to the Secretar-y. The cost of any section until the Secretar-y has notified the 
such survey shall be borne by the City. Committees on Armed Services and on Ap-

(d) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-The propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Secretar-y may require such other terms and Representatives of the details of the pro
conditions with respect to the conveyance posed exchange and a period of 21 days has 
under this section as the Secretar-y considers elapsed following the day on which the com
appropriate to protect the interests of the mittees receive the notification. 
United States. (d) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.-The 
SEC. 282J. LAND EASEMENT, ORANGE COUNTY, CALI- exact acreages and legal descriptions of the 

FORNIA real property to be conveyed under this sec-
fa) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsections fb) tion shall be determined by surveys which 

through (e), the Secretar-y of the Navy may are satisfactor-y to the Secretar-y. The cost of 
grant an easement to Orange County, Cali- any such survey shall be borne by San Diego 
fornia, for the construction and mainte- Unified Port District. 
nance of flood control improvements (here- fe) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CoNDITIONs.
aJter in this section referred to as "county The Secretar-y may require such additional 
improvements") on a tract of land owned by terms and conditions in connection with the 
the United States, consisting of approxi- transaction authorized by this section as the 
mately 32 acres, located at the northern Secretar-y considers appropriate to protect 
boundar-y of the Marine Corps Air Station, the interests of the United States. 
El Toro, California, and may grant such SEC. 2825. LAND TRANSFER, WASHINGTON, DISTRICT 
temporar-y rights to Orange County as the OF COLUMBIA 
Secretar-y determines necessar-y tor the con- fa) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator of 
struction of such improvements. General Services shall transfer, without con-

fb) CoNSIDERATION.-(1) In consideration sideration, to the Secretar-y of the Navy ap
for the conveyance by the Secretar-y under proximately 6 acres of real property finclud
subsection fa), Orange County shall convey ing Building 197located thereon) located at 
to the United States a parcel of real property a site referred to as the Southeast Federal 
consisting of approximately one and one- Center near the Washington Navy Yard. 
halJ acres located adjacent to the Marine Washington, D.C., and bounded on the east 
Corps Air Station, Tustin, California. by Isaac Hull Avenue, on the north by 

(2) The United States shall also be entitled Tingey Street, on the west by Buildings 116 
to such flood control improvements at the and 118, and on the south by property 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, Califor- owned by the Department of the Navy. 
nia, as the Secretar-y and Orange County fb) DESIGN OF BuiLDING.-The Secretar-y of 
shall agree upon. the Navy shall use not more than $9,200,000 

f 3) The county improvements and addi- of the amount appropriated pursuant to sec
tional flood control improvements shall be tion 2205(a)(4) to initiate the redesign of 
constructed at no cost to the United States. Building 197 referred to in subsection fa). 

(c) PAYMENT OF EXCESS INTO TREASURY.-If SEC. 2826. LAND CONVEYANCE, OKALOOSA COUNTY, 
the fair market value of the easement de- FLORIDA 
scribed in subsection (a) exceeds the fair Section 809fc) of the Militar-y Construe-
market value of the real property conveyed tion Authorization Act, 1979 (Public Law 

95-356; 92 Stat. 587), is amended by insert
ing before the period the following: "and a 
third parcel containing forty-two acres". 
SEC. 2827. TRANSFER OF LAND, SUITLAND FEDERAL 

CENTER, MARYLAND 

The Administrator of General Services 
shall transfer, without consideration, to the 
Secretar-y of the Navy such parcel of vacant 
land located at the Suitland Federal Center, 
Suitland, Mar-yland, as the Administrator, 
after consultation with the Secretar-y, deter
mines-

(1) to be excess to the present and antici
pated future needs of the General Services 
Administration at the Suitland Federal 
Center; and 

(2) adequate to accommodate the needs of 
the Navy for the construction and operation 
of a facility to serve as the Naval Intelli
gence Command Headquarters authorized 
by section 2201. · 
SEC. 2828. AIR FORCE PLANT AT COLUMBUS, OHIO 

fa) IN GENERAL.-The Secretar-y of the Air 
Force may sell or lease, or issue a permit to 
another agency within the Department of 
Defense for use of, all or any portion of Air 
Force Plant No. 85 located in Columbus, 
Ohio. Any such action shall be carried out 
in accordance with applicable law except to 
the extent that such law is inconsistent with 
this section. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.-(1) The Sec
retar-y shall provide that each deed entered 
into for the transfer of such property shall 
contain a covenant warranting that all re
medial action necessar-y to protect human 
health and the environment with respect to 
any environmental contamination at the 
plant at the time of the sale, including any 
remedial action found to be necessar-y with 
respect to such contamination after the date 
of such transfer, has been or will be conduct
ed by the United States. Such covenant shall 
be in lieu of any other covenant or other 
action required by any applicable law with 
respect to environmental restoration to be 
taken by the Federal government at the 
plant before such transfer. 

(2) In any case in which the Secretar-y pro
vides a permit to another agency within the 
Department of Defense to use any portion of 
the plant, the Secretar-y may provide for the 
environmental restoration of such portion 
by such other agency with funds available to 
the Department of the Air Force for environ
mental restoration. 
, (3) To the extent that the Secretar-y decides 

to take remedial action with respect to envi
ronmental contamination in any portion of 
the plant before the sale or lease of such por
tion, the Secretar-y may use funds provided 
by the purchaser or lessor tor such purpose. 

(c) DEDUCTION OF EXPENSE FROM PROCEEDS 
OF SALE OR LEASE.-The Secretar-y may use 
the proceeds of any sale or lease of the prop
erty described in subsection fa) to credit the 
accounts from which funds were expended 
by the Secretar-y for reasonable and neces
sar-y expenses, other than for environmental 
restoration, incurred in connection with the 
sale or lease. The Secretar-y may also use the 
proceeds of such sale or lease directly for the 
purpose of environmental restoration at the 
plant. The remaining proceeds of the sale or 
lease shall be credited to the general fund of 
the Treasur-y. 

(d) ADDITIONAL TERMS.-The Secretar-y may 
require such additional terms and condi
tions in connection with any sale or lease 
entered into under this section as the Secre
tar-y considers appropriate to protect the in
terests of the United States. 
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SEC. 1819. LAND CONVEYANCE, FORT JACKSON, 

SOUTH CAROUNA 
fa) AUI'HORITY To SELL.-Subject to subsec

tions (b) through (e), the Secretary of the 
Army may sell and convey all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to a 
parcel of land, consisting of a total of ap
proximately 32 acres, that comprises a por
tion of Fort Jackson, South Carolina and is 
excess to the needs of the Army. 

(b) COMPETITIVE BID REQUIREMENT; MINI
MUM SALE PRICE.-(1) The Secretary shall use 
competitive procedures tor the sale of land 
referred to in subsection (a). 

(2) In no event may any of the land re
ferred to in subsection (a) be sold tor less 
than the fair market value of the land, as de
termined by the Secretary. 

(C) USE OF PROCEEDS OF SA.LE.-(1) The Sec
retary may use the proceeds from the sale of 
the land referred to in subsection fa) tor the 
rehabilitation of military family housing at 
Fort Jackson, South Co.rolina. 

(2) Any proceeds of the sale not used tor 
such purpose shall be covered into the Treas
ury as miscellaneous receipts. 

(d) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF LANDS.-The 
exact acreage and legal description of the 
property to be conveyed under subsection fa) 
shall be determined by a survey that is satis
factory to the Secretary. 

(e) ADDI770NAL TERMS AND CONDI770NS.
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with 
any transaction authorized by this section 
as the Secretary considers appropriate to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
From the Committee on Armed Services, for 
consideration of the entire House bill 
<except sections 4101 through 4110>, and the 
entire Senate amendment <except sections 
938 and 949), and as exclusive conferees 
with respect to any proposal to report in 
total disagreement: 

LEs AsPIN, 
CHARLES BENNETT, 
SAMUEL S. STRATTON, 
BILL NICHOLS, 
G.V. MONTGOMERY, 
PAT ScHROEDER, 
BEVERLY BYRON, 
NICHOLAS MAVROULES, 
IKE SKELTON, 
DAVE McCURDY, 
THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 
MARILYN LLOYD, 
NORMAN SISISKY, 
RICHARD RAY, 
JoHN M. SPRATT, Jr., 
FRANK McCLosKEY, 
SOLOMON P. ORTIZ, 
GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN, 
TOMMY F. ROBINSON, 
ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE, 
BARBARA BOXER, 
BENBLAZ, 
JAMES V. HANSEN, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, 
solely for consideration of sections 209, 212, 
935, and 936 of the House bill, and section 
223 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

LEs ASPIN, 
CHARLES BENNETT, 
PAT ScHROEDER, 
NICK MA.VROULES, 
DAVE McCURDY, 
THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 
JoHN M. SPRATT, Jr., 
FRANK McCLOSKEY, 
BARBARA BOXER, 

From the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, for consideration of matters 

within the jurisdiction of that committee 
under clause 2 of Rule XLVIII: 

LoUIS STOKES, 
ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, 
ROBERT A. ROE, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 
DICK CHENEY, 

From the Committee on Education and 
Labor, solely for consideration of sections 
4101 through 4110 of the House bill, and 
modifications committed to conference: 

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, 
WILLIAM D. FoRD, 
JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, 
WILLIAM CLAY, 
AUSTIN J. MURPHY, 
PAT WILLIAMS, 
JIM JEFFORDS, 
ToM PETRI, 
STEVE BARTLETT, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, 
solely for consideration of sections 4101 
through 4110 of the House bill, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

LES ASPIN, 
FRANK McCLOSKEY, 

From the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, for consideration of sections 3141 
through 3150 of the House bill, and sections 
3141 through 3144 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
PHILIP R. SHARP, 
NoRMAN F. LENT, 

From the Committee on Foreign Affairs, for 
consideration of sections 234, 303, 304, 318, 
354,937,940,944,946,947,948,950,952,953, 
and 959 of the House bill, and sections 232, 
233,234,237,303,806,807,809,911,912,913, 
914,915,922,924,926,928,930,931,932,933, 
934, 937, 939, 941, 943, 948, 949, 950, and 952 
of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: 

DANTE B. FASCELL, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Gus YATRON, 
STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, 
BILL BROOMFIELD, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

From the Committee on Government Oper
ations, for consideration of section 921 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

JACK BROOKS, 
JOHN CONYERS, 
CARDiss CoLLINS, 
GLENN ENGLISH, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
FRANK HORTON, 
BILL CLINGER, 

From the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
consideration of sections 304, 954, and 1103 
of the House bill, and sections 918, 940, 941, 
and 951 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: 

BoB KASTENMEIER, 
CARLOS J. MoORHEAD, 
BILL McCoLLUM, 

From the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, for consideration of section 
921 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

WALTER B. JONES, 
GERRY E. STUDDS, 
DENNIS M. HERTEL, 
DoN YOUNG, 
NORMAN F. LENT, . 

From the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, for consideration of section 
917 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

WILLIAM D. FoRD, 
BILL CLAY, 

GARY L. ACKERMAN, 
GENE TAYLOR, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

From the Committee on Rules, for consider
ation of section 921 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

CLAUDE PEPPER, 
JOE MOAKLEY, 
BUTLER DERRICK, 
TONY BEILENSON, 
MARTIN FROST, 
JAMES H. QUILLEN, 
GENE TAYLOR, 

From the Committee on Small Business, for 
consideration of sections 820 and 821 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: 

JOHN J. LAFALCE, 
JosEPH M. McDADE, 

From the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for consideration of sections 938 and 949 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
SAM GIBBONS, 
ED JENKINS, 
TOM DOWNEY, 
BILL FRENZEL, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, for 
consideration of sections 938 and 949 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: 

LEs AsPIN, 
GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

SAMNUNN, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
J.J. EXON, 
CARL LEviN, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
JEFF BINGAMAN, 
ALAN J. DIXON, 
JoHN GLENN, 
ALBERT GoRE, Jr., 
TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, 
RICHARD SHELBY, 
JoHN WARNER, 
STROM THuRMOND, 
BILL CoHEN, 
JoHN McCAIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
4264) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1989 for military activities of the De
partment of Defense, for military construc
tion, and for defense activities of the De
partment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes, submit the 
following joint statement to the House and 
the Senate in explanation of the effect of 
the action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying confer
ence report: 

The Senate amendment struck out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause and 
inserted a substitute text. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
House bill and the Senate amendment. The 
differences between the House bill, the 
Senate amendment, and the substitute 
agreed to in conference are noted below, 
except for clerical corrections, conforming 
changes made necessary by agreements 
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reached by the conferees, and minor draft
ing and clarifying changes. 
SUIOIARY STATEMENT OF CONFERENCE ACTION 

The conferees recommend authorization 
for the Department of Defense for procure
ment, research and development, test and 
evaluation, operation and maintenance, 
working capital funds, military construction 
and family housing, weapons programs of 
the Department of Energy, and civil defense 
totaling $221.1 billion. This figure is $0.1 bil
lion above the amount requested by the 
President, $0.1 billion above the Senate 
amendment, and $0.1 billion below the 
House bill. 

The budget summit between the President 
and the Congress in November 1987 resulted 
in an agreement that national defense 

spending for fiscal year 1989 would be 
$299.5 billion. This agreement was reflected 
in the Budget Resolution. 

The authorizations included in this Act 
are substantially less than the functional 
ceiling of $299.5 billion for national defense 
provided in the Budget Resolution. The pri
mary reason for this difference is that, al
though the military end strengths and pay 
raise are authorized in this Act, the actual 
funding for military pay and benefits <ap
proximately $78.5 billion) is not reflected in 
this Act. 

SUMMARY TABLE OF AUTHORIZATIONS 

The defense authorization act provides 
authorizations for appropriations but does 
not provide budget authority. Budaget au
thority is provided in appropriations acts. 

In order to relate the conference recom
mendations to the Budget Resolution, mat
ters in addition to the dollar authorizations 
contained in this Act must be taken into ac
count. A number of programs in the defense 
function are authorized permanently or, in 
certain instances, authorized in other 
annual legislation. In addition, the authori
zation act establishes personnel levels and 
includes a number of legislative provisions 
affecting military compensation. 

The table below summarizes authoriza
tions included in the Act for fiscal year 1989 
and, in addition, summaries the implication 
of the conference action for the budget 
totals for National Defense <Budget Func
tion 050). 
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S~RY OF FlNlS REcu.M:tllED 
FOR AUTHORIZATION 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Amended FY89 FY89 Senate FY89 Budget 
Request House House Senate Senate +I- Conference Conference Authority 

1989 Change Authorized Change Authorized House Change Authorized ln.,lication 

PROCUREK:NT n 
Aircraft Procurement, Anny 2,791.5 167;5 2,959.0 3.4 2,794.9 -164.1 92.2 2,883.7 2,883.7 0 
Missile Procurement, Anny 2,586.6 100.1 2,686.7 -44.8 2,541.8 -144.9 18.6 2,605.2 2,605.2 z 
Procurement of W&TCV, Anny 2,960.6 5.5 2,966.1 -1.4 2,959.2 -6.9 -45.5 2,915.1 2,915.1 ~ 
Amoon it on, Anny 2,007.8 43.8 2,051.6 27.7 2,035.5 -16.1 56.2 2,064.0 2,064.0 ~ 
Other Procurement Anny 4,774.0 -531.2 4,242.8 7.2 4,781.2 538.3 -193.7 4,580.3 4,580.3 t'%j 

rJ> 
Aircraft Procurement, Navy 8,980.0 291.5 9,271.5 96.2 9,076.2 -195.3 279.3 9,259.3 9,259.3 rJ> 
Weapons Procurement, Navy 6,271.8 -448.0 5,823.8 -78.7 6,193.1 369.3 -299.6 5,972.2 5,972.2 ....c 

Shipbuilding & Conversion, Navy 9,130.1 -4.0 9,126.1 -74.0 9,056.1 -70.0 -74.0 9,058.1 9,056.1 0 
Other Procurement Navy 4,789.7 423.7 5,213.4 46.5 4,836.2 -377.2 28.1 4,817.8 4,817.8 z 
Coastal Defense Augmentation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 > 
Procurement, Marine Cor~s 1,157.3 173.0 1,330.3 10.0 1,167.3 -163.0 140.0 1,297.3 1,297.3 t""' 

Aircraft Procurement, A 16,630.0 -216.2 16,413.8 -373.9 16,256.1 -157.7 -505.0 16,125.0 16,125.0 ~ 
Missile Procurement, AF 8,158.0 -95.9 8,062.1 -146.6 8,011.4 -50.7 -441.5 7,716.5 7,716.5 t'%j 

Other Procurement AF 8,393.5 -329.1 8,064.4 -75.5 8,318.0 253.6 -196.7 8,196.8 8,196.8 n 
Procurement, Defense Agencies 1,216.1 -65.6 1,150.5 -8.2 1,207.9 57.4 -11.0 1,205.1 1,205.1 0 
Natl Guard & Reserve Equipment 0.0 816.1 816.1 443.0 443.0 -373.1 843.5 843.5 843.5 ~ 
Defense Production Act Purch 27.5 0 
Chemical MUnitions Destruction 162.9 16.6 179.5 11.6 174.5 -5.0 16.6 179.5 179.5 I 
Total Procurement 80,009.9 347.7 80,357.6 -157.5 79,852.4 -505.2 -292.5 79,717.4 79,744.9 :I: 

0 
c 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOMNT rJ> 
t'%j 

RDT&E, Anny 5,030.7 194.2 5,224.9 -22.3 5,008.4 -216.5 167.7 5,198.4 5,198.4 
RDT&f, Navy 9,216.2 130.7 9,346.9 58.4 9,274.6 -72.3 167.0 9,383.2 9,383.2 
RDT&E, Air Force 14,932.1 -218.3 14,713.8 -210.4 14,721.7 7.9 -251.3 14,680.8 14,680.8 
RDT&E, Defense Agencies 8,667.8 -895.8 7,772.0 38.4 8,706.2 934.2 -239.4 8,428.4 8,428.4 
Director Test & Evaluation 166.9 15.0 181.9 -16.0 150.9 -31.0 -11.0 155.9 155.9 
Director Operational Test & Eval 143.4 -10.0 133.4 -10.0 133.4 0.0 -20.0 123.4 123.4 

--- ---
Total RDT&E 38,157.1 -784.2 37,372.9 -161.8 37,995.3 622.3 -186.9 37,970.2 37,970.2 
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Sl.Mtt6.RY OF FlNlS REca.M:tllED 
FOR AUTHORIZATION 

(Dollars in Millions) 

.6mended FY89 FY89 Senate FY89 Budget 
Request House House Senate Senate +I- Conference Conference Authority 

1989 Change Authorized Change Authorized House Change Authorized Implication 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

0 & M. Army 22.085.2 -9.9 22,075.3 57.2 22,142.4 67.1 18.7 22,103.9 22,103.9 
0 & M. Navy 24,945.8 47.0 24,992.8. -66.1 24,879.7 -113.1 -93.7 24,852.1 24,852.1 n 
0 & M, ~rine Corps 1,792.0 50.0 1,842.0 0.0 1,792.0 -50.0 25.0 1,817.0 1,817.0 0 
0 & M, Air Force 21,950.0 -59.6 21,890.4 -51.3 21,898.7 8.3 -94.4 21,855.6 21,855.6 z 0 & ~. Defense Agencies 7,725.7 -4.6 7,721.1 ~.8 7,636.9 -84.2 -40.3 7,685.4 7,685.4 ~ 0 & M, Army Reserve 794.9 0.0 794.9 0.0 794.9 0.0 0.0 794.9 794.9 ~ 0 & M, Navy Reserve 979.2 0.0 979.2 0.0 979.2 0.0 0.0 979.2 979.2 t'fj 
0 & M, ~rine Corps Reserve 77.5 0.0 77.5 0.0 77.5 0.0 0.0 77.5 77.5 en 
0 & M, Air Force Reserve 1,028.5 5.4 1,033.9 0.0 1,028.5 -5.4 5.4 1,033.9 1,033.9 en 

'""'4 
0 & M, Army Natl Guard 1,797.0 0.0 1,797.0 8.3 1,805.3 8.3 4.2 1,801.2 1,801.2 0 
0 & M, Air Natl Guard 1,965.4 5.6 1,971.0 0.0 1,965.4 -5.6 5.6 1,971.0 1,971.0 z Rifle Pract;ce 4.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 4.3 > Claims, Defense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 t""' 
Court of Military Appeals 3.5 0.0 3.5 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.5 

~ Environmental Restoration 500.0 0.0 500.0 0.0 500.0 0.0 0.0 500.0 500.0 
Humanitarian Assistance 0.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 0.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 t'fj 

Goodwi 11 Games 0.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 -5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 n 
0 ---

Total Operations & Maintenance 85,649.0 51.9 85,700.9 -127.7 85,521.3 -179.6 -151.5 85,497.5 85,497.5 ~ 0 
I 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEM:NT FlNlS :I: 
Army Stock Fund 321.9 -15.0 306.9 -30.0 291.9 -15.0 -30.0 291.9 291.9 0 c Navy Stock Fund 204.7 0.0 204.7 -20.0 184.7 -20.0 -20.0 184.7 184.7 en 
Air Force Stock Fund 206.9 25.0 231.9 -20.0 186.9 -45.0 -20.0 186.9 186.9 t'fj 

Defense Stock Fund 30.0 -5.0 25.0 0.0 30.0 5.0 -5.0 25.0 25.0 
National Defense Stockpile 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

---
Total Revolving/Management Funds 763.5 5.0 768.5 -70 .0 693.5 -75.0 -75.0 688.5 688.5 

Military Personnel 78,461.0 

Title XI 
Drug Related Assistance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 210.0 210.0 210.0 
Prior Year Transfer [90.0] [90.0] 0.0 

~ 
~ 
.. ~ 
""""' ~ 
Oo 



SLM.iARY OF flJN)S REC(M.£tilED ? 
FOR AUTHORIZATION ~ 

(Dollars in Millions) "~ 

knended FY89 FY89 Senate FY89 Budget ........ 

Request House House Senate Senate +I- Conference Conference Authority ~ 
1989 Change Authorized Change Authorized House Change Authorized Implication Co 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Milt Construction, Army 895.0 -19.3 875.7 -1.0 894.0 18.3 -16.7 878.3 1,127.6 
Milt Construction, Navy 1,594.2 -59.3 1,534.9 -63.1 1,531.1 -3.8 -30.1 1,564.1 1,581.1 
Milt Construction, Air Force 1,273.6 -32.7 1,241.0 -57.8 1,215.8 -25.2 -52.1 1,221.5 1,248.5 
Milt Construct, Defense Agencies 712.0 17.3 729.3 -28.6 683.4 -45.9 -21.1 690.9 690.9 
NATO Infrastructure 502.1 0.0 502.1 '-10.1 492.0 -10.1 -10.1 492.0 492.0 
Milcon, Army National Guard 138.3 24.5 162.8 46.9 185.2 22.4 65.6 203.9 203.9 
Milcon, Air National Guard 147.5 3.6 151.1 4.3 151.8 0.6 7.3 154.8 154.8 
Milcon, Army Reserve 79.9 0.3 80.2 4.3 84.2 4.0 4.5 84.4 84.4 

~ Milcon, Navy Reserve 48.4 0.0 48.4 16.7 65.1 16.7 6.5 54.9 54.9 0 Milcon, Air Force Reserve 58.8 0.0 58.8 4.8 63.6 4.8 4.8 63.6 63.6 z --- --- ---
Total Military Construction 5,449.9 -65.6 5,384.3 -83.7 5,366.2 -18.1 -41.5 5,408.4 5,701.6 ~ 

~ 
tr1 

F.AMI L Y HOUSING CI'J 
CI'J ..... 

Family Housing, Army 1,528.3 9.1 1,537.4 -5.0 1,523.3 -14.1 9.1 1,537.4 1,537.0 0 
Family Housing, Navy/Marines 795.4 0.0 795.4 9.5 805.0 9.5 10.3 805.8 805.6 z 
Family Housing, Air Force 923.0 -0.5 922.5 -3.5 919.5 -3.0 -0.5 922.5 922.4 > 
Family House, Defense Agencies 20.7 0.0 20.7 0.0 20.7 0.0 0.0 20.7 20.7 ~ 
Homeowners Assistance Fund 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 

~ --- ---
Total Family Housing 3,269.4 8.6 3,278.0 1.0 3,270.4 -7.6 18.9 3,288.3 3,290.7 ~ 

0 
~ 

Davis-Bacon/Service Contract Act -310.0 310.0 0.0 310.0 0.0 0.0 310.0 0.0 0 tj 

Allowance, Proposed legislation -239.3 239.3 0.0 239.3 0.0 0.0 239.3 0.0 0 I 
::c 

Enacted in Prior Years -741.9 0 
~ 
CI'J 

TOTAL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 212,749.4 112.7 212,862.1 -50.4 212,699.0 -163.1 30.7 212,780.2 290,822.4 tr1 

DOE NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 8,100.0 35.0 8,135.0 65.8 8,165.8 30.8 35.0 8,135.0 8,135.0 

MARAD Ready Reserve Force 110.8 
CIA Retirement 144.5 
FBMA Civil Defense Salaries 28.3 0.0 28.3 -4.4 23.9 -4.4 -2.0 26.3 76.0 
FBMA Civil Defense Planning 132.1 0.0 132.1 -20.6 111.5 -20.6 -10.5 121.6 251.8 
Intelligence Community staff 23.7 
Selective Service Sal/Expenses 26.1 

--- ----
TOTAL OTHER DEFENSE 160.4 0.0 160.4 -25.0 135.4 -25.0 -12.5 147.9 632.8 

~ 

===== ======= ===== === ~ 

TOTAL NATIONAL DEFENSE 221,009.8 147.7 221,157.5 -9.6 221,000.2 -157.3 53.2 221,063.1 299,590.2 00 
~ 
(,C 
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DIVISION A-DEPARTMENT OF DE

FENSE AUTHORIZATIONS AND 
OTHER NATIONAL DEFENSE AU
THORIZATIONS 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PRocUREMENT, ARMY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 

$2,791.5 million for Army aircraft procure
ment. The House bill would authorize $2,959 
million. The Senate amendment would au
thorize $2,794.9 million. The conferees rec
ommend authorization of $2,883.7 million, 
as delineated in the following table. Unless 

noted explicitly in the statement of manag
ers, all changes are made without prejudice. 
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Strengthening the armor-antiarmor balance 

Both the House report <H. Rept. 100-563) 
and the Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) 
emphasized the need to strengthen conven
tional defenses, especially in light of ratifi
cation of the INF treaty. Both reports note 
the deterioration of the armor-antiarmor 
balance and the need to reverse that dete
rioration in order to preserve an effective 
deterrent in NATO. To that end, the confer
ees recommend numerous changes to the 
budget request to strengthen conventional 
defense capabilities. 

The conferees recommend multiyear pro
curement contracts for the two primary an
tiarmor systems, the M1 tank and the AH-
64 helicopter, based on comprehensive 
master plans developed during the past 
year. The conferees provided additional pro
curement aned R&D funds for urgent im
provements to existing antitank missiles, in
cluding the Hellfire and TOW 2 missiles. 
The conferees recommended increased pro
duction rates for the Hellfire and Maverick 
missiles. The conferees also recommed ac
celeration of the development of future 
promising antiarmor systems, including a 
Block 3 version of the M1 tank, the fiber 
optic guided missile, the hypervelocity mis
sile, and the sense and destroy armor 
<SADARM) program. 

The conferees note that the serious dete
rioration of the armor-antiarmor balance 
cannot be reversed in one year and will re
quire sustained investment by the Depart
ment of Defense. The conferees emphasize 
the urgent nature of the current problem, 
especially in the immediate post-INF securi
ty environment in Europe, and direct the 
Secretary to insure that these programs re
ceive sufficient funds in the upcoming Five 
Year Defense Program for fiscal years 1990 
to 1994. 
Guardrail/Common Sensor Aircra.tt 

The amended budget request included 
$69.4 million for six RC-12K GUARDRAIL/ 
Common Sensor <GRCS> aircraft. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amount. 

The fiscal year 1989 Intelligence Authori
zation Act <H.R. 4387), passed by the House 
of Representatives, would prohibit the pro
curement of more than three aircraft and 
sensors until the Army had presented a plan 
that includes the contribution of Remotely 
Piloted Vehicles <RPVs> and other recon
naissance assets to support Army airborne 
signal intelligence <SIGINT> requirements. 
Other studies that would be required by 
H.R. 4387 include the Army plans for a new 
aircraft develpment program and its rela
tionship to RC-12K procurement, and the 
modeling and simulation tools used to certi
fy the GRCS. 

The conferees endorse these reporting re
quirements and the program contingency. 
The conferees believe that this report can 

be completed by November 1, 1988, and will 
not adversely affect contract plans. The 
conferees further agree that the Army must 
carefully consider all available SIGINT 
assets, current and future, in setting ORCS 
force levels, but note that since the termina
tion of the Precision Location Strike System 
<PLSS>, the GRCS is integral to supporting 
follow-on force attack targeting require
ments. 
AH-64 Attack Helicopter 

The amended budget request contained 
$773.1 million for procurement of 72 aircraft 
and $36 million for advance procurement to 
continue production in fiscal year 1990. 

The House bill would authorize $813.1 mil
lion for 72 aircraft for fiscal year 1989 and 
$40 million for procurement of two combat 
mission simulators. The House bill would 
also authorize $92 million for advance pro
curement, and would direct the Army to 
enter into a multiyear contract if certain 
criteria <specified in Section 114 of the 
House bill) were satisfied. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$813.1 million for this program. The in
crease of $40 million would be authorized 
because it is not possible to procure 72 air
craft with the funds requested by the Army. 
The Senate amendment would also author
ize $76 million for advance procurement, 
and would direct the Army to enter into a 
multiyear contract for 72 aircraft over a 
three-year period if certain conditions could 
be satisfied. The Senate amendment would 
also specify that none of the $40 million au
thorized to properly price the request in 
fiscal year 1989 could be obligated unless 
the Army does enter into a multiyear con
tract and the unit price for helicopters in 
fiscal year 1989 does not exceed the unit 
price negotiated under the terms of the 
multiyear contract. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $813.1 million, with not less than $20 
million to be provided to procure a mission 
simulator. The remaining $20 million in ad
ditional authorization may be used to prop
erly price the AH-64 procurement in fiscal 
year 1989, subject to the same conditions 
specified by the Senate report <S. Rept. 100-
326). If the funds are not required, they 
may be used to procure an additional mis
sion simulator. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $76 million for advance procurement 
and direct the Army to negotiate a mul
tiyear contract, subject to the restrictions 
outlined in section 107. The conferees note 
that the Army has developed two alterna
tive approaches to a multi-year contract: a 
three-year multiyear contract for 72 aircraft 
per year, and a four-year multiyear contract 
for 60 aircraft per year. The Army may 
pursue either approach, subject to the con
ditions specified in section 107. The confer
ees do believe, however, that it would be de-

sirable to retain the highest practical pro
duction rate consistent with overall Army 
budget resources. 

The conferees direct that not less than 
one battalion of AH-64 helicopters be pro
vided to the Reserve Component each year. 
OV-1 Surveillance Aircra.tt 

The amended budget request contained 
$12.2 million for the modification of OV-1 
surveillance aircraft. 

The House bill would deny all funding for 
the modification program. 

The Senate amendment would approve 
the program at the requested level. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $6.212 million. The conferees express 
concern over the overall affordability of the 
OV-1 modification program. The conferees 
doubt that it is appropriate or affordable to 
modify the entire fleet of OV-1 aircraft. 
Army helicopter improvement program 

The amended budget request contained 
$161 million for the Army Helicopter Im
provement Program <AHIP>. 

The House bill would authorize $204 mil
lion for 36 aircraft. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees have learned of the Army's 

plans to modify 16 existing AHIPs to the 
armed reconnaissance configuration and un
derstand the cost to perform the modifica
tion could have been lowered if the modifi
cation were performed during the baseline 
AHIP upgrade. The conferees are concerned 
that if the Army has a requirement to 
modify additional AHIP aircraft to the 
armed configuration, additional funding will 
be required. This does not seem prudent in 
the existing budget environment. The con
ferees direct that the 36 AHIP aircraft au
thorized in fiscal year 1989 and future AHIP 
aircraft have the structural and electrical 
modifications <required for the armed re
connaissance configuration) installed during 
the baseline AHIP modification. This will 
allow the Army to equip cost-effectively 
fiscal year 1989 and future AHIPs with ar
mament in the event the Army chooses to 
do so at a later date. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$2,586.6 million for Army missile procure
ment. The House bill would authorize 
$2,686.7 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $2,541.8 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $2,605.2 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 



-----------------------------------------------------------
,._, 
LIN( IUN 

n 1181 Elt tmah 

Qutnt tty Jrnount 

------------------------------------------------
NJSSIU I'IIOCUII(NIIIf, A,._,., 

I (H,_,AIIIIAl 

J NOll Lilli Of SI&Hf Alit DHINS( SYSUN 

3 AOVANC( I'IIOCUII(N(IIf (CY I 
ADS NVY WH SYSIIM 

l1SS1 ADVAIIC( I'IIOCUII(W(Nf (I'Y) 

ADVAIICI I'IIOCUIIlNIIII ( CY) 

CUSS If liD I'IIOGIW-4 

OIH(II NIUILI SU,OIII 

I I'AIIIIOI (NY I' I 
I LISS1 ADVANCE I'IIOCUII(NIHf (I'Y) 

I 'ADVANCI I'IIOCUIIIIotlllf (C\') 

10 STINGIII(NYI') 

10 LISS1 AOVAHC( I'IIOCUII(NlHT (I'Y) 

11 ADVANCE I'IIOCUII(Iot(NJ (CY) 

12 STINGER I'IDISTAL NOUNI 

1l LASllt Hlllflll( SYSHN 

14 TOW J (WYI') 

14a TOW 2 Jill IIOF IT 

II P(IISHINC 

11 Kllfll'l( LAUNCH IIOCKIT SYSI04 (WYI') 

lh NliiS BINARY WAIIHIAD 

11 LISS: ADVAHC( I'IIOCUII04(NJ (I'Y) 

17 ADVANCl I'IIOCUII(NIHT ( CY) 

11 AfHY TA.C TJ CAL NIS SIll S YS I A fAD4S) 

11 USS1 ADVAIIC( I'IIOCUII(N(Nf (I'Y) 

11 ADVANCI I'IIOCUIIINIHT ( CY) 

NODlfiCATJOH or NJSSJUS 

JO I'AJIIIOJ NODS 

%1 CHAI'AIIMl NODS 

J2 HAwt< NODS 

23 TOW NODS 

24 DIIAGOH NODS 

25 LANC( NODS 

21 I'ERSHINC NODS 

27 NLIIS NODS 

211 AN/TS0-73 NODS 

SPARES AND IIE'AIR I'AIHS 

21 SPARU AND IIEI'AIII I'AIITS 

30 Alii DHINSE TARGETS 

31 ITEMS LESS THAN U.DM (MISSILES) 

3Z I'IIOOUCJI ON BAS( SU,OIIT 

TOTAl NISSJU I'IIOCUIIEM(NJ APf.fY 

IU 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
715 

0 

0 
4,2DO 

0 
0 
0 

5,000 
12,0011 

0 

72,000 

0 
Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
D 

0 

D 

0 

0 
0 

30,111 

0 
0 
0 

0 
33,100 

0 

4,505 
167,142 
(34,700) 
40,10Q 

151,121 
(22,D64) 

33,111 
43,133 

168,351 
151,731 

1,710 
417,443 

(12,700) 
0 

7,321 
0 

1,1DO 

21,0DO 
31,221 
35,171 
11,D21 

7,251 

0 

1,,293 
4,501 

0 

246,600 
21,363 

1,74D 
11,574 

2,320,751 

-----Rev t c:ad------
FY 11181 Raqu11t 

Quant tty Jrnount 

361 

10 

815 

1,750 

1,000 

12,000 

41,DOD 

II 

17 ,9D7 

111,5DD 

(33,5DD) 
23,750 

4,540 
121,435 
(47 0 100) 
37,400 

211,241 
(31, 71D) 

12,242 
11D,502 
143,682 

421,D41 
11,600 

(51,6DD) 
2D,IDD 
71,100 
(1 ,IDD) 
4,3DO 

4D, 185 
1,121 

27,592 
11,097 
17,211 
15,351 

taD 
32 ,16D 

1,289 

254,302 
22,076 

2,141 
9,035 

2,516,600 

-----Houaa------
Authortzatton 

Quant tty Jrnount 

361 

ID 

au 

1,750 

I,DDD 
12,DDD 

72,000 

II 

17,107 
0 
0 

111,5DO 

(33,5DD) 
23,750 

0 

4,54D 
821,435 
(47 ,1DD) 

37,4DO 
211,248 
(31,710) 

0 
12,242 

215,502 
143,612 

24,4DQ 

0 

413,341 
0 

(51,1QO) 
20,8DD 
71,100 
(1,100) 
4,3DD 

4D, 115 
8,129 

27,592 
11,D97 
17,211 
15,359 

110 
32,81D 
1,:u1 

254,302 
22,071 

2,148 
1,035 

2,686,7DD 

-----Saneta------
Authortzat ton 

Quant tty M!Dunt 

311 

au 

1,760 

5,DDD 
12 ,DOD 

48,DDO 

II 

17,107 
0 
0 

33,5DD 
(33,50D) 
23, 75D 

0 
4,140 

121,431 

(47' 1DO) 
37 ,4DO 

281,241 

(38' 71D) 
0 

117,242 
11D,5D2 
143,182 

0 
D 

421,041 
11,1DO 

(51,100) 
2D,IDO 
71, 1DD 
( 1 ,aDD) 

4,3DO 

40,111 
1,121 

27,512 
34,217 

17,211 
11,351 

taD 
u,a5o 

1,211 

254,302 
22,071 

2,148 
I,D35 

2,141,100 

House +1- Senate 
Quant tty M!Dunt 

10 

1,000 

24,000 

0 
0 
0 

(21,0D ) 
35,000 

0 
24,400 

0 
17,300 

(11,1DD) 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
D 

(11,2DD) 
D 
0 
0 
D 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

144,1DD 

---con fo renee--
Chango to Aoquoet 
Quant tty M!Dunt 

I 

0 
21,DDD 

0 

(1,000) 
(11,100) 

15,200 

11,100 

---con fo ronco-
Authortaat ton 

Quant tty 

311 

10 

111 

1,710 

1,000 

12,000 

48,000 

II 

-.unt 

17,1D7 

0 

• 
111,5DO 
(33,5DD) 
23,750 

0 
4,54D 

121,435 

(47' 100) 
37,400 

211,241 
(31, 78D) 

0 
12,242 

2D5,502 
143,112 

0 
0 

421,041 
0 

(51,100) 

20,100 
71, IOD 

(1,8DD) 
4,3DD 

40,115 
1,129 

27,512 
34,217 
17,211 
15,351 

liD 
U,IIO 

1,289 

254,302 
22,071 

2,141 
1,035 

2,105,2DD 
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Army tactical missile system 

The amended budget request contained 
$76.3 million to procure 66 Army Tactical 
Missiles Systems <ATACMS> in fiscal year 
1989 and $4.3 million for advance procure
ment in fiscal year 1990. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested levels, but included a provision <Sec. 
lll<b)) that would restrict the obligation of 
certain funds until the Secretary of Defense 
certified that the total requirement for 
ATACMS had been established and submit
ted a report outlining the requirement and 
the associated acquisition strategy. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested levels and would impose no 
obligation restrictions. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees support the ATACMS pro

gram, but believe that the Department of 
the Army should conduct an analysis of 
total requirements for the system. The De
partment is directed to conduct that analy
sis and provide the results to Congress with 
the submission of the fiscal year 1990 
budget request. 

The conferees understand that the Army · 
could save approximately $12 million in 
future budgets if all of the fuzes for 
ATACMS submunitions could be procured 
at economic production rates. The conferees 
invite the Army to proceed with any admin
istrative actions possible to achieve those 
savings. If legislative relief is required, the 

conferees direct the Army to propose such 
changes at the time the fiscal year 1990 
budget request is submitted. 

WEAPONS AND TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES, 
ARMY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$2,960.6 million for Army weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles. The House bill 
would authorize $2,966.1 million. The 
Senate amendment would authorize $2,959.2 
million. The conferees recommend authori
zation of $2,915.1 million, as delineated in 
the following table. Unless noted explicitly 
in the statement of managers, all changes 
are made without preJudice. 



P-1 
LINE llfN 

PROCUREMENT Of WITCV,AfNt 
TRACKED Ce»eAT VEHICLES 

I CARRIU, CCM4AND POST LIGHT, FT, M577A2 

2 BRADlEY FIGHTING VEHICLES (NYP) 
lESS 1 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 
ADVANCE PROCUROIENT (CY) 

3a BRADLEY PRIOR YEAR SAVINGS 

4 BRADlEY FVS TRAINING DEVICES 

5 BRADLEY FVS TRAINING DEVICES (MOO) 

I FIELD AIITILLEIIY AM«JNITION SUPPOIIT VEH 
7 RECOVUY VEHICLE, NED, FT, NI8A1 

lESS; ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 
a ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

' AIIW4S TANK SEIIIU IIOLL (MYP) 

• lESS; ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 
10 AIIW4S ADVANCE PIIOCUROIENT (CY) 

101 M-1 TANK PRIOII YEAR SAVINGS 

11 M60 SEIIIU TANK TRAINING DEVICES 
12 Ml SERIES TANK TRAINING DEVICES 

MODIFICATION OF .TRACKED COoiiAT VEHICLES 
13 CARIIIEII, MOD 

14 FIST VEHICLE (MOO) 

15 IFVS SERIES (MOD) 
11 HOWITZER, NED SP fT 155M4 MIDI SU(MOD) 
11 lESS; ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 
17 ADVANCE PROCUREI-IENT (CY) 
11 TANK, C(»..IAT, IDSM4, GUN, M60SER (MOO) 
11 TANK, Ml SEIIIES (MOD) 
20 fWfi 

21 MOl TNG lASE EQUIP 

U HOST NATION SUPPOIIT 
SUPPORT EOUII'MENT AND FACILITIES 

23 SPARES AND IIEPAIR PARTS 

24 ITEMS LESS THAN S2.01o4 (TCV-WTCV) 
25 PRODUCTION lASE SUPPORT (TCV-WTCV) 
21 IIEGIONAL MAINTENANCE TIIAINING SITES-EQUI 

-----Rev t aad------
FY 1181 hl tmata FY 1911 Requ .. t 

Quant lty Mlount Quent tty Mlount 

0 0 

611 114,121 Ill 714,100 

0 (13,121) (31 ,tOO) 

0 35,1DO 31,100 

0 0 
0 1,100 3,100 

41 21,700 

0 0 10 107,100 

0 0 (24,100) 

0 24,100 :U,300 

145 1,124,211 141 1,361,172 

D (173,111) (235,072) 

0 1&1,000 212,100 

0 0 14,500 

0 4,700 

0 31,300 31,500 

0 0 

0 45,100 12,100 

0 1,374 42,721 

0 0 (12, 721) 

0 12,721 
0 10,100 1,100 

0 30,200 

0 700 100 

0 0 

0 21,700 13,031 

0 311,100 400,100 

0 1,100 2, 700 
0 21,731 40,121 
0 17,100 11,200 

-----Hou ••------ ----Saneta-----
Authortut ton Authar tJat ton 

Quent tty Mlount Quent tty Mlount 

0 0 

150 114, IDO 111 714,100 
(31,1DO) (31,100) 
31,100 31,100 

0 0 
3,1DO 3,100 

0 0 

10 102,100 10 107,100 

(24,100) (24, 100) 
22,3DO 22,300 

545 1,311,172 141 1,311,172 

(235,072) (235,072) 

252,100 251,200 

0 0 
0 0 

31,100 31,500 

0 0 

12,100 12,100 

42,721 25,221 

( 12, 721) (12,721) 

0 0 
I,IDO 0 

0 0 

100 100 

0 0 

13,031 13,031 

400,500 400,100 

2,700 2,700 
40,121 31,021 
11,200 11,200 

Houea +/- Senate 
Ouent tty Mlount 

0 

(31, (20,000) 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

(1,000) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(4,JOO) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
17,100 

0 

0 
t,tOO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1,100 

0 

---Con f o ranee--
Change to llaqu .. t 
Quant tty Mlount 

(30,000) 

(1,000) 

40,000 

(21,100) 

(14,500) 

(4,100) 

(1,100) 

--Con fa ranee--
Author tut ton 

Ouent tty Mlount 

0 

111 714,100 

(31,100) 
31,100 

(30,000) 

0 

3,100 

0 

10 102,100 

(24, 100) 

22,300 
141 1,311,172 

(235,072) 

252,100 

(21,100) 

0 

0 

31,500 

0 

12,100 
31,221 

(12,721) 

0 
0 

0 
100 

0 

13,031 

400,500 

2,700 
40,121 

11,200 

n 
0 
z 
~ 
~ 
tr:l 
rJ) 
rJ) 
~ 

0 
z 
> 
t""' 

~ 
tr:l 
n 
0 
~ 
t=' 
I 
:I: 
0 
c:: 
rJ) 

tr:l 



------- .. --------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ---------------·--- ------------------- -----------------
-----llev heel------ -----Houae------ -----Senate------ ---Conference-- ---con f e renee---

P-1 FY 1981 htlmate IY I til llequeet Author hat ton Authorization Hou .. +1- Senate Change to llequeet Authorization n 
liN( Jr(N Quant tty 'lnount Quantity 'lnount . Quant tty -...ount Quant tty knount Quant It)' knount Quant lty knount Quent tty knount 0 

------------------------------------------------ -------- ------- z 
WEAPONS AND D1Hfll CCMIAT 'oi(HIClU 0 G"l 

H ~ PCT'fl C(lo4P(TJTIO" D 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
21 HO'WITZIII, LICHT, T~D. to~. Nit I 71 21,100 •• 21,100 •• 21,100 II 20,000 1,100 0 •• 21,100 ~ 
2t HO'WJTZIII, NIO, T~o. u~. Nltl 0 0 0 0 0 0 (ll 

(ll 
30 MACHIN( CiU ... 7.1lt+l, ~0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ..... 
31 SQUAD AUTCHATIC WUPO .. (SAW) I. 16M4 1,400 U,IOO 1,171 11,100 1,111 11,500 1,171 11,100 0 1,171 11,100 0 
32 Ciii(NAD( LAUNCHfll, AUTO, 4C»++, t«U-3 0 1,000 100 u,ooo aoo u,ooo 100 12,000 0 100 12,000 z 
:n lAUNCH( II, SM'Jil( Gil( IliAD( 3,081 1,100 2,435 1,100 2,435 1,100 2,435 1,100 0 2,436 1,100 > 
34 l«>llfAII, 111+4, NUl 0 0 0 0 0 0 r-c 
35 I«>IITAII, UC»++ 0 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 1,000 ~ 31 Nil IIJrl( 10,000 21,100 41,800 U,300 41,100 22,300 49,100 22,300 0 41,100 22,300 ~ 
37 Slllr€11 WUPO .. S'fSl(W 500 1,100 100 1,100 100 1,100 500 1,100 0 100 1,100 n 
31 P(IISONAL 0(f(IIS( WlHOtll, ...... 23,411 1,300 33,071 J ,000 33,071 J ,000 33,011 J,OOO 0 33,071 1,000 0 
31 VEH IIAPID IIIII __,. .. SYS-IIUSHNASUII (NYP) 152 Jl,IOO IU 32,100 au 32,100 153 32,100 0 au 32,100 ~ 
31 USS: AOVANC ( PIIOCUII(IollNT (PY) 0 (10,100) (3,100) (3,100) (3,100) 0 (3,100) 0 
40 AO'tANC( PIIOCUIIflooiUIT (CY) 0 2,100 2,400 2,400 2,400 0 2,400 I 41 WUAI lllll( woos 0 1,400 1,100 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 :z: 42 I«>DifiCATIONS l(SS THAll U.DN (WOCV-WTCV 0 4,100 4,100 4,500 4,100 0 4,500 ., SPAll( S AND """'" '""" 0 U,IOO 21,500 11,500 11,100 0 21,100 0 
44 IHioiS ll SS THAll U.DN (WOCV-WTCV) 0 3,300 4,200 4,200 4,200 0 4,200 ~ 
45 PIIOOUC T I o• IASI SU,OIIf (WOCV-W'TCV) 0 II, 701 1,333 1,333 24,333 (U,OOO) 1,333 (ll 

~ --------- --------- --------- --------- ---·------ ---------
TOTAL WUPOIII AHO TIIACit(O CCMIAT 'oi(HICL( 3,207,117 2,160,100 2,111,100 2,111,200 1,100 (45,100) 2,111,100 
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M1 tanks 

The amended budget request contained 
$1,131.6 million to procure 545 M1 tanks 
and $212.1 million for advance procurement 
for fiscal year 1990. Subsequent to the 
budget submission, the Army determined 
that it intends to keep the M1 tank in pro
duction, to replace all current M60 tanks in 
the National Guard with M1s, and to retro
fit early model M1s with the 120mm 
cannon. 

The House bill would endorse this plan, 
authorize $1,131.6 million for tank procure
ment for the Army and $252.1 million for 
advance procurement, and direct the Army 
to enter into a five-year multiyear contract 
for 3,000 tanks, subject to the restrictions 
specified in section 114 of the House bill. 
The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) direct
ed the Secretary of Army to report on the 
plan to equip the National Guard with M1 
tanks. The House report further specified 
that the Army may not enter into the mul
tiyear contract until the Secretary of De
fense certifies that sufficient funds have 

been budgeted in the Five Year Defense 
Program for fiscal years 1990 to 1994 to sup
port the new acquisition strategy. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$1,131.6 million for procurement in fiscal 
year 1989 an $256.2 million for advance pro
curement. It would also specify that the 
Army should consider a multiyear contract 
for continued production. The Senate 
amendment would also endorse the Army's 
plans for modernizing the National Guard 
and would authorize $15 million to modify 
facilities to initiate modification of early 
model M1 tanks with the 120mm smooth
bore cannon. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $1,131.6 million for procurement in 
fiscal year 1989 and $252.1 million for ad
vance procurement. The conferees direct 
the Army to proceed with a multiyear con
tract for up to 3,000 tanks, subject to the 
conditions specified in section 102. The con
ferees also support the directive certifica
tion requirements associated with the M1 
tank multiyear program as outlined in the 
House report <H. Rept. 100-563). 

Prior year funding availability 
The conferees recommend a reduction of 

$56.6 million in Weapons and Tracked 
Combat Vehicles because of the availability 
of prior year funds which are no longer re
quired for their original purpose. The con
ferees understand that $26.6 million appro
priated to procure M1 tanks and $30 million 
to procure M2 fighting vehicles is excess to 
original requirements and is available either 
to be transferred or rescinded. 

AMMuNITION, ARMY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$2,007.8 million for Army ammunition. The 
House bill would authorize $2,051.6 million. 
The Senate amendment would authorize 
$2,035.5 million. The conferees recommend 
authorization of $2,064 million, as delineat
ed in the following table. Unless noted ex
plicitly in the statement of managers, all 
changes are made without prejudice. 



,_, 
liNE IHW 

PROCUIIIlWlNT 0' N+411111ION, AJNY 

I HUCLIAIII ~UONI IU,I'OIU NAJ(IIIIfl 

2 PIIIOJ, U~ J1W 

3 CTG, I . I~. All TYPU 

4 CTG, 1.1~. BALL MUJ 
I CTG, 1.5~, TIIIACIIII 

I CTG, 1 . 1~. TUC(II CLIP 

CTG, 1.56Hof, llANI(MJOO 

8 CTG, 1 . 56Hof, lllt MlOO, UO F/SAW 

I CTG, I. 56Hof, 4 IAll MUS/I liiCII Ma51 UD 

10 CTG, I. 56Hof BALL MII-AJ 

11 CTG, 1.56Hof, PlASTIC MeU 

IJ CTG, 5.561+4 TIIIACU MU-AJ 

13 CTG, 7 . 111+4 AU TYPlS 

14 CTG, 7 .111+4, 4 BAll MilO/I TIIICIII MU LKD 

16 CTG, 7 . 111+4, BAll MaO UD/WU 

11 CTG, 7.111+4, LitO 4 BAll ITIIIAC(III OHF 
17 CTG, 7 .I~, llAHit MeJ UO/WU 

U CTG, CAL .45, BALL Willi 

11 CTG, CAL .50, PLASTIC UO 4 BALL/I TRACE 
20 CTG, CAL . 50, UO 4 BALL/I T IICIII W/W15AJl 

21 CTG, CAl .50 IALL UO W/Nt lJNI( 

22 CTG, CAL .10 BLANC TIJI W/Nt ll 
23 CTG, 201+4, LitO .,_, MHO SliiHS Wll MI4A 

24 CTG, 201+4, UD 4 " MSUZ/ITP-1 MUO 
25 CTG, 2~. 1411-1 M7U W/F 
26 CTG, 2SI+4, TPT lkO M7U Mll MJI 

27 CTCi, 2SI+C AP TRAINING 1110 

21 CTG, 301+4, UD TP M181 

21 CTG, 401+4, All TYPlS 

30 CTG 401+4 HlOP 1-6430 

31 CTG 401+4 TP F I)« II 

32 CTG 401+f GII((N STAll PARACHUTE 

33 CTG, 401+4, PIIIAC M711 

34 CTG 401+f W..JTE STAll ClUSUIII M515 fllCHR 

35 CTG 401+f R(O STAll PARA MUJ fllCHIII M1t/N 

36 CTG, 401+4 TACTICAL CS MUI 

37 CTG 101+4 Jlll.'o4 IIW7JI 

38 CTG 101+4 9o40Kl WP IIW7U 

31 CTG, ID1+4,H( N7JOW/W7J4 l«lF 

40 601+f METAL PAIITS 

41 CTG 811+4 llll.'o4 )1).48SJ 

42 ClG, 111+4 HE, Mall 

n 1111 Itt lmah 

Quant tty 

0 

0 
17,542 

1,496 

4,1111 

1U,t15 

32.201 

0 
31,490 

1,000 

16,190 

0 
U,360 

D 
0 

U,IIJ 
11,540 

1,810 

0 
D 
0 

3,701 

1,311 

0 
I ,010 

102 
0 

0 

428 

2,371 

Ill 
1,131 

277 
93 

146 

41 

43 

304 

0 
0 

274 

knDunt 

2,3&1 

0 

1,111 

2,200 

1 '112 
11,213 

5,114 

0 
1,012 

2,111 

4,921 

0 
14,291 

D 
0 

13,010 

1,281 
2,267 

0 
D 
0 

12,111 
4,041 

0 

11 ,OJI 

16,000 

0 
0 

4,151 

21,411 

2,267 

3,154 

1,105 

1,175 

2,563 

7' 787 
4,533 

21,801 

1,&00 

D 
10,222 

-----llevteed------

n 1181 llequeet 

12,3&0 

2, 765 

227 
1,904 

1,004 

1,145 

2,354 

134 

31 

knount 

1,874 

[ ) 
17,131 

37,325 

1,321 

2,980 

118 

1,337 

2,871 

10,232 

45,164 

1,021 

30,143 

4,011 

-----Hou ••------
Authortutton 

Quant tty 

12,3&0 

2, 715 

227 
1,104 

1,004 

1,145 

2,354 

134 

3& 

Mlount 

1,874 

[ ) 
71,231 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

,, ,125 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,325 

2,180 

0 
0 

ttl 
1,337 

2,871 

0 
10,232 

45,114 

1,021 

30,143 " 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4,061 
u 
0 

0 
0 

-----Senate------
Author1ut ton 

Quant tty Mlount 

12,360 

2,716 

227 

1,104 

1,004 

1,145 

2,354 

134 

31 

1,174 

[ ] 
17,131 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

37,325 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,:us 
2,180 

0 
0 

118 
1,337 

2,171 
0 

10,232 

41,164 
1,021 

30,143 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4,011 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Hou .. +1- Sonato 
Quant tty Mlount 

0 
0 

21,100 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14,100 
0 
0 
0 
0 

---con r • ronco--
Chana• to Roqu .. t 
Quant tty Mlount 

11,100 

14,500 

-Conforonco
Authorhatton 

Quant tty Amount 

t2,310 
2,711 

127 
1,104 

1,004 

1,145 

2,354 

134 

31 

1,174 

[ ] 
71,231 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

11,125 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,325 

2,110 

0 
0 

111 
1,337 

2,171 
0 

10,232 

45,114 

1,021 

30,143 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4,011 
0 
0 
0 
0 



-----------------------------------------------------------
1'-1 

liN£ IHM 

FY 1981 ht tmate 
Quant tty Mlount 

------------------------------------------------
41 CTG, lll+f: ~IC(, llr, »tall 

44 CTG, lll+f1 t/10 liNG, I'IIIAC,Na80 

46 CIC, 4.2 1 .. Nl toellt HI Ill/fUll I'D 

41 CTC, 4 . 2 Ill MOIIIIAIII lll~INATJNC 

47 CTC, 1lCM4 MOIIJAA HI, »49ll 

411 CIC, UCM4 MOIIUII, All TYI'IS 

41 CTC, UCM4 MQIIUII HI III/PO FUZE 

41 CTC, UIH4 MOIIIAIII IlL~. »4930 

50 CTC, UIH4 MOIIIAII SHOIII,»4921 

51 CTC, UIH4 MOIITAil TNC 1110 

5Z CTG, IOSM-1, BUNK t-ellS 

U CTC, IOSM-1, toeJIUl SU Ill~ 111/f f/HO'tollf 

U CHi, IOSM-1, TP-T, M410 

65 CTC, IOSM-1, 01-TP M7l4 

61 CTC, IOSM-1, Al'fSDS-T Mall 

57 CTC, IOSM-1, ArrSDS-T, (»490011) 

U CTC, UIH4 Al'f SOS- T Na21 

5I CTC, UIH4 HUT.-..1'-J ,NalD(NYI') 

10 ere, UIH4 .,_, Nell cwvr) 

11 CTC, UCM4 TPCSOS-T, NI65(NYI') 

liZ CJC, SU8CAL JSM-1 fiTANtt 

fil I'ROJ 16SM-I, HE, 104, M4U 

fi4 MU/M41 CIIINAO( PAIIT I fOil M4U 

fi5 I'IIOVI -OUT M4U 

&fi I'ROJ, USM-1 Ill~ M485 111/0 fUZE 

fi7 I'IIOJ, USM-1~ St-4011( »-4751/MUS 

U I'IIOJ, USM-1, HE, ADAM, M7l1 

Iii I'ROJ, USM-1, HI, IIAAMS M711 

70 I'IIOJ, 15~, HI, IIA»>S M741 

71 I'ROJ, U~ Dl' IASULHD »-4814 

U I'ROJ, USM, HI, COP'P'(IIHIAD (U) 

73 CLASSiflfO P'IIOJICT 

74 I'IIOJ, 15~. TIIIAININC, Na04 

75 CHARCI, I'IIOI'IlLINC, MISSI+f, GREIN lAC Ml 

71 CHARCI, I'IIOI'IUING, U~, IIID lilAC M20l 

77 CHARC(, I'MP'IlLINC, MUSM-1, 1110 lAC M111 

71 CTC, USI+f, Tr M&U 

71 I'ROJ, 1-1 NCH, ANTI-Ait.eoll ( SADA~) »4811 

80 I'IIIOJ, I 1 .. HE 104 MSOIAI 

81 I'IIOJ, I 1 .. HE IIIAI' M&SO 

U fUZE, I'IIOJtiMI TY, M7l2 

ll FUZE, I'D M73tiN7JIA I 

84 FUZE, NTSQ NS771M577AI 

85 FUll, MTSO M5U/N5UAI 

a& f UZI, U »-4162 

87 I'RIMEIII, PEIIIC, Na2 

88 TRAINING DEVICE, MINI SYST04 

a 
l4 

180 
0 
0 

14 

0 

D 
II 

127 

•• 
41 

IU 
51 

0 
71 

ll 

u 
114 

40 

235 
0 

D 

190 
65 

7 
I 

0 

II 

2,900 

Ill 

0 

242 
215 

0 
0 

0 
4l 

0 
0 

755 

195 

D 

1,472 

D 

0 
4,830 

11,712 
0 

0 

4,435 

0 

0 

2,D70 

1,154 
11,530 

4,921 

25,448 

l2. 521 
0 

77.273 
13,021 
13,571 

83,180 
1,171 

te, 735 

13,300 
5,100 

43,565 
23,404 

29.700 
11,000 

0 
7D,IZ5 

117,160 

14,481 

0 

108,111 
11,713 

0 
0 
0 

42,182 

0 
0 

41,171 

"· 721 
a 

2. 512 
5,021 

-----Rev 1 eed------
fY 1981 Requeet 

Quent tty 

11 
zoo 
113 

120 
171 

57 

17 
50 

117 
112 
221 

10 

13 
II 

11 
141 

121 

274 
271 

75 
132 

111 
liZ 

Mlount 

4,471 

20,000 
l7 ,415 

14,893 

Z5. 767 

130,114 

21,501 
44,240 

75,151 
5,413 

101,238 

11,451 
51,525 
22,100 
21,200 

111,177 

15,690 

121,113 
21,100 

37,005 

5,&44 
10,329 
23,162 

701 

198 

-----Houae------
Author 1 zat ton 

Quant tty Mlount 

It 
2DO 

193 

120 
171 

57 
17 
50 

117 
112 
221 

10 

13 
It 
11 

141 

121 

274 
271 

ll 

75 

112 

161 
362 

0 
4,471 

20,000 
l7 ,435 

0 
35,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

14,19.3 
25,717 

0 
0 

130,114 
21,501 
44,240 

75,651 
5,413 

101,211 

13,000 
0 
0 

19,451 
51,525 
22,100 
21,200 

111,1U 

0 

] 
15,690 

0 
121,&13 

21,100 
0 

0 
0 

37,005 
0 
0 

1,&44 
10,329 
23,162 

701 
118 

-----Sene t e------
Authort.ut ton 

Quant tty 

11 
200 
111 

171 

11 
57 
17 
50 

117 
112 
221 

10 

13 
11 
11 

111 

121 

215 
271 

75 
132 

111 

lU 

Mlount 

0 
4,471 

2a,ooo 
37,431 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

21,717 

0 
30,101 

130,114 

21,501 
44,240 

75,151 
1,413 

103,211 

0 
0 

0 
11,451 

51,525 
22,300 
21,200 

127,377 
0 

[ ] 
15,110 

0 
134,113 
21,1ao 

0 

0 
0 

37,005 

0 
0 

1,144 
10,121 
23,112 

701 
191 

Hou .. +1- Senate 
Ouent tty Mlount 

120 

(11) 

(20) 

(11) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
a 

35,000 
0 

0 
0 

0 
a 
0 

14,113 
0 
0 

(30,101) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
13,000 

0 
0 
a 
0 
0 
0 

(15,700) 
0 

0 
0 
0 

(5,000) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
a 
0 

a 
0 

0 

0 

---Con fl rence--
Chenge to llequ11t 
Ouent tty Mlount 

35,aoa 

(120) (14,111) 

11 30,101 

13,000 

2a 15,700 

11 1,000 

---conference--
Author hat ton 

Quent tty Mlount 

11 
20a 
113 

171 

11 
57 
17 
50 

117 
112 
221 

10 

u 
11 
11 

119 

121 

285 
271 

75 
132 
111 
112 

0 
4,471 

20,000 
37,431 

0 
35,ooa 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
25.717 

0 

10,!101 

130,114 
21,501 
44,240 
75,151 

5,413 
1al,231 

13,000 

0 
a 

11,45!1 
51,525 
22,100 
21,200 

127,177 
0 

] 
15,190 

0 

114,113 
21,100 

a 
0 
0 

37,005 
0 

0 

5,144 
10,129 
23,162 

701 
191 



1'-1 

LINE IUN 

Ill CIIOUNO INI' MIN( SCAl SYS AI M75(WYI') 
10 CANISHil WIN( I'MCJICI ~~ (VOLCANO) 

II CANISHil NINE (VOLCANO) ~7 

U IIOCKil, WTII t«H fl)oiJCliC U~ NSUI 

13 Ll HE CHAIIG( MSUJ (loll Cll C) 

14 NIH( AI .104U 

II NOOULAil I'ACII MINI SYSUN 

II I'UilSUIT OlllliUifHl KIIIIJIIOIII (SOl) 

17 Dlt«lliTIOIII KIIIIIJIONS I OIHlll 
II ll NUll SH.,lO CHAIIGI (SO') 

Sll CTC, 10~ H(U ltoftiJ 

100 LICHT'W(JCHT Kllli-I'Uili'OSI ~UPON 

101 LIGHt WCT Kll Tl I'UIII'OS( SYSUN liiHil 

102 HYDilA 70 IIIII Hl ~M4U liS fUll 

103 HYDU 70 IIIIT, lllLiol MlU IIIWD 

104 HYDIIA 70 lll<l, »401<(, .104214 

105 H'WDRA 70 IlK l, Ml',_. I'UC lofll7 IIIWD 

101 H'WDU 70 lll<l, HI/PO (WUIM4Un«U) 

107 H'WDU 70 Rill, .104274 SIC I'UCJIC( 

101 GII(NAD(, All TYI'U 

1DI ClllNADI LNHil SNt SCII liED I'HOS UJC UAU80 
110 GIIENADl lAUIICHU if« Ill SCIIUNING 1471 

111 SICHALS, All TYI'U 
112 SI,..,LATOIIS, All TYI'U 

113 N+40 CONI'ON(NJS/SUrrOIIT, All TYPES 

114 CAD/PAD 

115 ITEMS LESS THAN U.ON (NISC-N+«l) 

111 SI'AIIlS ANO llli'AIII I'AIIlS 
117 Afo.MJNI l lOll I'ECULIAII (QUI PMINT 

118 NITROGUANIDIN( (LB) 

111 ~All IIESIRV( STOCKI'IliNC(llii'L/PRO'lllANTS 

120 N+40 ,..,.,ll' 
121 HOSf NATION SUrrOIIl 

122 I'ROVISION Of INDUSJIIIAL fACILITIES 

123 CONI'ON[NJS fOil 1'110\1(-0Ul 

124 LAYA~AY Of INDUSJIIIAL IACILITUS 

125 IIDX fACILITY 

121 JHIIIISON I'IIOVING CIIOUND NOOEIINIZATION 

127 NODEIIIIIZATIOII I'IIOJlCJS 

!191 CLASS I I I (0 I'IIOGIIAiofS 

Afo.MJNIT 1011-GIHE IIAL INCIIUSl 

IY IIIII httmate 
Ouanllly 

71 

u 
1,311 

1,171 

0 
3,171 

u 
0 

1,000 

0 
74 

0 

18 

0 

0 
2_7 

21 

IDS 

0 
0 

/mount 

11,000 

177 
11,117 

1,000 

20.573 

0 

11,841 

12,123 
21,111 

Ul 

0 
10,131 

0 

7. 781 

0 
0 

14,095 

1,8!19 

30,000 

1,171 

0 
•• 731 

11,167 
1,401 

21,184 

4,731 

7,295 

Ill 
1,870 

12,114 

0 

2,151 

0 

137,561 

1,214 

11,417 

212.700 

0 
0 

137,199 

2,273,592 

-----llev leed------

JY 1tlll llequeet 

Ou1nt ll y 

24 

• 
41 

2,302 
3,171 

3,171 

73,000 

77 
5,511 

39 

• 
17 

154 

0 

/mount 

I,OU 
2,411 

73,102 

7,133 

35.724 

33,050 

U,442 

2,101 

71,514 

3,253 

11,14S 

3,781 

1,191 

44,340 
1,111 

1,233 
4,013 

Z7 ,313 

1,771 

10,147 

2. 413 
1,940 

15,717 

35,000 

2,781 

29, IDS 

172,131 
14,403 

19,123 

193 

131,453 

2,DD7,80D 

-----Houee------

Authorlutlon 
Quint It y .IWnount 

24 

• 
41 

2,302 

3,171 

3,171 

73,000 

77 
1,111 

31 

• 
17 

154 

s,ou 
2,411 

73,102 

7,133 

3S,724 

0 

33,050 

0 
22,442 

2,1DI 

0 
71,514 
3,253 

11,145 

0 
0 

3,711 

1,111 

44,340 

1,111 

0 
0 

1,233 

4,013 

27,383 

1,771 
10,947 

2,483 

1,940 

15,717 

35,DOO 

2, 711 

29, lOS 

172,831 

14,403 
19,123 

0 
993 

0 
73,653 

25,000 

2,051,600 

-----Senete------

Author hat ton 
Quant tty .IWnount 

24 

• 
41 

2,302 

3,171 

3,171 

73,000 

77 
1,111 

31 

154 

1,023 

2,411 
73,102 
7,133 

31,724 

0 
33,050 

0 
22,442 

1,101 

0 
71,514 

3,153 

11,145 

0 
0 
0 
0 

44,340 

1,111 

0 
0 

1,233 

4,013 

27,313 

1,771 
10,147 

2,483 

1,940 

15,717 

35,000 

2,781 

29, IDS 

172,131 

14,403 
11,123 

0 
193 

0 
131,453 

0 

2,035,531 

Houae +1- Senate 

Quant tty Amount 

• 
17 

3,71 

1,111 

0 
a 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(14,10 , 

2S,ODO 

11,064 

---Conference-
Change te llequeet 

Quant lty Amount 

(I) 

(17) 
(3,711) 

(1,111) 

(3S,OOO) 

(20, 100) 

0 

51,231 

--Conference-

Authorization 

Quant Uy Amount 

24 

• 
41 

1,301 
3,171 

3,171 

n,ooo 

77 
1,111 

31 

114 

1,023 

2.,411 
73,101 

7,131 

31,724 

0 
n,oso 

0 
12,442 

Z,IOI 

0 
71,514 

3,253 

11,141 

0 
0 
0 
0 

44,340 

1,181 

0 
0 

1,233 

4,013 

27,383 
1,771 

10,947 

2,413 
1,140 

15,717 

0 
2,711 

21,105 

172,831 

14,403 

11,123 

0 
193 

0 
111,353 

0 

2,014,031 
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OTHER PRocUREMENT, ARMY million for Army other procurement. The authorization of $4,580.3 million, as delin-

OVERVIEW House bill would authorize $4,242.8 million. eated in the following table. Unless noted 
The amended budget request for fiscal The Senate amendment would authorize explicitly in the statement of managers, all 

year 1989 contained authorization of $4,774 $4,781.2 million. The conferees recommend changes are made without prejudice. 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ----------------- ------------ ------------------
--Con f • ronco--

Authorization ,_, 
liN( IHN 

OTH[Il J'llOCUArWllff, AI'Wf 

TACTICAl AND SU,OAT V(H I Cll S 
I TACTICAl IAAIUIISIOOllY S(TS 
2 WOTOIICYCLI, COlO, N, ROUGH IUAAIN 

3 SEWITMillll f1 811/CONI TIIANS U 112 
4 S(NJTUillll Jl 811/CONI Til l4f Na12 CIS 

6 SlNI TllAil(ll ll 40T NaPOAI (CCI I 

6 SlNITJIAILUI, UNil, 6000G 
SEN IT M ll ( Jl, TAitll, UOOG, IIUlltHAUl 

I SlNITMil(ll VAN ILICTAONIC l-61 N Nl7lA 

I SlWITMIUA VAH CGO SU,LY 12T 4.,...l MIZI 

10 HI woe lofJLll-f'UIIf' 't~MLD vlH 1~11""'1 
11 SMALl UNIJ SUJ'J'OJIT V(HICL( (SUSVI 

U TJIUCil, 6T, Ul, AliT (N'ff'l 
13 H(AVY (QUIJ' TAAHSJ'OIIflll 

14 TllUCil, lOT, llll, AliT 
14a IIIJ'(AL TJIUCil l[CISlATIV( J'JIOVISION 

15 TIIUCK, TJIACTOII, LINE HAUL, N9ISAI 
II WOOlf I CATION or IN-S(JIVJC( (QUI~ENT 

17 SHOJ' [QUJ~(NT, AUTO MAINT I JI(J' 

18 lHNS l(SS THAlli U . DN (TAC VlHI 

11 J'ASS(NCU CAJIIIYING VEHIClES 
20 G(H[Ml J'UJIJ'OS( V(HJClU 

21 TJIUCK, CAJICO, J'ICilUP, U2 

22 TJIUCil, CAAJIYAU 
23 SJ'lCIAl PUJIJ'OSI VlHICllS 

24 SJ'AillS AND JI(J'AU PAIITS 

25 J'IIODUCTJON lAS( SU,Oilf (UC) 

HIIC VEHICLE 
C0+4UNICATIOHS AND (l(CTJIONICS IOUI~ENT 

21 JCSE EQU 1 ~£NT ( ca Ncrofl 1 
27 CLASSHUD J'IIOJlCT WW 

28 TJII-UC (QUI~INT 

2i JIJ'TJIIT(AN AS~lCS 
30 MOIO HANINALS AN/lAC-I PO 

31 MAINHNAHC( SYSHN AN/AIIN-114 

32 CC»4 SYS CON (l ANITY0-11 

33 ANOVT-UC HAN, CV-lstl 

34 WOI SUIISCJIIIIU (QUIJ' 

U NOD or IN-SVC [Q (TJII-UC) 

311 SINCCAIIS f»41lY 
37 HAND CIIANil G(N(JIATOII, G-71 

Quant tty 

0 

2. "7 
UP 

0 
1U 
100 

Jril 

0 
0 

1,124 

242 

1,165 

0 
I, 467 

177 

0 
144 

0 

382 
660 

454 

264 

2011 

0 

0 

llmount 

2li. 1!11 
7,1141 

10,291 

0 
1,761 

1,173 

10,1111 

0 
0 

101,231 

38,041 

277.260 

0 
231,297 

zo. 700 

1,161 

1,171 
I ,101 

11 , 670 
13,434 

4,021 
3,&28 

7,157 

41,300 

1. ns 

3,1181 

I, 709 

145~500 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1,011,800 

12,4211 

23,491 

0 

-----llev t sed------
fY 19111 llequ .. t 

Quant tty llmount 

1,138 

I, 720 

u 
311 

341 

328 
209 

1,3110 

11 
1,104 

161 
1,523 

281 

211 

us 
23 

45 

21 
783 

21,1it7 

4,271 

25,714 

2,0111 

1,601 

21,477 

10,241 

1,001 

1511,415 

1,714 

224,454 

45,4et 

239.100 

[-239,300) 

21,151 
TOO 

1,172 

ill 

2,117 

1. 2811 
400 
300 

13,124 

75,116 

no 

43,021 

7,&27 

115,731 

995.700 

23,077 

2117. 177 

-----House------
Author hat ton 

Quant lty llmount 

1,111 

I ,720 

u 
311 

341 

128 
201 

1,3~0 

51 
3,104 

153 

1,523 

218 

211 

185 
23 
45 
21 

713 

21,1117 
4,271 

2S . 7114 
2,061 

1,101 

21,477 

10,2411 

1,001 

0 

151,415 

1,714 

224,454 

411,489 

239,300 

D 
23,151 

100 
1,172 

611 
2,117 

1,216 
400 

300 

13,124 
76,&96 

690 
0 

43,029 

7,&27 
43,631 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

915,700 

23,077 

113,177 

0 

-----Senate------
Authort.ut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

1,720 

Iii 
3TI 

341 

321 

201 

1,3110 

51 
3,104 

153 

1,521 

211 

211 

185 
23 

45 

21 

713 

21,117 
0 

26,764 
2,011 

1,1101 

21,477 

10,241 

1,001 

0 
151,415 

1,714 

224,454 

46,411 

231,300 

0 

23,151 
100 

1,172 
611 

2,117 

1,211 

400 

300 

13,124 

75,691 

690 
0 

43,021 
7,127 

115,731 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

195,700 

23,077 

2117,177 

0 

Hou .. +1- Senate 
Quant tty Amount 

1,131 4,27 
0 

0 
0 

(72,100) 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

(154,000) 

0 

---c:onferenca-
Chenge to llequoat 
Quant tty Amount 

0 

(33,000) 

10,000 

(31, 200) 

(44,300) 

Quant tty Amount 

1,131 

1,720 

sa 
311 

341 

321 

201 

1,360 
51 

3,104 

153 

1,523 

211 

211 

115 

23 
45 

21 

713 

21,117 
4,271 

25,714 

2,011 
1,101 

21,477 

10,241 

1,001 
0 

151,415 

1,794 
224,454 

41,411 

239,300 

0 
23,151 

100 

1,172 

511 
2,117 

1,211 

400 

300 

13,124 
42,U6 

690 
10,000 

43,021 

7,127 
71,531 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

195,700 

23,077 

222,177 

0 



? 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
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----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------ --------- --------
-----Rev I ted------ -----Hou••------ ----senate----- --Conference- --conference---

;_1 fY 1981 Ett \mate FY 1981 Requ .. t Author hat ton Authorlut ton HOUII +/- Senate Change to Requeet Author I ut ton 

LINE IT EN Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty Amount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
31 lt-4P HF RADIO FN-41 LY a 7,000 a 0 0 0 
31 OPTICAL LONG HAUL TRAN SYS a 1,101 0 0 0 0 

40 POWER SUPPLY, PP-1141/U (SOF) 0 2,110 0 0 0 0 
41 SOF NOD RADIOS (SOF) 0 2,415 1,334 1,334 1,334 0 1,334 
42 ANTENNA GROUP OE-254 1,000 6,041 

I 
0 0 0 0 

43 SMALL UNIT TRANSCEIVEil 2,442 4,541 2,114 4,112 2,114 4,112 2,114 4,112 0 2,114 4,112 
44 SMALL UNIT TRANSCEIVER (SOF) 11 114 11 II 11 II " II 0, II tt ('"') 
45 NOD OF IN-SVC EQUIP (CSC) 155 1,303 1,303 1,303 1,303 0 
41 SWASIA CIM4 INFRASTRUCTURE 31,455 11,513 11,513 11,613 11,613 z 
47 ITENS LESS THAN $2.0M (CSC-C-E) 5,102 2,728· 2,721 2,721 2, 721 ~ 
41 .SOF ITENS UNDER $2.0 lo41LLION (CSC-C-E) 1,400 1,000 1 ,ooo 1,000 1,000 ~ 
41 SPEC OPS CIM4 SUP Elt-4T ( SOF) 0 0 0 0 tr:l 
50 All TELECOM AUTO I'll (ATCAP) 5,431 4,573 4,573 4,173 4,173 en en 
51 C-E FACILITIES/PROJECTS 4,1&0 2,112 2,112 2,112 2,112 ...... 
52 SOUTHCOM C3 UPGRADE •• 107 0 0 0 0 
53 ELECTR().tAG COMP PROG(ENCP) 0 0 0 0 z 
54 TRANSMISSION lo4EDIA (EUCOM) 0 0 0 0 > 
55 TRANSMISSION lo4EDIA (PACOM) 0 0 0 0 t'"'4 
5I Wr1 TECH CON llo4P PR(Wr/JCIP) 0 0 0 0 

~ 57 DIGITAL EQUII'to4ENT (OSCS) 14,271 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 tr1 
58 INTERCONNECT FACILITY (OSCS) 3,787 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 ('"') 
51 JN-4 RESISTANT SECURE COM (JRSC) 1,131 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 0 
10 DSCS OPERATIONS CONTROL SYS (OOCS) 13,211 42,442 42,442 42,442 42,442 ~ 
11 NOD IN-SVC EQUII' (DSCS) 1,212 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 0 
12 to4PK SAT UHF TEit4, AN/PSC-3 (SOF) 202 4,071 12 1,211 62 1,211 12 1,211 12 1,211 I 13 VEH SAT UHF TEit4, AN/VSC-7 (SOF) 30 1,121 11 581 11 sea 11 Ill 11 511 
14 SINGLE CHANNEL OBJECT TACT TEit4 (SCOTT) 0 1,115 11 65,100 0 11 11,100 (11) (51,100) (11,100) 11 31,500 :I: 
15 NOO IN-SVC EQUIP (TAC SAT) 0 3,398 3,422 3,422 3,422 3,422 0 
II EUCOM C3 (NWS) 0 11,213 0 0 0 c:: 
17 ,ACOM C3(NWS) 0 11,417 0 0 0 en 
61 EUCOM ALTERNATE SPT HQ (ASH) 0 0 0 0 0 tr:l 
5I USAIIEUR TACTICAL COMO & CONTROL SYS(UTAC 0 1,126 5,145 5,145 5,145 5,145 

70 Iff COMSEC 0 4,411 4,791 4,711 4,711 4,711 

71 TRUNK ENCRYPTION DEVICES (TED) 0 9,111 1,121 1,121 1,121 1,121 
72 MINTEit4 KY-91 0 0 0 0 0 

73 BATlLEFIELO ELEC COU SYS (BECS) 0 0 22,103 22,103 22,903 22,103 

74 AUTO KEY DC KGX-93/TSEC 0 1,011 171 171 971 171 
7$ SEC VO IMPRV PRG (COMSEC) 0 11,021 22,700 22.700 22,700 22,700 

7& DEO LOOP ENCRYP OEV KG-84 0 1& ,407 1,621 8,621 8,121 1,121 
17 TNK ENCIIP OEV TSEC/KG-13 0 0 0 0 0 0 

78 TSEC/KG-14 0 0 0 0 0 0 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------ ----------------- ----------------
P'-1 
LIN( IUM 

71 ADDS C~»otSlC IllY CINlRATOR (KC-11) 

ID Cl»otSIC NODULI, ISIC/KCV-Il 

II fii(Q NODUli, KCV-10/IS(C 

IZ HMI'UT (C1»4S£C) 

ll ADDS Cl»otS(C IIOK-Il 
84 ADDS Cl»otSlC SlCUR( NODULI (THORNTON KCV-

85 TSIC/KCV-1 1/SlCUII( NODUli 
81 JT(MS UNDER U . O MilliON (CI»otSIC) 

87 JTIMS UNDU U . O WllliON (CI»otS(C) SOF 

81 INFORMATIOII SYSHMS CONUSI'wt:SURII HlMISI' 

· It lOCAl AIIU N(J-.oRK (LAN) 

10 INFORMATION SYSUMS (IUCI»ot) 

11 INFORMATION SYSUMS (I'ACI»ot) 

IZ ARMY OI'IIIS C Ill 
13 P'lNTACON THICI»ot CTII (P'lC) 

14 CAliBRATION SITS (OUI,...UH 

IS TMOI NOD(RNIZATION 

II 4TH P'SYOP' CROUP (SOr) 

17 ALL SOUIICl ANALYSIS SYSHM (ASAS)-TIAIIA 

18 SINCL( SOUIIC( PROC(SSOR - SICINT 

It HICH FRlOUINCY Cl»otiNT SYSTEM (HF COMJNJ) 

100 CCJ+tANDliiS TACT JCAL Tlft41NAL 

1D1 TIIAILILAZU 

10Z lAC HIC SUIIV SYS 
103 NANI'ACK IIADIO SYSHM (MRDfS) 

1D4 NOD IN-SVC (Q (JNT SP'l) TIARA 
1DI I.HMS LlSS THAN U . OM (lilT SP'l-C-f) 

101 fJ DEVINS TRAININC SU,OIIT 

1D7 TROJAN 
101 JT(MS USS THAN U . Oto4 (fCI/S&IA-C-1) 

101 INTEL DATA HANOliiiC SYS (IOHS) 

110 TECH lllCON AND SUIIV SYS ( UCRAS) 

111 ITEMS llSS THAN U . OM (fCI/UIA-C-() 

liZ ITlMS LESS THAN U . OM (COII'-C-l) 

113 ST ARNl TIVJ ABlE 

114 IATTUY COMPUTER SYSHW 
I U ~ INfORMAJION PIIOCI SSI NC (QUJ,...lNT 

111 ADV flllD ARTJLUIIY TACT DATA SYS 

117 ARMY DATA OISTIUIUTION SYSUM-AOOS 

114 TIIAOOC AUTOMAT ION 

I It USARlUR lAC tiCAL AUTOMATION 

llO llfl CYCLE SOfTWAII( SUP. (lCSS) 

Ill AOP'( fOil NON lAC MGT INfO SYS 

IU SUP'lRC1»4PUUIIS 

FY IIIII Et t \mete 

Ouent ttr 

0 

0 

11,184 

Jmount 

0 

I,DOO 

I, 505 

1,165 

114 

0 

381 

3,16Z 

zoo 
ZO,OOO 

0 

1,731 

7 ,Ill 

0 
0 

17,461 

14,951 

1Z,131 

34,600 

3,110 

0 
12,381 

0 

3,317 

1,243 

11,231 

4,1Z3 

0 
25,431 

1,192 
25,151 

0 
0 

I ,3DD 

D 
0 

13,DOD 

Zl ,DDO 

IOD ,DOD 

2 ,34Z 

0 
1,174 

335 

40,071 

_____ ,.,., t ••d------
n 1181 llequeet 

Quent lly Amount 

31,315 

214 

1,160 

1D,I37 

3,125 

200 

14,051 

3,8tD 

7 ,D11 

21,152 

16,121 

". 245 
23,143 

4,110 

27,151 

22,180 

4,113 

11 ,UD 

31,112 

176 

4,470 

Ill 

11,305 

1,3DO 

1,041 

25,723 

67,711 

74,411 

467 

1,240 

-----Hou ••------
Autho r tzet ton 

Quent Uy Amount 

31,395 

42 

214 

1,160 
10,137 

0 

ta 
0 
0 

3,125 

zoo 
14,051 

0 
3,190 

7,018 

0 
0 

21,852 

16,826 

",245 
23,143 

4,&10 

27,151 
D 

0 
0 

11,130 

31,112 
175 

D 

4,470 

511 

13,771 

D 
0 

1,300 

1,041 

0 
13,023 

D 

17,411 

467 

0 
1,240 

0 
0 

-----San at •------
Authorization 

Quant tty Amount 

31,315 

214 

1,110 

10,837 

0 
18 

D 
0 

3,126 

200 
14,051 

0 
3,110 

7,011 

0 

0 
21,152 

11,121 

11,245 

23,143 

4,&10 

27,151 

22,110 

0 
4,193 

",130 
31,112 

175 

0 
4,470 

Ill 

11,305 

0 
Q 

1,300 

1,041 

0 
25,723 

0 
74,411 

467 

0 
1,240 

0 
0 

Hou .. +1- Senate 
Quant tty Mlount 

(22,11 ) 

0 
(4,193) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

(2,534) 

0 
0 

0 

0 
D 

( 12, 700) 

0 

(57 ,DOD) 

0 
0 

D 

D 

D 

---Conferanca-

Change to llaquut 

Quant tty Amount 

(4,QDO) 

0 

0 

(7,041) 

(12,7DO) 

(57,715) 

(2D,ODO) 

-conference--

Author tut ton 

Quant tty Mlount 

31,311 

42 

214 

1,110 
10,137 

0 .. 
0 
0 

3,125 

200 
14,D51 

0 

3,190 

7,011 

0 

0 
21,152 

11,121 

",245 
23,143 

4,110 

27,151 

11,91D 
• 0 

4,113 

11,930 

31,112 

175 
0 

4,470 

Ill 

11,3D5 

0 
0 

1,300 
2,DOO 

0 
13,023 

0 

54,491 

467 

0 
1,24D 

0 

D 



,_, 
liNE IHN 

I U I"IIOJ(CT lOX PM AS( II 
U4 TUNS Of PillS PIIOP 

US IUSA-Cll INIJIAliVlS 
HI SID APIH'f AUTO CONIIIACT SYS 
U7 HQ AUTC»4AIION SYSHNS 

Ul IrE STAIRS 
121 MEDICAL AUTC»4All0111 SYSUNS 
llO PU.SONNH AUTC»4AT ION SYSHNS 

131 IIIAINING AUTC»4AliON SYSTlNS 

132 LOGISTICS AUTC»4AIIOIII SYSHNS 
tll IIIS(IIV( CONPONlNT AUTOMATION SYSUNS 

134 FOIIWAIID INTIIY DIVJCI 

135 NANUEVU CONTIIOL SYI 
136 COIIPSITHEAHII AO, SVC CTII (CTASC) 

UHDISTIIIBUUO lllDUCTION, ADP 
T37 TACT AIHY CMIT CONPI SY(TACCS) 
131 fWO ARU Alii DHlNSE ()C) I CTL (fAAD C2) 

13!1 POSITIVE HOST Ill 10 
140 CSS LOG A,LC: AUTO NAIIIt/IIEAD SY).IBS(lOG lo4 

141 \IIWoiCCS IHfORNAIION SYSUN (WIS) 

142 Af fiTS ( AUD I 0 VISUAl) 
143 liENS L(SS IHAIII U.O (A/V-C-1) 

144 TACTICAl HIC NEW'S CATHUING (QUJr 
146 IACJAM, ANMLQ-34 

146 TACTICAL DlCli"TION (TAC:-D) 
147 NOD JN-SVC EQUIP (01) 
148 ITEMS LESS IHAN U.ON (nt-C-1) 

14!1 IIAITERY CHAIIGEII rP-7UIIU 

ISO ,OWlR SUPP'LY, "-1224 
151 CC»o4PUTEII/IND1CUOR, CI"-116/PD 

IU NHUOLOCICAL DATA SYS (rANAS) 
I 53 PHYSICAL SlCUIII IY (QUI ,...£NT 

154 fACILITY I NT IllUSION DE rECTI ON SYSTEM 

US HAVSTAR USlll lOUTPNlNT 
156 POSITION AZI!o«JTH DEUit41NING SYS (PADS) 

157 NIGHT VISION COGGLES 
lSI AIMING liGHT INFRAR£0, AN/PAQ-4 
15!1 NIGHT VISION SIGHT IHDIV WPH AN/P'VS-4 

110 RAD lAC SET AN/VDII-2 
Ill II 0 V TA/DlSIGN AliiiAl IIECON SYS {TADARS) 
162 U~HH£0 AERIAL VEHICLE FAMILY 

lil lo«Jlll RADAII TIIANSPONDlll IIECOH (SOF) 

154 JOINT STAllS (Ait4YJ 
165 HECTIIOHIC NAIHUNAHCE SHOPS 

166 TEST SH, IIAOAII, AN/Tf't.4-H 

167 NODIFICATIOH Of IN-SERVICE ED (TAC EL) 

IU OTHEII HlCT SYS/EOUIP' - TACTICAL ElEC 

n uu ht lmlte 

1,531 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

442 
1,138 

696 

2 
0 

0 

68 

0 
0 

4,&96 

3,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
7a 

0 

0 

,.,._,unt 

0 
0 

0 

20,381 

0 
2,233 

10,000 

2,427 

t,SZI 
23,100 

22,811 

16,113 
1,475 

30,781 

0 
0 

21,222 

2,445 
5,04!1 

I, 126 

2,155 
0 

0 

2,811 

777 

1,141 

3,200 
3,800 

1,061 
1,817 

1,331 

23,787 
21,650 

138,100 

1,456 

12.701 
1,145 

0 
0 
0 

31,812 
11,153 

2,524 
32,500 

&,408 

-----llev laed------

n lUI llequut 

1,138 
, ,260 

5 

74 

1,350 

1,441 

57 

Amount 

8,105 

1,201 

1,564 

11,2111 

7,433 
34,700 

11 ,8oo 

I ,6111 

7,501 

1,341 

1,000 

7,133 

11,321 

5,251 
1,161 

1,151 

4,711 

11,343 
880 

3,200 

&,400 

4,000 

16,272 

10,316 

14,783 
15,400 

55,100 

1,955 
14,100 

2,1162 

4,401 

37,860 
3,716 

26,700 

5,355 

-----Hou••------
Autho r t ut ton 

1,131 

1,260 

5 

I 

74 

5,350 

1,441 

57 

Amount 

0 

0 
1,605 

0 

1,201 

0 
1,554 

11,211 

0 
7,433 

34,700 

11 ,8oo 
1,681 
7,601 

1,341 

0 
1,000 
7,533 

11,321 

5,251 
5,161 

1,956 
0 

4,711 
11,343 

a8o 
0 

3,200 

1,400 

"4,000 

11,272 
10,316 

14,783 
15,400 

55,100 

1,9!l5 
14,lo)0 

2,862 

0 

0 

4,401 

0 

3 , 716 

0 
26,700 

5,356 

-----senate------
Authortutton 

Quant tty Jlmount 

1,131 

1,260 

6 

I 

74 

5,350 

1,441 

57 

0 
0 

1,105 

0 
1,201 

0 
1,164 

11,211 

0 
7,433 

12,500 

11 ,aoo 
1,&11 

7,101 

23,141 

0 
1,000 
7,533 

11,321 

6,251 

6,1&1 

1,151 

0 
4,711 

11,343 
aao 

0 
3,200 
1,400 

4,000 
11,272 

10,31& 

14,713 
15,400 

138,100 

1,151 
14,100 

2,862 

0 
0 

4,401 
0 

3,716 

0 
2&,700 

1,356 

Houao +1- Senate 
Quant tty Jlmount 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

22,200 

0 
0 
0 

(22,200) 

(83,00 , 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

---Conference--
Change to llequeat 
Quant tty Jlmount 

(22,200) 
22,200 

13,000 

(37,860) 

--con fe renee--
Author lut I on 

Quant tty Jlmount 

15 

1,131 
1 ,2&0 

I 

I 

74 

5,350 

1,441 

67 

0 
0 

1,105 

0 

1,201 

0 

1,564 
11,281 

0 
7,433 

34,700 

11 ,8oo 
1,581 

7,501 
(22 ,200) 

23,541 

0 
1,000 

7,533 
11,321 

1,258 
6,1&1 

1,151 

0 

4,711 

11,343 
880 

0 
3,200 
1,400 

4,000 

11,272 

10,31& 
14,783 

15,400 

138,100 

1,151 
14,100 

2,86Z 

0 
0 

4,401 

0 

3,716 

0 
26,700 

1,351 



P-1 

LINE ITD4 

111 INTEito4EDIATE fORWARD TEST EQUIP 

170 TMDE FOR STE/ICE 

171 CORE ELECTRONIC AUTO TEST (STE-X) 

172 SIMPLIFIED TEST EQUIP (ICE/EXPANOAILE) 

173 SPARES AND IIEPAIIl PARTS 

174 SPARES AND REPAIII PARTS 

175 SPARES AND IlEPA I II PARTS 

171 SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

177 PRODUCTIVITY INVESTMENT FUNDING 

178 PR ENH CAP INV PR/~ ItT INV PII(PECIPIQII 

17t PRODUCTION BASE SUPPORT (C-E) 

PRIOR YEAR TRANSHII, TRI-TAC 

OTHER SUPPORT EQUII'NENT 

110 REMOTE S£NSING CHD41CAL ALAII4 (»121) 

111 DECONTAMINATE APP I'WR DR LT WT »117 

182 NONAQUEOUS EQUIP DECON SYSTD4(NAEDS) 

183 MASK, PROTECTIVE, NBC 

184 CHD41CAL AGENT MONITOR 
115 SIMP COLL PROT EQUIP »120 

186 GEN SET, SMOKE, MECHz PUL JET ,»1157 

117 RIBBON BRIDGE ERECTION BOAT 

1aa BRIDGE, fLOAT-RIIBON, INTERIOR BAY 

189 BRIDGE, FLOAT-RIBBON, RAMP 

19D BRIDGE, fLOAT-RI8BON, TRANSPORTER 

191 LAUNCHER, LIGHT ASSAULT BRIDGE 

192 LIGHT ASSAULT BRIDGE 

193 ITD4S LESS THAN $2 .OM( BRIDGING) 

194 GD4SS AUX MINE DISPNSR »1131 . (FLI,.,.ER) 

195 DISPENSER Ml NE »1131 

191 MIXING AND Pli-4PING UNIT (TEXS) 

117 MARKING SYS, CLEAR LANE 

198 DETECTING SET, MINE, AN/PSS-12 

199 MINE PLOW(BLADE) 

200 MINE CLEARING ROLLER 

201 CONTROL REMOTE LANDMINE SYSTD4 »171 

202 SURVEY SET Dl STANCE MEASURING INFRARED 

203 M-t Afi40RED COMeAT EART .... OVER (ACE) 

204 ITEMS LESS THAN $2.0M(ENG NON-CONST) 
205 AIR CONDITIONERS VARIOUS SIZE/CAPACITY 

201 fiElD KITCHEN, M081BLE, TRL .MTD 

207 MODULAR FIELD KITCHEN 

FY uaa Eat tmata 
Quant tty 

0 
367 

0 

21 

D 
D 
D 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
274 

0 
0 

1,557 

526 

0 

0 
0 

0 
110 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

41 

25 
6,650 

150 

42 

2,695 

0 

127 

0 
0 

969 

0 

Amount 

27,572 

2,233 

0 
2,031 

418,355 

D 

0 

116,200 

25,166 

1,771 

5,243 

0 
3,141 

0 

61,036 

12,000 

4,245 

0 
18,81B 

202 

117 

10,171 

0 
0 

105 

0 
0 

8,884 

1,283 

4,837 
9,000 

3,060 

9,2BO 

0 

63,054 

1,743 

15,004 

15,499 

0 

-----llavtaad------
FY 1989 llaqu .. t 

Quant tty 

300 

39 

298 

1,417 
680 

14 

47 

4,523 
140 

23 

132 

952 

73 

Amount 

34,114 
1, 711 

2,737 

344,403 

73,634 

7,100 

7,400 

5,017 

1,70D 

1,779 

4,747 

693 

1,043 

1,718 
3,758 
8,293 

1,413 

11,982 

1,323 
9,.822 

15,822 

1,978 

-----Houaa------
Authorhat ton 

Quant tty Amount 

300 

39 

298 

1,497 

510 

14 

47 

4,523 

140 

23 

132 

952 

73 

34,114 

1, 711 

D 
2,737 

344,403 

0 
0 

73,634 

0 
7,100 

7,400 

(33,300) 

0 
6,017 

0 
4,600 

1,779 

4,747 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
193 

D 
6,043 

0 
1,768 
3,768 
8,213 

1,413 
0 
0 

11,982 

1,323 

9,822 

15,822 

1,978 

-----Senate------
Author I ut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

300 

31 

298 

1,417 
510 

14 

47 

4,123 
14D 

23 

132 

952 

73 

34,114 

1,711 

0 

2,737 

344,403 

0 
0 

73,134 
0 

7,100 

7,400 

0 

0 
1,017 

0 
1,700 

1,779 

4,747 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

193 
0 

1,043 

0 
1,718 
3,751 

1,213 
1,413 

0 
0 

11,982 

1,323 
9,822 

11,822 

1,971 

HOUII +/- Senate 
Quant tty Amount 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(33,300) 

0 
0 
0 

( 1,200) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

---confaranc•
Changa to llequalt 
Quant tty Amount 

(14,031) 

0 

(1,200) 

--conference
Author hat ton 

Quant tty Amount 

300 

291 

1,417 

sao 

14 

47 

4,523 
140 

23 

132 

952 
73 

34,114 

1,711 

0 
2,737 

330,311 

0 
0 

73,134 
0 

7,100 

7,400 

0 

n 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
Vl 
Vl 
~ 

0 0 
1,017 z 

0 > 
4,500 t"""C 
1,771 

4,74~ ~ 
o n 
0 0 
0 ~ 
0 t:1 
o I 
0 =c 

113 0 
0 c 

5,043 Vl 
0 t!1 

1,761 

3,758 
8,293 

1,413 

0 
0 

11,982 

1,323 
9,122 

15,122 

1,971 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ----------·--------- --------------- ----------------- --------------
P-1 

LINE 

201 DIVING I QUI PMENT 

209 fJRETRUCKS 

ITEM 

210 HEATER DUCT TYPE, 260,000/400,000 IITU 

211 LAUNDRY UNJ TITRL MID 

21Z TAG PRINTING AND BINDING (QUiPt4ENf 

213 ITEMS LESS THAN U.OM (CSS-lQ) 

214 ITEMS UNDER U.O MILLION (CSS-EQ) SOF 

215 MOD IN-SVC (QUIP (CS£) 

216 TANK ASSEMBLY F AI COLL POL 50000 GAL 

217 FORWARD AREA RHUllJNG IQUIPt4ENT (FARE) 

218 TANK ASSEMBLY JAI COLL POL 10000 GAL 

211 TANK ASSEMBLY FAI COLL POL 20000 GAL 

220 TANK/PUMP UNIT LIO DISP J/IRK MOUNTING 

221 LABORATORY, PETROLEUM, SEMI-TRLR MTD 

222 PUMP ASSY LIO GAS Wl 4 IN OUT 350 Gf't4 

223 SWA PETROLEUM DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

224 ITEMS LESS THAN SZ.OM (POL) 

225 WATER PURIF' UNIT REV OS 3000 GPH 

22& WAT£R PUR UNIT REV OS 3000 GPH TRK MTD 

227 WATER PUR UNIT REV OSJ.tOSI S IOOCPH 

228 TACTICAL WATER DISTR SYS 

229 TANK FABRIC COLL WTR 3000 CAL (ONION) 

230 SMALL MOBILE WATER CHILLER (SMWC) 

231 PUMP CENTRIFUGAL, ISGPt4 

232 ITEMS LESS THAN U .OM (WATER EO) 

233 DEPLOYAIU MEDICAL SYSTEM (OMS) 

234 CCioUIAT SUPPORT MEDICAL EQUIPMENT 

235 MEDICAL SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

23& WELDING SHOP, TRAILER MID 

237 CLOTHING IIEPAIII SHOP TRL MID 

231 SHOP EO ELECTRICAL IIPII SEMI-Till t.ITO 

239 STEAM CLEAN£R 

240 SHOP EO, CANVAS AND GLASS SHEL HR 

241 IIUILOING, PRE-FAI, IIHOCATAIILE 

242 CALIBRATION SET SUPPORT 

243 ITEt4S LESS THAN U .OM (MAl NT EQ) 

244 OISTIIIIUTEII, WATER SP t.IIN 2500G SEC 

245 OIST, WATER, IOOOG, SEt-41-TIIl t.ITO (CCI) 

24& TRACTOR FUll TRACKED lOW SPUD 00 MID 

247 SMALL Et4PlACIMENT EXCAVATOR ( SE() 

248 CRANE, WUL MTO, 25T, 3/4 CU YO, liT 

JY 1181 ht tmete 
Ouent tty 

0 
0 

400 

II 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3112 
0 

462 

0 
478 

2 
259 

0 
0 

49 

0 
114 

11 

0 
0 

110 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

" 170 

57 

0 
0 
0 

22 
49 

0 

382 

0 

kno11nt 

3,751 

13,221 

2,912 

1,124 

0 

I,IU 

0 
4,131 
3,118 

0 
4,235 

0 

4,412 

1,179 

2,714 

41,771 
5,035 

20,331 

0 
11,451 
1,180 

0 
0 

1,5BO 

3,150 
0 

111,191 

10,004 

0 

0 
1,100 

1,174 
5,232 

0 
0 

2,7&4 

5,627 

3,351 
0 

29,700 

0 

-----Rev I tld------

FY 1981 Requut 
Ouent tty 

424 

If 

340 

134 

131 

30 

1,341 

171 

332 

knount 

2,861 
4,646 

1,118 
1,133 
2,100 

13,071 

40 

114 
3,151 

1,131 

1,143 
1,512 

31,022 
3,115 

11,700 

2,373 

3,061 

101,192 
51,300 
4,351 

500 

1,211 

32,511 

-----Houea------
Authorlutlon 

Quant tty knount 

424 

11 

340 

134 

137 
2 

30 

1,341 

171 

332 

2,161 
4,141 

1,911 
5,133 
2,100 

13,079 

40 

114 

3,1$1 

0 
5,131 

0 
5,143 
1,512 

0 
39,022 

3,115 
11,700 

0 

0 
0 

2,373 
0 
0 

3,011 
0 

101,192 
51,300 

4,351 
0 

500 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1, 2111 
0 
0 
0 

32,511 
0 

-----Sanata------
Authorhatlon 

Quant lty Mlount 

U4 

17 

340 

134 

137 
I 

30 

1,341 

171 

332 

2,111 
4,141 

1,171 
1,933 
2,100 

U,071 

40 

114 
3,151 

0 
1,131 

0 
1,143 
1,512 

0 
ti,OU 

3,115 
11,700 

0 
0 
0 

2,373 
0 
0 

3,061 
0 

101,112 
51,300 
4,351 

0 
100 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1,211 
0 
0 
0 

32,511 
0 

Nouao +/- Senate 
Quant tty Mlount 

---Con fo renee--
Chango to llaqunt 
Quant tty Mlount 

---con f • ranee--
Author tzat I on 

Quant tty Mlount 

424 

17 

340 

134 

137 
2 

30 

1,341 

171 

332 

2,151 
4,145 
1,171 
1,133 
2,100 

13,071 
40 

114 
3,1§1 

0 
1,131 

0 

1,143 
1,512 

0 
31,022 

3,115 

It. 700 
0 
0 
0 

2.373 
0 
0 

3.011 
0 

101,192 
511,300 

4,351 
0 

500 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,211 
0 
0 

0 

32,581 

0 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------ ------------- ---------- ------------- ----------
-----Rev t 11d------ -----Hou••------ -----senate------ --conf 1 renee-- --conference--

P-1 FY 1988 httrn.ltl fY 1981 Requeet Authortut ton Authort ut ton Houu +1- Senate Ch1nge to Request Author tut ton 
LINE JToe Quint tty Mlount Quantity Mlount Quant tty Mlount Ou1nt tty Mlount Quant tty Mlount Quint tty Mlount Quant tty Mlount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
24!1 MOD IN-SVC EQ (CDNST EQUIP) 0 111 111 191 191 111 n 
25D noes LESS THAN S2.DN (CONST EQUIP) 0 8,ID8 11,290 11,290 11,290 11,290 0 
251 LANDING, CRAfT, UTILITY I 24,600 12 46,700 12 46,700 12 41,700 12 46,700 z 
252 TUG, HARBOR, INLAND WATERWAYS 0 0 0 a 0 G1 
253 TUG INLAND AND COASTAL WATERWAYS 0 0 0 a 0 ~ 
254 CAUSEWAY STSTENS 0 0 2,966 2,166 2,161 2,116 tr.l 
255 MOO IN-SVC EQ (FLOAT/RAIL) 0 4,344 3,254 3,254 3,254 3,254 Cll 

Cll 
256 JToeS LESS THAN $2.DN (FLOAT/RAIL) 0 3,356 2,966 2,966 2,966 2,166 ........ 
257 GENERATORS AND ASSOCIATED EQUIP 0 44,241 21,137 21,637 21,137 21,637 0 
258 TRUCK. FORK Ll fT I CBD. "I 400D LIS 423 1,311 D a 0 z 
251 TRUCK FORK Ll fT CBD rT 4000 LIS 0 a a 0 0 > 
260 TRUCK, FORK LifT. DE • "I RT I 600a LB 237 11,164 271 21,451 271 21,459 271 21,451 271 21,459 rc 
261 TRUCK, FORI( LifT I DE I PT I RT I 4000 LB 57 3,751 0 0 0 ~ 
262 TRUCK, FORK LifT I ELEC, SRT, 4000 LB 0 0 0 0 0 tr.l 
263 65 TON CRANE 111 24,149 30 1,271 3a 1,276 30 1,276 30 1,276 n 
264 ITENS LESS THAN $2.DN (t41E) 0 2,666 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 0 
265 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS 0 61,20D 48,209 41,209 41,201 48,209 ~ 
266 AREA ORIENTED DEPOT UPGRADE 0 0 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,00D tj 
267 VALUE ENGINEERING (VE) 0 0 0 0 D I 268 PRODUCTION BASE SUPPORT (OTH) 0 7,410 6,015 1,015 1,015 1,015 =c 269 OSD PRODUCTIVITY INVESTNENT FUNDING 0 3,353 23,371 23,371 23,371 23,371 

270 SPECIAL EQUI Plo4ENT FOR USER TESTING 0 17,177 14,133 14,133 14,133 14,133 0 
271 HOST NATION SUI'I'ORT - EUROPE 0 31,276 57,354 57,354 57,354 57,354 ~ 
272 NATIONAL TRAINING CTR SUI' 0 34,141 25,617 25,617 25,117 25,117 Cll 

273 TRAINING DEVICES, NONSYSToe 0 137,112 1D3,719 103,711 103,791 0 103,799 tr.l 
274 NON-CENTRALLY NANAGED ITENS 0 11,123 31,530 11,530 31,530 (20,000) (20,000) 11,530 

SIKILATION NEn«<RK (SIIoiNET) 0 24,000 (24,DDO) 20,000 20,000 

--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -------- ---------
TOTAL OTHER I'ROCURE1o4ENT AFNY 5,112,707 4,774,000 4,242,111 4, 711,154 (531,331) (193,654) 4,510,341 
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Motorcycles 

The amended budget request contained 
$4.3 million for motorcycles for the Army. 

The House bill would authorize the 
amount requested. The House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563) also directed that the compe
tition for motorcycles be concluded and a 
contract awarded by March 1, 1989. 

The Senate amendment would deny any 
procurement for motorcycles. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees ac
knowledge that the Army has had ample op
portunity to conduct the competition and 
directs that it be resolved, and a contract 
awarded, not later than March 1, 1989. 
High mobility multi-purpose wheeled vehicle 

The amended budget request contained 
$158.4 million to procure high mobility 
multi-purpose wheeled vehicles. 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would authorize the requested 
amount. 

The conferees note that the Army was au
thorized last year to enter into a five-year 
multiyear contract for the high mobility 
multi-purpose wheeled vehicle program. 
The conferees understand that fiscal pres
sures within the Army have raised questions 
on whether it is possible to proceed with 
that multiyear contract. The conferees 
remain committed to the previous multiyear 
contract and expect the Army to proceed 
with that acquisition approach. 
TRI-TAC equipment 

The amended budget request contained 
$115.7 million for procurement of TRI-TAC 
equipment. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
to $43.6 million and delete the fiscal year 
1988 authorization of $33.3 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $79.531 million for the procurement of 
TRI-TAC equipment in fiscal year 1989 and 
retention of the $33.3 million authorized in 
fiscal year 1988. 

The conferees question the Army's cur
rent plan to introduce competition in the 
program, and encourage the Under Secre
tary of Defense of Acquisition to review the 
plan for competition. The conferees also 
note that much of the equipment planned 
for procurement under the TRI-TAC pro
gram is equipment currently being procured 
under the Mobile Subscriber Equipment 
<MSE> contract. The conferees direct that 
the Army may not procure any item of 
equipment under the TRI-TAC program 
that is also being procured under the MSE 
program at a price higher than permitted 
under the MSE contract if it is to be pro
cured from the same vendors. 
SINCGARS 

The amended budget request contained 
$267.2 million for 16,000 SINCGARS radios, 
including 9,500 radios with embedded com
munication security <ICOM>. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
to $154 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to authorize $222.8 

million to purchase SINCGARS radios. The 
conferees also direct the Marine Corps <sec. 
112) to obligate $29.3 million in prior year 
funds to procure SINCGARS radios. Final
ly, the conferees agree to reduce the request 
by $10 million due to availability of prior
year funds resulting from contract savings. 
Therefore, options three and four of the 

current procurement contract for SINe
GARS will not require renegotiation. 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 is based on full-rate production of 
16,000 SINCGARS radios. The conferees 
want to ensure that testing demonstrates 
that SINCGARs radios meet operational re
quirements before the Army enters full-rate 
production. The conferees understand that 
a review by the Defense Acquisition Board 
will occur prior to award of the full-rate 
production option. Consistent with the De
fense Department's proposed review, the 
conferees direct that fiscal year 1989 pro
curement funds not be obligated until the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives re
ceive a certification by the Director of Oper
ational Test and Evaluation that testing has 
demonstrated that each version of the radio 
meets all operational reliability require
ments. The required certifications for the 
two versions of SINCGARs may be submit
ted independently. 

The conferees also understand that the 
Army has selected a second source producer 
of SINCGARs radios. The radio design of 
the second source producer is substantially 
different from the current production 
design. The conferees emphasize that the 
Army may not obligate funds for any second 
source SINCGARs radio that is not fully 
and completely interoperable with the exist
ing SINCGARs radio, to include the embed
ded secure communication operations. 
Single channel objective tactical tenninal 

The amended budget request contained 
$55.1 million for procurement of 15 Single 
Channel Objective Tactical Terminals 
<SCOTT> and refurbishment of 15 engineer
ing models to production line quality. 

The House bill would deny authorization 
of the requested amount. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the full request. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $36.5 million for production of at least 13 
production SCOTT ANITSC-124 MILSTAR 
terminals, logistics support of engineering 
development models <EDMs>, and continued 
MILSTAR sytstem engineering support. 

Although the conferees support the total 
MILST AR program, they are concerned 
about the relative priority accorded these 
systems by the Services and the total 
number of terminals required. The confer
ees direct that the Secretary of Defense 
submit with the next budget submission a 
report to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives describing the total Department of De
fense requirement for SCOTT terminals 
and the priority for those systems. 
Commanders' Tactical Tenninals 

The amended budget request contained 
$22.98 million for the Commanders' Tactical 
Terminals <CTT). 

The House bill would deny the requested 
amount due to concerns expressed about 
the conduct and results of recent multi
Service tests on the system, and because of 
apparent Air Force reticence in supporting 
the program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees understand that the Air 
Force has reduced its planned procurement 
quantities of the CTT, but note that Air 
Force support has not otherwise changed. 
However, it makes sense for the Army to 
take the lead in the program due to its 
much larger buy and the fact that it will be 
responsible for supporting the system once 

fielded. The conferees believe the test re
sults support a low-rate initial production 
<LRIP> decision to support an initial oper
ational test and evaluation <IOT&E>. The 
terminals requested by the Army will also 
permit the Army to replace units in Europe 
to provide a limited operational capability, 
which is desirable given the delivery sched
ule of the GUARDRAIL Common Sensor, 
the availability of the TR-1 aircraft, and 
the pressing need to advance follow-on 
forces attack <FOFA> capabilities. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $19.07 million for this program. 
Anny data distribution system 

The amended budget request contained 
$75.5 million for procurement of Army Data 
Distribution System <ADDS> equipment. 

The House bill would authorize $17.5 mil
lion for this program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $54.5 million for procurement of ADDS 
equipment. The $20 million reduction is 
made without prejudice and the conferees 
continue to support this program. 
Night vision equipment 

The amended budget request contained 
$55.1 million for ANIPVS-7 ground night 
vision goggles and $23.56 million for AN I 
A VS-6 aviator night vision systems. 

The House bill would add $38 million for 
AN I A VS-6 aviator night vision goggles and 
would approve the budget request for 
ground night vision goggles. 

The Senate amendment would add $83 
million for the AN-PVS-7 ground night 
vision goggles and would approve the re
quest for ANIAVS-6 aviator night vision 
goggles. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of the budget request for aviation night 
vision goggles, and recommend an addition
al authorization of $83 million for AN IPVS-
7 ground night vision goggles to ensure that 
the Army can fulfill its contractual obliga
tions to fund the fifth year of awarded mul
tiyear contracts in fiscal year 1989. Al
though initial deliveries under these con
tracts were delayed, it now appears that 
contractors may be delivering night vision 
goggles in compliance with their current 
contract delivery schedules. 

The conferees direct, however, that the 
additional $83 million not be obligated until 
the Secretary of the Army certifies to the 
Congress that obligation of these funds is 
required based on actual contractor per
formance in meeting all contractually re
quired delivery schedules and performance 
specifications within total contract costs. 

If such a certification cannot be made, the 
Secretary of the Army may obligate up to 
$38 million of these additional funds to pur
chase ANIAVS-6 aviation night vision gog
gles. Prior to obligating these additional 
funds for the AN I A VS-6 goggles, the Secre
tary shall notify the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives. 
Anny tactical communications 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) ex
pressed concern over the Army's tactical 
communication and automation programs, 
and directed the Army to provide an analy
sis of total battlefield voice and data re
quirements by June 30, 1988. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) con
tained no similar direction. 

The conferees concur that the Army 
should outline its requirements and plans, 
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and direct that the report be submitted with 
the fiscal year 1990 budget request. 
Army trucks 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) di
rected the Secretary of the Army to provide 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
master plan for modernizing the truck fleet 
over the next decade. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326> con
tained no similar direction. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees en
dorse the direction included in the House 
report. 

Logistics support vessels 
In fiscal year 1987, the Army received au

thorization of $40 million to procure four lo
gistics support vessels. The Army requires 
one additional vessel. 

The House bill would authorize one addi
tional vessel, but would authorize no funds 
for that purpose. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the Army to procure a fifth vessel within 
the funds originally authorized and appro
priated. 

The conferees support an authorization of 
an additional logistics support vessel and 
direct that it be procured with prior-year 
funds that are not required for their origi-

nal purpose. The Army is expected to 
submit a reprogramming through normal 
procedures. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of $8,980 
million for Navy aircraft procurement. The 
House bill would authorize $9,271.5 million. 
The Senate amendment would authorize 
$9,076.2 million. The conferees recommend 
authorization of $9,259.3 million, as delin
eated in the following table. Unless noted 
explicitly in the statement of managers, all 
changes are made without prejudice. 



P-1 

LINE ITEM 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

1 A-6 UPGRADE (ATTACK) INTRUDER 

1 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

2 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

3ATA 

4 EA-111 (ELECTRONIC WARFARE) PROWLER 

4 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

5 EA-111 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

I SPECIAL AIRCRAFT 

7 AV-ail (V/STOL) HARRIER (NYP) 

7 · LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

a AV-811 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

f-14AID (FIGHTER) TCM:AT 

I LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

10 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

11 f/A-11 (FIGHTER) HORNET 

11 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

12 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

13 CH/MH-53E (HELO) SUPER STALLION (NYP) 

13 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

14 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

15 V-22 OSPREY 

11 AH-1W (HELICOPTER) SEA COIIRA 

1& LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

17 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

11 SH-1011 (ASW HELO) SEAHA-. 

18 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

11 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

20 SH-60F (CV ASW HELO) 

20 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

21 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

22 P-3C/G (PATROL) ORION 

22 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

23 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

24 EX Ca.IPETITION 

25 E-2C (EARLY WARNING) HA-.EYE 

25 LESS; ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

26 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

27 SH-2F ( ASW HELD) SEASPRITE 

27 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

21 C-2 (MYP) 

21 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

29 T-45TS GOSHAWK 

29 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

30 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

31 E-6A 

31 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 

32 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

33 HH-6DH 

34 VH-60 

FY 1181 htlmah 

Quant tty 

0 
0 

0 

12 
0 

0 

24 

0 
0 

12 
0 
0 

14 

0 
0 

14 
0 
0 
0 

34 
0 
0 

I 
0 
0 

1 

0 
12 

D 

0 

3 
0 

0 

9 

0 

Amount 

601,110 
(71,043) 
20,000 

( 1 
452,542 
(21,342) 
22,713 

( 1 
4111,630 
(43,0111) 
150,000 
775,014 

( 125,100) 
84,281 

2. 279,512 
(132,111) 
140,000 
241,175 
(41,118) 

21,711 
0 

232,382 
(10,904) 

0 
109,271 
(20,623) 
21,273 

213,711 
(22,016) 
29,141 

0 
0 

0 
0 

370,589 
(21,429) 

30,035 
0 

0 

0 

0 
393,874 
(55,216) 
29,452 

236.463 
(71,261) 
137.716 
99,000 

0 

-----Rovt IOd------

fY 1111 Roqunt 
Quant tty 

0 

I 

24 

12 

72 

14 

I 

11 

I 

24 

Amount 

( ] 
491,270 
(22,713) 

11,331 
( ] 

549,241 
(70,000) 
40,240 

879,323 

(84,289) 
14,794 

2,217,304 
( 140,000) 
139,313 
241,664 
(41,171) 

335,332 

117,112 
(21,273) 

21,031 
344,107 
(29,146) 

30,794 

337,115 
(30,035) 
30,881 

404,576 
(29,452) 

40,820 
472,192 

(137,716) 

15,593 

-----Houao------
Authortzatton 

Quant tty Amount 

I 

24 

12 

14 

14 

I 

11 

9 

24 

3 

4 

6 

0 
0 
0 
] 

421,129 
(22,713) 
18,331 

[ ] 
412,681 
(70,000) 

0 
171,323 
(14, 219) 
14,794 

2,337,304 
(140,000) 

139,313 
229,511 
(46,171) 

1,142 
335,332 

0 

0 
0 

112,551 
(26,273) 

21,031 
292,221 
(29,146) 

30,794 
0 
0 

0 
0 

412,115 
(30,035) 
30,111 

0 
0 
0 

0 
404,576 
(29,452) 
40,120 

243,557 
(137,716) 

71,695 
90,000 

0 

-----sana to-----
Authortutton 

Quant tty Amount 

12 

24 

12 

72 

14 

I 

11 

I 

24 

0 
0 

~ 
] 

151,170 
(22,713) 
24,331 

[ ] 
171,000 

(150,000) 
11,411 

171,323 
(14,219) 
114,294 

2,217,304 
(140,000) 

131,313 
241,164 
(41,171) 

0 
335,332 

0 
0 
0 

111 ,au 
(21,273) 
21,031 

344,107 
(29,641) 
30,794 

0 
0 
0 
0 

337,115 
(30,035) 
30,111 

0 

0 
0 
0 

404,576 
(29,452) 
40,120 

472,192 
(137,716) 

0 
15,593 

0 

Houoo +/- Sonata 
Quant tty Amount 

(3) 

12 

3 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(135,141) 
0 

(1,000) 
0 

(15,311) 
ao,ooo 

(!11,411) 
0 
0 

(29,500) 
60,000 

0 
0 

(12,013) 
0 

1,142 

0 

0 
0 
0 

(5,301) 
0 
0 

(61,179) 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

125,000 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(4) (221,635) 
0 

4 71,695 
I 74,407 

0 

---conforonco-
Chango to Roquoot 
Quant tty Amount 

12 

(1,000) 

1,000 

0 
0 
0 

21,100 
207,000 

(12,013) 

1,142 

(1,301) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-Conforonco
Authortut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

12 

24 

u 

14 

14 

I 

11 

I 

24 

7 

0 
0 
0 

[ ] 
410,270 
(22,713) 
24,U1 

[ ] 
141,241 
(70,000) 
40,240 

171,323 
(14,281) 
114,214 

2,494,304 
(140,000) 

13!1,383 
229,581 
(41,171) 

1,142 
335,332 

0 
0 
0 

112,551 
(26,273) 

21,031 
344,107 
(29,146) 
30,794 

0 

0 

0 
0 

337,185 
(30,035) 
30,111 

0 
0 
0 

0 
404,576 
(29,452) 
40,820 

472,192 
(137,711) 

0 

15,593 
0 ..... 
~ 
00 
..:t ..... 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ----------------- ---------------- --------- -
P-1 
LINE 

MODIFICATION OF AIRCRAFT 
35 A-3 SERIES 
3& A-4 SERIES 
37 A-1 SERIES 
31 U-1 SERIES 
39 A-7 SERIES 
40 AV-1 SERIES 
41 F-4 SERIES 
42 RF -4 SERlE S 
43 F-14 SERIES 
44 F-6 SERIES 
45 ES-3 SERIES 
41 OV-10 SERIES 
47 F-11 SERIES 
41 H-41 SERIES 
4S H-53 SERIES 
50 SH-60 SERIES 
51 VH-10 SERIES 
62 H-1 SERIES 
53 H-2 SERIES 
54 H-3 SERIES 
55 EP-3 SERIES 
5I P-3 SERIES 
57 S-3 SERIES 
51 E-2 SERIES 
5I TRAINER AIC SERIES 
10 EC-130 SERIES 
61 C-130 SERIES 
62 FFWSG 

ITEM 

&3 CARGO/TRANSPORT AIC SERIES 
&4 VARIOUS 
&5 POWER PLANT CHANGES 
66 NISC FLIGHT SAFETY CHANGES 
&7 CC»+ttN ECN EQUI f'MENT 
&a CC»+ttN AVIONICS CHANGES 
6S RADARS 
70 F-11 N SERIES 
71 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS 

711 E-2C, HH-6D SPARES 
7 2 CC»+ttN GROUND EQUIPMENT 
73 AIRCRAFT INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES 
74 WAR CONSUMABLES 
75 OTHER PRODUCTION CHARGES 
76 SPECIAL SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

999 CLASS IF I EO PROGRAMS 

TOTAL AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT NAVY 

FY 1911 ht lmate 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Amount 

9&t 
1,141 

211,471 
21,274 

17 
97 
17 
17 

13,334 
17 

10,100 
1,174 
1,115 

21,101 
22.737 
14,061 

0 
1,121 

65,000 
21,229 
47,003 

14& 1 7&6 
74,142 
31,431 

1,&35 
7,367 
4,550 
3,310 
2,1&3 
1,004 
3,163 

123 
11,701 

765 
0 

5,000 
0 1,431,113 

0 316,101 
0 24,391 
0 34,115 
0 27 ,&67 
0 16,112 
0 0 

9,411, 299 

-----Rev t aed------
FY 1119 Requ .. t 

Amount 

122 
2,214 

171,341 
31,714 

142 

33,174 
12 

155,271 
32,125 

14 
21,064 
14,311 

501 
1,117 

21,161 
5,171 

31,601 
26,491 

131,932 
135,567 

20,175 
532 

12,735 
2,015 
1,117 
1, 701 
1,025 
2,022 

97 
35,335 

447 

1,162,106 

391,102 
27 ,lOS 

12,213 
40,545 
36,420 

115,123 

1,110,000 

-----Houae------
Authortzat 1on 

Quant tty Amount 

122 
2,294 

171,341 
31,714 

0 
142 

0 
0 

33,174 
12 

155,275 
32,125 

14 
21,064 
14,311 

501 
1,117 

21,161 
5,171 

31,601 
21,491 

112,210 
202,567 

40,&75 
532 

12,735 
2,015 
1,117 
1, 701 
1,025 
2,022 

17 
15,335 

447 
0 
0 

1, 217,106 
120,000 
391,&02 

27 ,&05 
12,213 
40,545 
3&,420 

115,123 

9,271,4&6 

-----senate-----
Author hat ton 

Quant tty Amount 

122 
2,294 

171;341 
31~714 

0 
142 

0 
0 

33,174 
12 

155,275 
32,125 

14 
21,064 
14,311 

501 
1,117 

21,111 
5,171 

31,101 
21,491 

131,132 
135,567 

20,175 
532 

12,735 
2,015 
1,117 
1, 701 
1 ;025 
2,022 

17 
35,335 

447 
0 
0 

1,112 ,&0& 
0 

311,602 
27,605 
12,213 
40,545 
3&,420 

115,123 

9,07&,200 

Houae +1- Sonata 
Quant tty Amount 

50,351 
&7 ,000 
20,500 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

50,000 
0 
0 

0 

125,000 
120,000 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

115,2&6 

---con fe ronco-
Change to llloqueat 
Quantity Amount 

0 
0 

20,500 

30,000 

0 
0 

271,253 

--conference
Author tutlon 

Quant tty Amount 

122 
2,214 

171,341 
31,714 

0 
142 

0 

0 
33,174 

&2 
155,275 
32,125 

14 
21,0&4 
14,311 

501 
1,117 

21,1&1 
1,171 

31,101 
21,411 

131,132 
135,517 
40,175 

532 
12,735 
2,015 
1,117 
1,701 
1,025 
2,022 

17 
15,335 

447 
0 
0 

1,112,101 
0 

391,102 
27,105 
12,213 
40,545 
36,420 

115,123 

--------- ~ 
1,251,~53 ~ 
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EA-6B jammer aircraft 

The amended budget request contained 
$473.557 for procurement of nine EA-6B 
jammer aircraft and $18.331 million for ad
vance procurement of nine aircraft in fiscal 
year 1990. 

The House bill would authorize $399.116 
million for these aircraft, a reduction of 
$74.441 million. The House bill would make 
this reduction on the basis that the Navy 
had requested excess funds for the Ad
vanced Capability upgrade. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$534.257 million for procurement of 12 air
craft and $24.331 million for advance pro
curement for 12 aircraft in fiscal year 1990. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $467.557 million and $24.331 million 
for advance procurement for 12 EA-6B air
craft in fiscal year 1990. The conferees 
direct the Navy to procure not less than 12 
aircraft with the funds appropriated pursu
ant to authorization. 
F-14 mod:i/ication program 

The amended budget request contained no 
funds to initiate modification of existing F-
14 aircraft into the new "D" model configu
ration. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$29.5 million for advance procurement of six 
F-140 upgrade kits. The Senate report <S. 
Rept. 100-326) directs the Navy to incorpo
rate a significant remanufacture program in 
its plans for the Five Year Defense Program 
for fiscal years 1990 to 1994. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $29.5 million for six upgrade kits, and 
direct the NavY to provide an acquisition 
strategy to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives for the long-term modernization of the 
existing fleet of F-14 aircraft. 
F-18 aircraft/reconnaissance modifications 

The amended budget request contained 
$2,287.3 million to procure 72 F-18 aircraft, 
including $82.9 million to purchase equip
ment and modify aircraft to function as re
connaissance aircraft. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $49.7 million, based on a restructuring of 
the reconnaissance program, but would pro
vide an increase of $99.7 million to procure 
12 additional aircraft. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $2,494.3 million, which is sufficient to 

procure 84 aircraft in fiscal year 1989 and to 
proceed with the reconnaissance variant at 
the requested level. The conferees concur 
with the concern expressed in the Senate 
report <S. Rept. 100-326) that serious atten
tion must be devoted to Navy aviation in 
future budget submissions. The conferees 
also note that budget data concerning the 
reconnaissance program was inconsistent 
and incomplete, and not supportive of a 
well-planned and stable acquisition strategy. 
The conferees expect that future budget 
submissions for the F-18 reconnaissance 
program will include complete and consist
ent cost estimates. 
CH-53E helicopters 

The amended budget request included 
$241.7 million for procurement of CH/MH-
53E helicopters. 

The House bill would reduce this request 
by $12.1 million while adding $9.642 million 
for advance procurement, a net reduction of 
$2.5 million from the program. The adjust
ment would allow the program to continue 
the planned procurement of four helicop
ters in fiscal year 1990. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget request. 

The Senate recedes. 
SH-60B helicopters rseahawk) 

The amended budget request included 
$117.9 million for procurement of 6 SH-60B 
helicopters <which, combined with the pro
curement of SH-60F helicopters, would 
allow for a production run of 24 SH-60 
series helicopters in fiscal year 1989). 

The House bill would reduce this amount 
by $5.3 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget request. 

The Senate recedes. 
SH-60F helicopter fCV ASW) 

The amended budget request included 
$344.1 million for procurement of 18 SH-
60F helicopters. 

The House bill would reduce this amount 
by $51.9 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget request. 

The House authorization would continue 
the previous year's authorization for this 
aircraft, with an additional amount for in
flation. However, the fiscal year 1989 re
quest includes funding for two training sys
tems that must be procured this year under 
the terms of the fixed-price procurement 
contract. 

The House recedes, with the understand
ing that the increased funding in fiscal year 
1989 will be used to procure the trainers. 
TACAMO 

The amended budget request contained 
$334.476 million for 7 E-6A TACAMO air
craft. 

The House bill would authorize $105.841 
million for 3 aircraft and would authorize 
$78.695 million in advance procurement for 
fiscal year 1990. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees agree to authorize the 
amount requested for this program and 
stress that this authorization marks the 
completion of TACAMO procurement. 
P-3 series modifications 

The amended budget request included 
$131.9 million for modifications to the P-3 
series aircraft, consisting of procurement of 
Update III kits for P-3Cs. 

The House bill would add $50 million to 
the request for procurement of additional 
Update III kits. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Navy common electronic countermeasures 

equipment 
The amended budget request contained 

$35.335 million for Navy common electronic 
countermeasures <ECM> equipment. 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $50 million for this purpose. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of an additional $30 million for a total of 
$65.335 million for common ECM equip
ment. The Secretary of the Navy is directed 
to utilize the additional funding as required 
to reduce existing shortfalls in common 
ECM equipment. 

WEAPONS PRocUREMENT, NAVY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$6,271.8 million for Navy weapons procure
ment. The House bill would authorize 
$5,823.8 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $6,193.1 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $5,972.2 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 
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LINE IUN 

WUI'OIIIS I'IIOCUIUN(ICI, NAVY 

BAlliSTIC NISSIUS 
I'OS£JOON 
TIIJD(NT I 

UIOENT II 
LESS1 ADVANCE I'IIOCUII04ENT (I'Y) 

4 ADVANCE I'IIOCUII04UH ( CY) 
I UQ4-73A (C-3) POSEIDON NODS 
I NISSJU INDUSTIUAL fACILITIES 

llTHU NISSILU 
7 1()4...101 . TONAHAW 

7 LESSt ADVANCE PIIOCUII04ENT (PY) 
I ADVANCE PIIOCUII04ENT (CY) 
I AIN/IIIN-7 fIN SPAIIIIO'W 

10 AMRAN-4 

11 AJN-!Il/N SIO~IN0£11 
12 AIN-54A/C (PHOENIX) 
12 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUR04EHT (I'Y) 
13 ADVANCE PIIOCUIIEME NT ( CY) 
14 SQ4-14A HARPOON (NYI') 
14 LUSt AOVAHCt: PIIOCUIIEMENT (PY) 
15 A()4...18A (HA1to4) 

U SM-2 Mil 
17 SN-2 U 
11 ftNo4 

11 STINCU 
20 SJD(Aito4 
21 HELUIIU 
22 LASU MAVEIIICK 
23 1111 MAVUJCK (NYP) 
24 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 
21 I'ENCUIN 
26 USSs ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 
21 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

27 MAVERICK NJSSILU 
21 TACIT IIAINIO'W 
2!1 AERIAL URCETS 
30 DRONES AND DECOYS 
31 OTHU NISSILE SU,ORT 

n 1911 ht trnate 
Quant tty 

0 

0 
II 

0 

0 

0 

0 

471 

0 
0 

100 
0 

211 
350 

0 
0 

124 
0 

751 
1,310 

0 
240 
421 
271 

1,3!13 
1,300 

426 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

l 
0 
0 
0 

lmount 

181 

1,181 
1,917,585 

(211,3115) 
llO,Ill 

0 

114 

142,474 
(II,UI) 

71,400 
71,000 

0 

25,133 
313,691 
(20,000) 

0 
142,110 

0 

117,121 
611,0!11 

0 
44,!131 
17,7&6 
26,311 
44,164 

167,300 
10,000 

0 
0 

0 
3,455 

0 
0 

103,604 
24,767 

",267 

-----Rev t ted------
fY 191!1 flequ .. t 

Quant tty 

u 

110 

660 

Ill 

1,307 
1,135 

210 

200 

731 

[ l 

lmount 

181 
4,103 

1,!141,156 
(:UO,Il1) 

231,084 

2,631 

701,117 
(71,400) 

71,101 

II, 711 

465,283 

161,701 

302, 741 · 
191,113 

62,014 

1,151 

42,034 
(3,455) 

3,518 
12,3!10 
1!1,!161 

10!1,!111 

40,744 
21,313 

-----Houee------
Authortutlon 

Quant tty lmount 

471 

100 

360 

131 

1,307 
1,310 

210 

1,000 

731 

[ l 

111 
4,103 

1 ,14!1,151 
(320,131) 
231,084 

0 

2,131 

161,403 
(71,400) 
76,601 
71,000 

0 
0 

325,102 

0 
0 

111,701 
0 

302,741 
111,631 

0 
62,0!14 

0 
0 

31,000 
0 
0 
0 

42,034 
(3,455) 
3,611 

12,390 
10,000 

109,!181 
40,744 
21,313 

-----Senate------
Author tnt ton 

Quant tty lmount 

II 

110 

300 
10 

160 

131 

1.307 
1,136 

210 

200 

731 

[ l 

Ill 

4,103 

1,141,151 
(320,131) 
236,014 

0 
2,131 

701,117 
(71 ,400) 
76,101 
40,000 
It, 711 

0 
461,283 

0 
0 

111,701 
0 

302,741 

Ill. 113 
0 

62.014 
0 
0 

1.161 
0 
0 
0 

42.034 
(3.451) 

3.611 
12.390 
11,166 

101,181 

40,744 
21,313 

Houee +1- Senile 
Ouent tty Mlount 

(35) 

300 
(50) 

(210) 

(325) 

100 

'o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(41,114) 
0 
0 

36,000 
(11,711) 

0 
(131,411) 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(11,512) 
0 
0 
0 
0 

21.042 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(71,165) 
0 

0 
0 

--Conference-
Change te h41ueet 
Quent tty Mlount 

(35) 

300 
(20) 

(110) 

(325) 

100 

(14) 

(21,000) 

40,000 
(24,100) 

(10,000) 

(11,112) 

21.041 

(31,171) 

0 

--conference--
Authortut ton 

Quent tty Mlount 

.. 

471 

300 

30 

450 

131 

1.307 
1,310 

210 

t.ooo 

731 

[ l 

111 
4,103 

1,141,151 
(320,131) 
231,014 

0 
2,131 

111,117 
( 71 .400) 
75,601 
40,000 

34.191 
0 

401,213 
0 
0 

111,701 
0 

302.741 
191,531 

0 
12,014 

0 

0 
35,000 

0 
0 
0 

3,451 
(3,455) 

3,611 
12,390 
11,965 

109,911 
40,744 

21,313 



,_, 
LINE 

MOD IF I CATION OF Ml SSIUS 

3 2 T OMAHA""t NOD S 

IHM 

33 AIN/IIU4-7EIF SPAIUIO'W NOD 

34 Al14-t SIDNINDlll NOD 

3S Allo4-54A/C PHOENIX NOD 

31 AG4-84A HARPOON NOD 

37 STANDARD MISSILU NOD 

31 OTHlll MISSILE NODS 

lt WUPONS INOUSTIIIAl FACILITIES 

4~ FLEET SATElliTE CIM4JNICATIONS 

41 ADVANCE PIIOCUIIllollNT ( CY) 

42 DEFENSE MlUOIIOLOCICAl SATElliTE I"IIOCIIAM 
43 ORO NANCE SU,ORT E QUI ""lNT 

TORPEDOES AND RHAUD lOUI,...UT 

44 TOIIP£00 1«-41 ADCAP 

45 TORPEDO 1«-41 (NYP) 

45 lESS: ADVANCE PIIOCUIUNUT (I"Y) 

46 ADV ll CHM I CHT TOIIPlDO 

47 ADVANCE I"ROCUIIlloi[NJ (CY) 

411 MOaJU TAIIClT 1«-lO (NYP) 
4h (MATT 

41 ASIIOC 

50 VliiTICAl lAUNCHED ASIIOC 
11 NOBill MIN( 1«-17 

U TOR'£00 1«-41 NODS 

U LESS : ADVANCE I"IIOCUIIENlNT (!"\') 
U CAPTOII NODS 

14 S'ot'INM£11 WEAPONS SYSTEMS (SOF') 

U TOIIPlDO SU,ORT fOUl ""lNT 
5I AS'W AANCE SU,OIIT 

OTHlll WEAPONS 

67 1«-11 CLOSE IN WEAI"ONS SYSHN 
U 1«-71 761+f GUN MOUNT 

6t 1«-11/401+4 MACHINE CUN 

10 ZSNM CUN MOUNT 

II SMAll APMS AND WEAPONS 

12 SMAll Alto!S AND WEAPONS - ( SOF) 
13 CIWS NODS 

14 5 /54 CUN MOUNT NODS 

IS 3 /SO CUN MOUNT NODS 

II 14( 75 76NM CUN MOUNT NODS 

57 NODS UND£11 U,DDO,ODD 

U CUN SUPPORT EQUI,...ENT 

SPARES AND Ill PAl II PAIITS 

69 SPAIIES AND RlPAIII PAIITS 

TOTAl WEAPONS PROCUII[IollNT 

,., 1181 Eat lmah 

Quant tty 

100 

0 
0 

11 
0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 
0 
0 

22 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

.tmaunt 

1,451 
0 

573 
584 

3,165 
3,133 

zoo 
1,211 

123,151 
0 

11,333 
211,431 

243,444 
0 
0 

101,402 
0 

31,415 

1,522 
0 

2,151 
0 

0 
31,000 

1,332 

33.341 
2D,ua 

28,023 
0 
0 

4,011 
1,072 
1,411 

45,181 
1,414 

271 
4,D60 

1,1i54 
1,DU 

110,121 

5,134,111 

-----Rev t aed-----
fY Uat Requeat 

Quant tty .tmaunt 

211 

140 

5 

67 

7,211 
44,341 

2,409 
118 

1,6D2 
27,610 

10,750 
17,122 
77,000 
21,575 

351,707 

431,014 

112,047 
31,600 

17 .su 
1,332 

1,157 
26,181 

22,664 

11,441 

1,361 
1,115 

911 
64,557 
1,444 

260 
4,017 
1,611 

831 

17,412 

1,271,1DO 

-----Hou ••------
Author hat ton 

Quant tty .tmaunt 

261 

140 

67 

7.211 
44.341 

2.401 
111 

1.602 
27,110 

0 
10.750 
17,122 
77,000 
21.176 

230,0D7 

431.014 
0 
0 

112.047 
31.500 

0 

0 
n.ss2 
1.332 

0 
0 
0 

1.157 
25,111 
22,664 

11.441 
0 
0 

1.361 
a.au 

196 

64,557 
1,444 

260 
4,D97 
1.611 

131 

17.412 

5,123,102 

-----senate------
Author hat ton 

Quant tty .tmaunt 

211 

140 

I 

17 

7.211 
44.341 

2.401 
Ill 

1,102 
27.110 

0 
13.760 
17,122 
77,000 
21,671 

230.007 

431.014 
0 
0 

112.047 
31.600 

0 

0 
n.112 
1,332 

0 
0 
0 

1.157 
25,181 
22,114 

11,441 
0 
0 

1.361 
1.111 

191 
14.557 
1.444 

210 
4.017 
1.111 

Ill 

17.412 

1,113.100 

Mouae +1- Senate 
Ouant tty Mlount 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(3 ,000) 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

(361,2!18) 

--Conference-
Change to Requeat 
Ouanttty Amount 

,.ooo 

(121,700) 

',000 

(291,111) 

---conference-
Author hat ton 

Quant It)' Amount 

211 

140 

I 

11 

7.211 
44.341 

2,401 
Ill 

1.102 
27.110 

0 
u.75o 
17,122 
n.ooo 
21.175 

230.007 

431.014 
0 
0 

112,047 
31.500 

0 
',000 

0 
n.su 
',332 

0 
0 
0 

'.157 
zs.taa 
22,114 

11.441 
0 
0 

1.361 
1.111 

191 
14,157 
1,444 

260 
4,097 
1,111 

131 

17.412 

1,172,111 
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Advanced medium range air to air missile 

The amended budget request contained 
$59.8 million for procurement of 50 Ad
vanced Medium Range Air to Air Missiles 
<AMRAAM>. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The House bill would provide no authori
zation for Navy AMRAAMs. 

The conferees agreed to provide $35 mil
lion for the procurement of 30 AMRAAMs 
for the Navy. The conferees direct that 
these missiles be utilized for conducting 
Navy operational test and evaluation. 
AIM-54C Phoenix missile 

The amended budget request contained 
$465.3 million to procure 560 Phoenix mis
siles. 

The House bill would authorize $325.8 mil
lion to procure 350 missiles. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $405.3 million to procure 450 missiles. 
The conferees understand that this authori
zation is sufficient to maintain the competi
tion established in the program. 

Further, the conferees direct the Navy to 
install production FSU-10A fuzes on all 
AIM-54C Phoenix missiles stored at the 
contractor's facility as of June 1, 1988, 
before increasing production beyond the 
fiscal year 1988 level. 

Penguin 
The conferees agree that the reduction 

for procurement of Penguin missiles is 
taken without prejudice and for budgetary 
reasons in recogntzation of the program's 
contracting schedule for fiscal year 1989 
procurements. 
Vertical launched anti-submarine rocket 

program 
The amended budget request included 

$17.6 million for procurement and $30.3 mil
lion for RDT&E for the Vertical Launched 
ASROC <VLA> program. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amounts, and the House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563) directed the Navy to proceed 
with initial production of the MK-46 ver
sion of VLA as soon as possible. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amounts and the Senate 
report <S. Rept. 100-326) noted that the De
partment of Defense was considering cancel
lation of the program in favor of making 
SEA LANCE a surface as well as a sub-sur
face launched weapon. The Senate report 
directed the Department of Defense to 
report on its decision promptly. 

The conferees affirm the language con
tained in the House report and agree that 
the long-term strategy for procurement of a 
quick reaction, long-range ASW weapon 
should be based on a system common to sur
face ships and submarines. However, to 

avoid having many ships with launchers 
empty of quick reaction ASW weapons for 
at least several years, the conferees believe 
that the production of VLA armed with MK 
46 torpedoes is essential to the near-term 
antisubmarine warfighting ability of the 
fleet. 
Expendable mobile antisubmarine warfare 

training target 
The conferees agree that accelerated 

availability of the Expendable Mobile Anti
submarine Warfare Training Target 
<EMATT) would provide important training 
in the critical area of antisubmarine war
fare. Accordingly, the conferees recommend 
authorization of $1 million and invite the 
Navy to reprogram from authorization 
made available elsewhere up to an addition
al $6 million to begin procurement of 
EMATT. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$9,130.1 Inillion for Navy shipbuilding and 
conversion. The House bill would authorize 
$9,126.1 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $9,056.1 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $9,056.1 
Inillion, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 
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----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------ ------------------- ------------------ ----------- --------------- ----------- Oo 
-----Rev I sed------ -----House------ -----Senate------ ---Conference--- --con to rene•---

Oo 

,_, fY 11111 Est lmltl fY 1981 ftequett Authorlutlon Authorlutlon Mouso +1- Son ate Change te Requost Authortutton 

LINE HEN Quant tty #mount Quant tty lmount Quant lty lmount Quant tty Amount Quantity Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty #mount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- ------ ------ ---------
SHII'8UILDUtG AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

I TRIDUT (IIIUCL(AII) 1,274,053 1,377,100 1,377,100 1,377,100 1,377,100 

LESS: ADVANC( I'IIOCUII(M(IIIf (I'Y) 0 (150,353) (141,400) (141,400) c 141,400) (141,400) 

ADVANCE I'IIOCUII(MENT (CY) 0 137,100 137,400 137,400 137,400 137,400 

CVN AIIICIIAH CAI'IIIUII (NUCLUII) 2 1,326,DOD 0 0 0 

4 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 0 0 0 0 0 

I SSN-UI CLASS SU!It-4AIUNE (NUCLEAI'I) 3 1,104,011 1,117,121 2 1,111,121 2 1,111,121 2 1,117,121 

I U SS 1 ADVANC( l'ftOCUII(MUH ( PY) 0 (354,114) (327,121) (327,121) (327 ,121) (327 ,121) n 
I ADVANCE I'IIOCUIIEMINT (CY) 0 227,499 304,300 304,300 304,300 304,300 0 

SSN-21 0 0 1, 727,600 1, 727 ,60D 1, 727,100 1, 727,100 z 
ll SS: ADVANCE I'IIOCUII04(NT (I'Y) 0 0 (132,100) (132,600) (132,10D) (132,100) 

a ADVANC( I'IIOCUIIEMINT (CY) 257,100 393,000 393,000 313,000 313,000 ~ 
I CV SUI' 147,470 0 0 0 ~ 

USS: ADVANCE I'IIOCURlMlNT (I'Y) 0 (261 ,Ill) 0 0 0 t!1 
(I) 

10 ADVANCE I'IIOCUI\04( NT ( CY) 0 44,1DO US,400 131,400 131,400 131,400 (I) 

11 CG-47 AI GIS CRUISU (..rfl') I 4,145,900 0 0 0 11-1 

0 
11 LESS: ADVANCE I'IIOCUR(M(NT (PY) 0 (11,100) 0 0 0 z 
12 ADVANCE I'ROCUII04[NT (CY) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 DOG-II (..rfl') 0 0 3 2,206,244 3 2,201,244 3 2,201,244 3 2,201,244 > 
13 LUSs ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 0 0 (77,344) (77 ,344) (77 ,344) C77,344) t-' 

14 ADVANCE I'ROCUR[M[Nf (CY) 0 1,100 71,400 71,400 71,400 71,400 ~ 
u LHD-1 AMI'HIIIOUS ASSAULT SHIP 756,700 71i, 700 761,700 711,700 751,70a t!1 
u llSS1 ADVANCE I'IIOCUII[M[NT (I'Y) 0 (31,0DO) (32,200) (32 .ZOO) (32,200) (32,20a) n 
II ADVANCE I'IIOCUR041NT (CY) 0 32. zoo 0 0 0 0 
11 LSD-41 (CARGO VARIANT) 1 211,000 0 0 0 ~ 
11 MHC COASTAL MINE HUNUII 0 0 117 .zoo 2 117 ,2ao 117,200 117,200 0 
11 TAO HUT Dll£11 Z51,40a Z14.900 214,90a 2 214,tOa z 214,1ao I 
20 AO (JIMO) 44,100 14,900 14.900 2 14,900 2 14.100 ::z: 
21 T .. GOS SUIITASS SHIPS 0 0 151,100 3 151,600 3 111,100 3 111,10a 0 
21 USS1 ADVANCE I'ROCUIIEMENT (I'Y) 0 0 0 0 0 c n AOI 0 0 363,1DO 313,900 313,100 313.100 (I) 
u OCEANOGRAPHIC IIUIAIICH SHIP 0 0 74,000 0 0 ( 1) (74,000) 0 trJ 
24 SliiVICI CRAfT 0 12,100 0 0 0 

2S STRATEGIC SEALifT 0 43,40D 0 0 0 

21 LCAC LANDING CRAH 0 a I 201,200 • 209,ZOO • 201,200 I ZOI,200 

21 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUREMUT (I'Y) 0 a (31,500) (3&,500) (31,100) C3I,IOO) 

27 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 0 31,50D 11,100 11,90a 11,tao 11,100 

28 SULI fT ENHANCEMENT 0 0 0 0 0 

Z9 OUHI TTING 0 113,9DD 214,700 Zl4,l00 Zl4,700 214,700 

3D POST DlliVliiY 0 132,000 121,400 121,400 121,4DO 121,400 

31 lACS CIIAN[ SHIP 13,100 0 0 0 

ISLAND CLASS PATROL BOAT 10 70,000 0 10 70,ooa 0 0 

TOTAL SHII'8UILOING AND CONVERSION 16,155,351 1,130,100 1,12&,10D 1,051,100 70,000 (74,000) 1,051,100 

"""' ~ 
00 
-::i 
-::i 
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FF 1052 service life extension program 

The conferees affirm the position noted in 
the Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) regard
ing planning limitations for any contemplat
ed service life extension <SLEP> of the FF-
1052 class frigates. 

OTHER PRocUREMENT, NAVY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$4,789.7 million for other procurement, 
Navy. The House bill would authorize 

$5,213.4 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $4,836.2 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $4,817.8 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 



-----------------------------------------------------------
,_, 
LINE IUM 

fY 1181 ht tmate 
Quant tty A-nount 

------------------------------------------------
OTHEII PROCUR04UtT, NAVY 

SHIPS SUI'I'OIIT (0Uirto4£NJ 

04-UOO GAS TURBIN( 

AlliSON 6011( CAS TURIIIN£ 

llo4HOO 5'(CIAL SUPI'OIH (QUirto4£NJ 

S UAM I'ROPUl 5I ON llo41'ROV£1o4£NT PROCRAM 

OTHER P'ROPUlSION (QUirto4ENT 

OTH£11 CENEIIATORS 

OTH(II P'I.Jo4P'S 

MIC.H PlllSSUR£ AIR CCJ.4P'RUSOR 
OIM(II Alii CCJ.4PIIESSOIIS 

10 SUI!IMAIIINE PROPHl£111 
I I OTHEII PROrHlEIIS AND SHAfTS 

IJ lllCUIICAllY SUSPlH0£0 GYRO NAVIGATOR 

1) CARIIJ£11 NAVIGATION SYSTEM 

U OIH£11 IIAVICATION £0Uirto4£NT 

U UNOliiWAY R(PlENIS .... ENT £0Uirto4£NJ 

II TYrl II PEIIISCOPE 

H TYI'I I PEIIISCOP'lS 

II I'(RISCOPU AND ACCESSORIES 

II f IIUf IGHTI NG EQUirto4£NT 

20 CCJ+4AND AND CONTROL SWI TCHIOAROS 

21 POllUTION CONTROl IOUII'M£NT 

22 SUI!IMAIIINE SILENCINC EOUirto4ENT 

U SUIIfACE SHIP SILENCINC IOUirto4ENT 

24 SUI!IMARINI IATTIRUS 
21 SHIATEGIC l'lATf0114 SU,OIIT 10Uirto4ENT 

21 OSSI' (0Uirto4ENT 
21 SEAll fT SU,ORT (QUI rto4ENT 

21 AIR CONDITIONERS 

21 lo41NESWHPINC CAlli 

3D .... &£ ITE1o4S UNDU 12 MilliON 

31 SURfACE IMA 
3l D(C.AUSSINC EQUI,....lHT 

33 RADIOlOGICAl CONTROlS 

34 lo41NI/NICRCJ.41NI ELECTRONIC REI'AIR 

35 CH£1-liCAl WARfARE OlllCTOIIS 

.31 SUBMARINE lifE SU,OIIT SYSUM 

37 .... u . ENC.INHII£0 MAINUNANC( 

31 SHIPBOARD ENERGY CONSERVATION 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
4 

14 
0 

4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

" 

0 

0 
0 

3 
0 

0 

11,152 
2,421 

173 
11,147 
1,164 

10,115 
1,161 
1,711 

255 
3,273 
1,311 

13,291 
4, 713 
5,143 
1,132 
2,272 
7,121 

851 
36,645 

2,230 
4,237 
1,240 
1,373 

13,002 
75,300 

7,871 
63,711 

2,162 
737 

30,098 

11,629 
1,353 

314 
1,002 
8,847 
2,643 

391 
103 

-----Rev I aed------
FY 1tll llequ .. t 

Quant tty 

I 

40 

113 

2 

A-nount 

1,381 
8,672 
1,016 

1,311 
4,874 
3,883 
6,456 

IH 

3,030 
4,121 
6,819 

lUI 

4,414 
4,881 
5,883 

334 

929 
14,372 

1,125 
4,425 
4,226 
4,748 
1,363 

56,481 
7,000 

21,771 

3,840 
26,771 
II ,361 
4,842 

lliO 
1,048 
1,467 
1,99D 

143 

-----Hou 1 •------

Author hat ton 
Quant tty A'nount 

I 

40 

163 

2 

1,311 
1,172 
1,011 
1,311 
4,174 
3,113 
1,451 

117 
0 

3,030 
4,126 
1,119 

811 
4,414 

4,111 
5,813 

334 
HI 

14,372 

1,125 
4,425 
4,221 
4,741 
1,363 

11,488 
7,000 

33,771 
0 

3,140 
21,771 
11,361 

4,142 
160 

1,041 
1,417 

1,990 
0 

143 

-----senate------
Author tnt ton 

Quant tty Amount 

I 

3 

40 

113 

2 

1,311 
1,172 
1,011 

1,311 
4,174 
3,883 
1,451 

117 
0 

3,03D 
4,121 

1,191 
Ill 

4,484 
4,881 
1,113 

334 
IZI 

14,372 
1,125 
4,421 
4,221 
4,741 

1,363 
41,UI 

7 ,DOD 
21,771 

D 

3,140 
21,771 
11,361 
4,142 

160 
I,D41 
1,417 

1,110 
0 

143 

Hou .. +1- Senate 
Quant tty Amount 

1,50 
0 

4,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

---Conference--
Change to Requ11t 
Quant I ty A-nount 

(1,100) 

1,000 

---conference-
Author tnt ton 

Quant tty Amount 

I 

I 

2 

3 

40 

113 

2 

1,311 
1,172 
1,011 

1,311 
4,174 

n 
0 

3,113 z 
1,451 ~ 

117 

0 ~ 
3,030 Cll 
4,121 ~ 
1,191 . 0 

111 z 
4,414 > 
4,111 t"'4 
1,113 

334 :;:tl 
t%1 
n 
0 

121 
14,372 

1,125 
4,425 
4,221 
4,741 

1,313 
4t,tl8 

7,000 
21,771 

0 

3,140 
21,771 
11,361 
4,142 

1&0 
1,041 
1,417 
1,-190 

0 

143 

~ 
I 
:I: 
0 c 
Cll 
t%1 



-----------------------------------------------------------
P-1 
liN( IUM 

31 IUACTOR PO'w'(R UNITS 

4D AUCTOR CC»o4f'ON(NJS 

41 DIVING AND SALVAC( (QUIP'Io4lNT 
42 NAVAl Sf'lCIAl WAIIfAII( (OUII"M£NT 

43 NAVAl Sf'lCIAl WAIIf'AII( (QUII"M£NT - (SOF) 

44 SHAll BOATS 
45 N~ SHIP TIIAINING (QUIP 

46 OTHU SHIPS TRAINING [QUII"MENT 

47 CALIBRATION (QUIP'Io4£NT 

48 PIIOOUCTION SUPPOIIT fACiliTIES 

41 OPERATING FORC[S If'( 

REDUCTION IN SHIPS SUf'f'OIIT (QUII"MlNT 

Ca..M.INICATIONS AND ElECTRONICS (QUII"MENT 

50 AN/ Sf'S-67 

6 I AN/ Sf'S-4D 

U AN/Sf'S-48 

63 AN/Sf'S-41 

64 AN/SU-() 
U ...: 23 TARGET ACQUISITION SYSTEM 

U RAOAR SUPPORT 
61 SUIIfACE SONAR SU,ORT (OUIP'Io4ENT 

U AN/SOS-UI 

U AN/SOS-63C 
ID AN/SQQ-81 SURFACE ASW CCJ.48AT SYS 

II AN/1100-6 
U TI-ll f(7w'(D ARRAY (WYP) 

13 SUIIf' SONAII WIND~ AND DC»o4lS 

14 SONAR SU,ORT (OUII"MENT 

15 SONAR $'WITCHES AND TRANSDUCEIIS 

II f'BM SYSTEM SONARS 
11 SU&MAIIIN( ACOUSTIC WAIIFAIIE SYSTEMS 

61 SUIIf ACE SH If' TO lirE DO DEfENSE 

U ACOUSTIC C01+4UNICATIONS 

7D AN/ISY-1 

7 I SOSUS 
1Z lAMPS ...:1 AN SUPPORT 

721 AN/SQII-17A ACOUSTIC PlldCESSOII 

73 AN/SOII-18 JO'w'(D AIIIIAY SONAR 

74 AN/SQR-15 TO'w'(D ARRAY SONAII 

75 AN/SQII-1! JO'w'(D AIIIIAY SONAII 

71 SUIITASS 

71 ASW OPERATIONS CENTU 

18 CAIIIIIEII ASW MODULE 

n uaa ht tmate 
Quant lty 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

280 

D 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24 

D 

0 
0 
3 
4 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1Z 

0 
14 

D 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 
0 
D 

/mount 

4D,I35 

232 ,D3t 

18,208 

1,801 

31,244 

25,241 
0 

2,404 

611 
18,100 

4,UD 

7,753 

21, 1D8 

45,114 

11,601 
7 ,19t 

11,800 

8,607 

10,101 

0 
0 

164,144 
25,865 

6,665 
I,D68 

6,158 

28,454 

4,337 

21,311 

1D,031 

317 

42,755 

64,332 

1,252 

10,160 

191 
0 

47,313 

3,170 

15,183 

-----llev laed------
FY I tel llequu t 

Quant tty 

101 

3 

21 

/mount 

41,100 

241,396 

13,210 

7,861 

43,3DI 

. 12,612 

4,117 

141 

21,241 

7 ,DI4 

7,017 

13,081 

46,312 

16,116 
6,145 

22,722 

24,853 

211,351 

11,511 

1,201 

10,498 

4,821 

21,068 

4,98D 

11,764 

I,DII 

387 

30,254 

1,103 

320 

194 

1,344 

21,131 

5,182 

-----Houae------
Authorlut ton 

Quant tty 

101 

21 

13 

21 

llrnaunt 

41,1DO 

241,311 

13,210 

7,161 

43,3DI 

12,112 

0 

4,117 

141 
25,241 

7,064 

7,017 

13,DII 

41,312 

11,116 
1,145 

22,722 

24,853 

0 
0 
0 

218,351 

11,596 

1,201 

10,498 

4,B21 

29,068 

4,1110 

18,764 

1,081 

387 

0 
30,254 

1,103 

10,000 

14,220 

894 

0 

1,344 

21,138 

6,682 

------------------- ----------------- ------------- --------------
-----Senate------

Author hat ton 
Quant tty llrnaunt 

101 

28 

13 

21 

41,800 

241,311 

13,210 

7,861 

43,301 

12,112 

0 
4,117 

148 
21,241 

7,014 

7,017 

13,081 

41,312 

11,116 

1,141 

22.722 

24,153 

0 
0 
0 

218,351 

11,591 

1,208 

10,418 

4,821 

21,018 

4,110 

18,714 

1,018 

317 

0 
30,254 

1,103 

0 
320 

814 

0 

1,344 

21,131 
5,612 

House +1- Senate 
Quant tty llrnaunt 

10,000 

13,1DO 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

---conference--
Change te Request 
Quint tty llrnaunt 

(16,000) 

0 
13,100 

-conference--
Author tnt ten 

Quant tty 

101 

28 

2 
3 

13 

21 

llrnaunt 

41,800 

241,311 

13,280 

7,151 

43,301 

12,112 

0 
4,117 

141 
25,241 

7,064 

(15,000) 

7,017 

13,011 
4&,312 

11,111 

6,145 

22,722 

24,853 

0 
0 
0 

218,351 

t1,5!JI 

1,208 

10,491 

4,821 

21,061 

4,110 

11,764 

1,081 

387 
0 

30,254 

1,103 

0 
14,220 

894 

0 
1,344 

21,138 

5,&82 
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----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------ ---------------- ------------------
-----Rev I ead------ -----Moue a------ -----Senate------ ---Con f • rene•--- ---Conference---

1'-1 n nee htlmate FY 19&1 Raquaet Authorization Author hat I em Houae +1- Senate Change to llaqueat Author hatton 

LINE IT IN Ouent It y /mount Quant 1\y .,_,unt QuantIty .,_,unt Quant tty .,_,unt Quant tty ~unt Quant tty ~unt Quant tty ~unt 

------------------------------------------------ -------- --------
71 AH/SLO-:U a 14.201 7t ,020 71,020 71,020 0 71,020 

711 SIDEKICK 0 14,000 (54,0DO) 1,000 I,DOO 

eo AN/SL0-17 0 0 0 0 

11 ANM.R-1 1,540 I, 174 1,174 1,174 1,174 

u ANM.R-8 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

13 ICAO SYSUNS 0 0 0 0 C"") 

14 OHBOAIID DECII'TION DEVICU 7,481 0 0 0 0 
as (W SUPI'OIIT (QUI ""(NT 4,111 4,124 4,124 4,824 4,124 z 
16 HUT (W SUPPORT CROUI' 714 0 0 0 G') 
17 C3 COUNTERMUSURIS 7,424 1,131 5,131 1,131 5,131 ~ 
8a COMBAT CRYPTOLOCIC SUI'POIIJ CONSOLI 1,467 4, 737 4,737 4,737 4, 737 tr1 
II C().IBAT OF U,UO 0 0 0 fJ) 

fJ) 
10 OUTBOARD 27 ,ID1 182 112 182 512 1-4 

11 NAVAl INTHLIC(NC( I'ROCISSING SYSUN 10,078 1,147 1,147 1,147 8,147 0 
t2 BATTLE CROUI' PASSI"~ HORIZON EXT SYS 0 0 a 0 z 
u AtiM.0-4 DEPOT 1,124 ua 170 110 670 > 
14 ANM.Q-4 llo4PROV04[NTS 11,831 21,948 21,141 26,141 26,148 t-'4 
16 AN/BLD-1 ( INURHR().I(HII) " 22,100 861 161 161 166 ~ 
II SUBMARINE SUPPORT (QUf,..(NT I'IIOCRAM 0 2,871 165 161 161 165 tr1 
17 NAVY TACTICAl DATA SYSHN 0 18,ooa 111,267 111,267 111,261 111,267 n 
II TACTICAl HAG CCH4AND CENTU 2 12,976 1,406 6,405 1,401 6,405 0 
II CCH4ANO AHO CONTIIOL I'ROCISSOII 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 

100 NINESWHI'ING SYST04 IIEPlAC04ENT 0 7,127 4,821 4,121 4,821 4,121 tj 
101 ().I(CA SH I PBOAIID (QUI ""'EN I 71 3,291 31 1,333 31 1,333 31 1,333 36 1,333 I 
102 NAVSTAII CPS IIECEIVERS 15 13,212 111 11,421 111 11,421 111 11,421 111 11,421 

:I: 103 HF liNK-11 DATA TERMINALS 844 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 

104 ARMED FORCES IIADIO AND TV 1,311 1,321 6,321 1,321 6,32!1 0 
101 SIRAIUiiC PLATF01t4 SUPPORT (QUl,..(NT 71,704 12,621 12,621 12,621 12,626 c 
101 OTHU NAV(L(X TIIAINIHC (QUJ,..[NT I, 706 0 0 0 fJ) 

107 OTH(II HAVSU TIIAININC EOUI,..ENT I ,113 447 447 447 447 tr1 

108 MAT CAL I 21,101 1a,o5a 10,058 10,058 1a,os·8 

101 SHIPIIOAIIO Alii TIIAHIC CONTIIOL 4,1577 1,322 1,322 1,322 1,322 

110 AUTGotATIC CARRUII LAIIIDINC SYSTEMS 1,180 1,331 1,331 1,331 1,331 

Ill TACAN 4,121 2,834 2,834 2,834 2,134 

112 Alii STATION SUPI'ORI (QUI""ENT · 6,61!1 4,470 4,470 4,470 4,470 

Ill NICIIOWAV( LANOINC SYSUN 0 11 7,505 II 7,105 II 7,105 15 7,505 

114 FACSF AC D 31,421 1,717 I, 797 1,117 1,797 

111 IIADAII A I II T IIAH I C CONTIIOL 12 1,235 6 323 I 323 323 5 323 

111 NK XII Allo4S IH 0 "· 708 7,486 7,486 7,486 7,485 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------ ------------------- ---· ----------- ---------------- ------------------
-----Rev lead------ ----Moue a----- -----senate------ --con fo ronco-- ---Conference-

r-1 FY 1!181 Eet tmato fY 1!18!1 Raqu11t Authortut ton Author hat I on Mouao +/- Soneto Chango to Requoat Authortut ton 

LIN£ IHM Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount Quant tty Amount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ------- -------- -------- ----- -------
117 NAVAL SP'AC£ SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 0 1,151 11,413 11,413 11,413 ",413 

111 5rAC£ SYSTlM rMCESSING 0 2,152 1,!190 I ,1!10 1,190 1,1!10 

111 loiULTOTS 0 0 I ,561 I ,511 1,111 1,511 

120 NCCS ASHORE 0 1,361 11,735 11,731 11,735 11,735 

121 RADIAC 0 7,437 6,214 1,214 1,284 1,214 

12Z OVER THE HORIZON RADAR 1 11,051 163,564 2 1&3,564 2 113,514 2 1&3,514 

123 GI'£U 0 11,027 21,636 21,131 21,131 21,131 n 
124 INTEG C<»4BAT SYS TEST fACILITY 0 6,771 3,653 3,153 3,553 3,653 0 
125 CALIBRATION STANDARDS 0 7,041 7 ,sol 7 ,IDS 7,501 7,105 z 
121 041 CONTROL INSTRI-"4£NTATION 0 1,556 1,171 1,!171 1,171 1,171 ~ 
127 SHORE ELEC IHMS UNDER $2.0 MILLION 0 11,211 2&,467 21,457 21,457 21,457 ~ 
121 SHIPBOARD Hf C(M.IJNICATIONS 0 3,111 115 115 Ill 111 ~ 

121 SHIPIIOARO UHf C(M.IJNICATIONS 0 1,211 2,270 2,270 2,210 2,270 00 
00 

130 fliGHT DECK C(M.IJNICATIONS 0 0 0 0 0 lo-4 

131 PORTABLE RADIOS 1,204 4,713 141 5,164 • 141 1,164 141 1,114 141 5,164 0 
132 PORTAIILE RADIOS - (SOf) 7. 707 0 0 0 z 
133 SHIP C(M.IJNICATIONS AUTCioiATION 1,113 I, 144 I, 144 1,144 1,144 > 
134 SHIP CCM4 IHMS UNDER $2 . 0 MILLION 5,313 3,111 3,511 3,111 3,511 t-'4 
136 SEALifT SHIP C(M.IJNICATIONS 3,000 2,151 2,951 2,151 2,!151 ~ 
,31 Elf C!»++iJNICATIONS 0 0 0 0 ~ 
137 SHORE lf/VLf C(M.IJNICATIONS 1,122 4,332 4,332 4,332 4,332 n 
131 VERDIN 120 3,930 3 ,!130 3,130 3,930 0 
131 SSN INTEGRATED C(M.IJNICATIONS 417 2,537 2,537 2,537 2,537 ~ 
140 SUBMAIIIN£ C(M.IJNICATION ANTENNAS 11 ,Ill 11,315 11,311 ",311 11,311 0 
141 DATA COLLECTION AND IIECORD SYS 0 0 0 0 I 
142 COMPACT VLF RECEIVER 0 0 0 0 :I: 
143 SATCON SHIP HPJ.IINALS 21,361 11,110 11,110 11,110 11,110 

144 SATCON SHORE TlPJ.IINALS 4,!110 1,251 1,251 1,211 1,251 0 
141 SATCON SHORE TEPJ.IINALS - (SOF) 2,500 0 0 0 c:: 
141 JCS C(M.IJNICATIONS EDUif'MENT 4,461 2,175 2,171 2,171 2,171 00 

147 HECTIIICAL P~ll SYSTEMS 1,063 511 511 611 511 
~ 

141 SHORE Hf C(M.IJNICATIONS 12,795 21 !16!1 2,!161 2,161 2,161 

141 JOINT TACTICAL CCM4 (TRI-TAC) 0 0 0 0 

150 OCS TECH CONTROL IMPROVEMENTS 1,342 1,212 1,212 1,212 1,212 

151 VOICE FRIQ CARRIER TEUGIIAPH 200 1,813 400 2. !lSI 400 2,!156 400 2,151 400 2,!151 

152 WORLDWIDE WIOEIAND CCM4 0 2,331 2,04!1 2,041 2,041 2,041 

153 ........CCS C(M.IJNJCATIONS EOUif'MENT 0 414 1,121 1, 12!1 1,121 1,121 

154 SHORE C(M.IJNICATIONS AUTCioiATION 0 10,201 7. 07!1 7,071 7,071 7,071 

155 SHOll£ CCM4 IHioiS UNDER $2.0 MILLION 0 7,105 2,056 2,051 2,051 2,051 

156 SHORE CCM4 ITEMS UNDER $2 MILLION (SOF) 0 540 0 0 0 

157 SINGLE AUDIO SYSHM 0 71755 4,634 4,634 4,134 4,134 

? 
~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



..... 
b 
$ 
0 
I 

00 

'f' 
<0 

~ 
1'-1 
LINE JTE1o4 

158 TSEC/KY-·71/72 (STU-11/STU-11"4) 

159 T SEC/KG-84 

160 TSEC/KY-57/58 (VINSON) 

161 TSEC/KYV-5 (ANDVT) 

162 TSEC/KW- 46 

163 TSEC/KG-111 (WALBURN) 

164 TSEC/KGR-S6 (ITSS) 

165 BlACKER CRYPTO 

166 TSEC/KG-58/KGV-6 ( PLRS) 

167 TRITAC CRYPTO 

168 TSEC/KGV-11 

169 CC»+40N Fill DEVICES 

170 SIGNAl SECURITY 

171 CRYPTOGRAPHIC ITE1o4S UNDER $2 lo41lllOK 

172 CRYPTO ITEio4S UNDER $2 MilliON (SOF) 

173 CRYPTOLOGIC C<»+tlJNICATIONS EQUIP 

174 SHIPS SIGNAl EXPLOITATION SPACE 

175 CRYPTOLOGIC ITEio4S UNDER $2 MilliON 

176 CRYPTOLOGIC RESERVES EQUIPMENT 

177 CRYPTOLOGIC FIELD TRAINING EQUIP 

178 SHORE CRYPTOLOGIC SUPPORT SYSTEio4 

179 WAR RESERVE 

180 ELEC ENGINEERED lo4AINT (NAVSEA) 

181 ElEC ENGINEERED lo4AINT (NAVELEX) 

1811 SECURE C<»+tUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT 

1111b SHIP OVERHAUl EQUIPMENT DEFERRAl 

AVIATION SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

182 AN/SSQ-36 (BT) 

183 AN/SSQ-53 (DIFAR) 

184 AN/SSQ-57 (SPECIAl PURPOSE) 

1115 AN/SSQ- 62 (DICASS) 

1116 AN/SSQ-77 (VLAD) 

1861 SON08UOYS (GEN.ERAl INCREASE) 

187 SIGNAl UNDERWATER SOUND (SUS) 

188 lOW COST SON080UY 

1119 SKIPPER 

190 GENERAl PURPOSE 8C»oo8S 

191 LASER GUIDED 8C»oo8 KITS 

192 WAllEYE 

193 ROCKEYE 

194 ZUNI ROCKET 

195 2 . 75 INCH ROCKET 

196 PARACHUTE FLARES 

FY 19811 Elttm.ta 
Quant tty 

D 

0 

0 
0 

0 

D 

0 

0 
0 

0 

261 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28,231 

220,000 

46,300 

37,000 

51, 7DO 

p 
0 

1,334 

0 

222 

D 

1,341 

0 

0 

99 

Amount 

37,145 

51,528 

5,000 

38,336 

0 

1,604 

0 
0 

0 
21,8112 

4,085 

600 

369 

14,402 

710 

2,035 

4,074 

3, 719 

1,265 

435 

1,264 

746 

531 

1,560 

4,098 

73,713 

11,2116 

42,774 

33,364 

0 

38,773 

63,974 

3,8211 

10,729 

a, 283 

29,479 

18,494 

1,431 

-----Rav t sad-----
FY 1989 Request 

Quant tty Amount 

444 

30,173 

1"08,666 

11,564 

15,026 

32,644 

4,900 

25,315 

36,046 

20,650 

47,546 

2,111 

1,330 

3,809 

16,416 

6,790 

519 

390 

14,322 

2,623 

5,707 

2,034 

1,!129 

956 

1,317 

582 
458 

1,388 

4,390 
47 ,6_95 

2,835 

22,984 

23,616 

1,859 

31,264 

4,251 

914 

18,731 

-----House------ -----Sana t •------
Author tutton Author hat ton 

Quant tty Amount Quant tty AmOunt 

444 

30,173 

108,666 

11,564 

15,026 

32,644 

4,900 

25,315 

36,046 

20,650 

47,546 

0 

2,111 

0 
1,330 

3,801 

16,416 

I, 790 444 

511 

390 

14,32_2 

0 
2,623 

5,707 

2,034 

1,921 

156 

1,317 

582 
458 

1,388 

25,000 1,307 

4,390 30,173 

47,695 108,661 

2,835 11,564 

22,184 15,026 

23,616 32,644 

56,700 

1,859 4,900 

0 

0 

106,264 

0 

4,251 

16,914 

0 
18, 73) 

0 

25,315 

31,041 

20,650 

47,5U 

0 

2,111 

0 
1,330 

3,801 

11,416 

I, 710 

511 
310 

14,322 

0 

2,123 

5,707 

2,034 

1,121 

956 

1,317 

5112 
458 

1,388 

0 

4,390 

47,695 

2,835 

22,984 

23,611 

30,000 

1,859 

0 
0 

31,214 

0 
4,251 

914 

0 

18,731 

0 

HOUII +/- Senate 

Quant tty Amount 

(1,307) 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
25,000 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
26,700 

0 

0 
0 

75,000 

0 
0 

1&,000 

0 
0 

0 

---Conferenca ·-
Change to Requeat 

Quant tty Amount 

0 

(50,000) 

30,000 

25,000 

16,000 

(9,400) 

---Conference--

Author hat ton 

Quant tty 

444 

30,173 

108,116 

11,564 

15,021 

32,644 

4,900 

Amount 

25,315 

36,046 

20,650 

47,546 

0 
2,111 

0 
1,330 

3,809 

11,416 

6, 710 

511 

390 

14,322 

0 
2,623 

5,707 

2,034 

1,929 

956 

1,317 

5112 
458 

1,388 

0 
(50,000] 

4,390 

47,695 

2,835 

22,984 

23,61& 

30,000 

1,859 

· 0 

0 
56,264 

0 

4,251 

16,914 

0 

9,331 

0 



-----------------------------------------------------------
P-1 
liN[ IHM 

1 t7 MACH IN( GUN »MJN If I ON 

1!11 I'RACJICE IICMIS 
1!11 CARTRIDGES • CARTRIDGE ACTUAUD DEVICES 

200 AI RCRAH UCA" ROCKETS 

201 AIRBORNE EX"NOAIILI COUNUN-4USURES 
202 MARINE lOCATION MARKERS 

203 DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY MATERIAL 

204 IIICEYE CHOUCAL ~APON 

205 JATOS 
201 GATOR 
207 MISC AIR lAUNCHED ORDNANCE 
201 WEAPONS RANGE SUI'I'ORT IOUI,..EHT 

201 EXI'EOIT I OMARY AIRf lllDS 
210 AIRCRAfT RUN-41NC IOUI,..ENT 

211 CATAPULTS AND ARRESTING CUR 
212 METEOROLOGICAL IOUI,..EHT 

2121 AEROSTAT RADAR-DRUG INTERDICTION 

212tl TETHERED AEROSTAT RADAR (I'AX) 
213 OTHER PHOTOGRAPHIC [QUII'MENT 

214 MISC SURVIVAL [OUI I'M[ NT 

215 AIRIIORN[ MINE COUNHN-4USURES 
2\1 lAMI'S t« Ill SHIPIIOARO EOUI,..ENT 
217 IIEWSON PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUI,..ENT 

211 STOCK SUIIVEILUNC( EOUII'MEHT 

211 OTHER AVIATION SUI'I'ORT EOUII'MENT 
ORDNANCE SUPPORT EQUI,..(NT 

220 l /50 GUN »M..NifiON 

U1 I /31 GUN »M..NifiON 
Ul /64 GUN »MJNITION 
2U INCH GUIDED I'ROJECTILE 
U4 11 INCH GUN »MJNITION 

U5 CIWS »MJNITION 
221 7~ GUN »MJNITION 
U7 OTHER SHIP GUN »MJNiliON 
221 GUN FIRE CONTROl EQUII'MENT 

221 COAST GUARD GUN SYST04 
SHIP MISSILE SYST04S EOUII'MlNT 

230 t« U FIRE CONTROL SYSHM 

2JOa t« U CORT 
231 HARPOON SUI'I'ORT EOUII'M(NT 

232 TERIIIlll SUPPORT EOUII'MlNT 
233 TAIHAR SUI'I'ORT EOUII'MlNT 
234 I'OINT DHENSE SUI'I'ORT (QUI,..ENT (MYP) 

235 AIAIIOAN[ E04/EC04 
231 AEGIS SUI'I'OAT (QUII'MlNT 
237 SURf AC( TttoiAHAiot( SUPPORT EOU I I'M( NT 

231 SUDMARIN( TttoiAHAiot( SUI'I'ORT EQUIPMENT 

239 VERT I CAL lAUNCH SYS104 

n 1111 Eat tmate 

Quant tty 

D 

0 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 

0 
0 

217 
0 
D 
D 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
0 
0 

D 
0 

D 

0 

D 

0 
D 

D 
0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 
D 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

2 

Amount 

14,431 

36,921 
12,233 
3,617 

20,035 

I ,167 
1,477 

D 
4,149 
1,400 

1,111 
41,121 

15,709 

35,277 
31,932 
20,100 

1,141 

7,621 
15,940 

22,617 

37 
3,207 

13,114 

3,207 

6, 7D6 
41,001 

D 
14,931 

4D,476 

5,912 
20,247 

13,914 

0 

7,031 

31,021 

41,635 

14,221 

23,917 

1,045 

4,200 

50,937 

6,521 
54,902 

-----Rev t aed------
FY 1911 Requnt 

Quant tty Amount 

163 

3 

13,005 

43,024 

1,127 
3,571 

17,121 

1,503 

1,100 

4,146 

13,314 

2,171 
57,113 

1,670 

11,114 
20,147 
22,590 

t ,105 
1,765 

22,511 

1,110 

3,337 
2,107 

21,143 

193 
4,130 

41,562 

24,131 
40,744 

1,471 
17,911 

7,951 

I, 145 

42,171 

47,265 

61,31!1 
34,401 

1,071 

31,135 

37,195 

2,111 
71,341 

-----Hou ••------
Authorhat ton 

Quant tty Amount 

163 

I 

13,001 

13,024 
21,127 
3,571 

17,521 

1,103 

0 
D 

4,141 

13,364 

2,171 

57,113 
1,670 

11,164 
20,147 

22,590 

45,000 

21 ,ODD 

t ,105 

1,765 

22,581 

1, tio 
3,337 
2,107 

21,143 

193 
4 ,no 

41,162 

0 
24,131 

40,744 

1,471 
17,916 

7,951 

D 

1,145 

71,000 
42,171 

47,265 

61,311 
34,401 

1,071 

31,135 

37,995 
2,611 

71,349 

-----Sen at •------
Author tut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

113 

l 

U,DDI 

43,024 
1,U7 
3,571 

17,121 
1,103 

0 
1,100 

4,146 

13,364 
2,171 

17,113 
1,170 

11,114 

20,147 

22,510 

0 
D 

1,101 

1,765 
22,111 

1,110 

l,337 
2,107 

21,143 

Ill 
4,130 

41,162 

0 
24,131 

40,744 

1,471 
17,116 

7,151 
0 

1,141 

0 

42,171 

47,265 

11,311 
34,401 

1 , 071 

3!,135 
l7 ,995 

2,111 
71,341 

Houte +1- Senate 
Quant tty Amount 

I 

0 
20,000 
21,200 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(1,100) 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

45,000 

Z1,DDD 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
71,000 

0 

0 
D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

---conference--
Change to Requeet 
Quant tty Amount 

4 

20,000 

21,200 

(4,100) 

(3, tOO) 

(1,000) 

0 
0 

(17,l51) 

10,100 

---Conference--
Author Iutton 

Quant tty ~unt 

Ill 

4 

l 

13,001 

13,024 
21,127 . 

l,l71 

17,121 

1,103 

0 
1,000 

1, 741 

13,314 

1,171 

17,163 
1,170 

11,114 
20,147 

22,190 

0 
0 

',105 
1,711 

22,111 
1,110 

l,l37 
2,107 

11,711 

ttl 
4,130 

41,162 

0 
24,131 

40,744 
1,471 

17,911 

7,151 

0 

1,146 

50,100 
42,1171 

47.265 

11,311 
34,401 

1,071 

39,135 

l7,995 ~ 
2,111 ~ 

71,34!1 ~ 



-----------------------------------------------------------
P-1 
LINE IHN 

rY 1988 ht !mate 

Quant lty Mlount 

------------------------------------------------
240 STRAHGIC PLAHOPH SUI'I'ORT EQUIPMENT 

HI 1«- U 

24 Z I« 117 fl Rl CONTROL SY S TEN 
Z4l SUI!MARINE A'N SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

244 SURf ACE A'N SU,.,ORT EOU I PMENT 

HS I« 111 fiRE CONTROL SYSTEM 

HI A'N RANGE SU,.,ORJ (QUI PMENT 
241 (XPLOSIVl ORDNANCE 01 SPOSAL (QUIP 

2411 S'oii~ER WEAPONS SYSHNS 

241 S'oii~ER WEAPON SYSTEMS ( SOf) 

HO U~NNED SEAIIORNE TARGET 

U I ANJI-SH 1P Ml SSll ( DECOY SYSHMS 

Ul CALURAJION EQUIPMENT 

Hl StOCK SURVEillANCE EQUIPMENT 

H4 OTHER ORDNANCE TRAINING EQUIPMENT 

lU SMAll APHS AND LANDING PARTY NotoiO 

HI SMAll APHS I LANDING PARTY N+40 (SOF) 

ZS1 PYROTECHNIC AND DE...OLITION NATERIAL 

258 I'YROUCHNIC AND DE...OLITION (SOf) 

251 QUICKSTRIKE 

260 HUT MINE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

261 MINE NEUTRALIZATION DEVICES 
26Z DHENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY NATERIAL 

263 SHJPIIOARO IXPENDAIIL( COUNTEPHEASURES 

263a REDUCTION IN ORDNANCE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

263b N-MJNITION-GENERAL INCREASE 

263c SHIP OVERHAUL EQUIPMENT DEFERRAL 

CIVIL (NGINURING SUI'PORT EQUIPMENT 

264 I'ASSENGER CARRYING VEHICLES 

261 APHORED SEDANS 

266 TRUCKS 

261 TRAILERS 
268 CRUSH, MIX, BATCH, I'AVE EQUIPMENT 

269 DRILLING AND BLASTING EQU 1 PMENT 

270 EARTH ...OVING EQUIPMENT 
271 LIGHTING AND I'OWER GENERATING (QUIP 

272 MISC CONSTRUCTION AND lo4AINTENANCE EQUIP 

273 FIRE FIGHTING EQUIPMENT 

274 WEIGHT HANDLING EQUIPMENT 

275 AMPHIBIOUS EQUIPMENT 
276 COMIIAT CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

277 MOBILE UTILITIES SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

278 COLLATERAL EQUIPMENT 
279 OCEAN CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

280 FLEET MOORINGS 

281 POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT 

282 OTHER CIVIL ENG SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

0 
0 
0 
D 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

6 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

451 

0 

1,172 

189 

D 

D 
121 

0 

0 
65 

32 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

66,745 

0 

56,400 

I ,003 

9,901 

0 
5,714 

U,752 

0 

4,096 

2,003 

7. 575 

3,563 

1, 780 

2,339 

31,712 

3,6611 

2,122 

23.292 
13,129 

16,375 

3,329 
9,594 

20,410 

5,060 

0 
19,300 

2,135 

1,984 

2,294 

6,931 

1,642 

3,532 

11,430 

6,737 

9,906 

8,438 

5,424 

1,911 

2,1114 

4,318 

2,914 

2,067 

-----Rev laed------

FY 19119 Requut 

Quant lty 

I 

448 

2 
1,858 

121 

97 

411 

30 

Mlount 

384,723 

72,174 

1,100 

21,192 

5,314 
11,460 

4,150 

2,581 

5,84& 

3,600 

932 

2,336 

33,444 

3,495 

111 

23,371 

23,072 

20,711 

3,633 

7,608 

18,233 

5,312 

191 

21,405 

1,304 

1171 

761 

6,9115 

6011 

3,020 

I, 741 
5, 714 

15,437 

11,084 

3,653 

',620 
1,463 

3,81111 

2,103 

1,300 

-----Houae------

Author tnt ton 
Quant 1\y 

I 

448 

2 
1,200 

121 

48 

30 

Mlount 

3114,723 

0 
72,974 

9,100 
21,192 

0 
5,314 

11,460 

0 
4,150 

2,581 

6,141 

3,600 

932 

2,336 

33,444 

3,495 

111 

23,379 

23,072 

20,711 

3,133 
7,601 

18,233 

(21,900) 

25,000 

5,312 

\91 

11,991 

1,304 

179 

761 

1,985 

6011 

3,020 

9, 741 

5, 714 

30,437 
11,0114 

3,653 

1,620 
1,463 

3,111111 

2,103 

I ,300 

-----Sen 1 t •------
Author tnt ton 

Quant Hy Mlount 

• 

441 

2 
1,151 

121 

97 

41 

30 

3114,723 

0 

72,974 

1,100 

21,112 

0 
6,314 

11,460 

0 
4,150 

2,5111 

5,146 

3,600 

932 
2,331 

33,444 

3,495 

111 

23,379 

23,072 

20,711 

3,133 

7,6011 

111,233 

0 
0 

5,312 

191 

29,405 

1,304 

171 

761 

1,9115 

&08 

3,020 

1,741 

5,714 

30,437 

11,0114 

3,653 

1,120 

1,463 

3,8118 

2,103 

1,300 

Houae +1- Senate 

---Con fe renee-

Change to llequest 

---conference--

Author bat ton 

Ou•nt tty 

(lSI) 

Qu•nt tty 

(27 ,100) 

25,000 

0 
0 

(10,414) 

0 
0 

(151) 

#lmount Quant tty 

(35,000) 

0 
(50,000) 

(10,414) 

15,000 

• 

448 
2 

1,200 

121 

17 

411 

30 

#lmount 

314,723 

0 
72,174 

1,1DO 
21,192 

0 
1,314 

11,460 

0 
4,150 

2,581 

1,841 

3,100 

132 

2,331 

33,444 

3,415 

111 

23,371 

23,072 

20,711 

3,133 

7,6011 

11,233 

(35,000) 

0 
(50,000) 

1,312 

191 

11,111 

1,304 

171 

711 

1,115 

601 

3,020 

1,741 

5, 714 

30,437 

11,0114 

3,653 

1,620 

1,463 

3,111111 

2,103 

1,3DO 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
-----Rev t aed------ -----Houae------ -----Senate------ ---Conference--- ---Con fe renee---

P-1 FY 1988 httmah FY 1989 Requeat Author hat ton Author hat ton Houae +1- Senate Change to Aequ11t Authortutton 

LINE IUN Quant tty hnount Quant tty hnount Quant tty hnount Quant tty hnount Quant tty lmount Quant tty lmount Quant tty lmount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
28l FLUT HOSPITALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUPPLY SUPPORT (QUI Pto4ENT n 284 FORKLIFT TRUCKS 107 4,501 301 11,520 301 1,520 301 1,520 0 301 1,520 

285 OTHER lo(AT(RIALS HANDLING £QUII'to4ENT 0 1,571 3,270 3,270 3,270 0 3,270 0 
286 AUTCHAHD lo(AT(RIALS HANDLING SYSHNS 0 19,186 3,544 3,544 3,544 0 3,544 z 
287 OTHER SUP'P'LY SU,.,ORT (QUII'to4ENT 0 11.783 4,0711 4,071 4,071 0 4,071 C') 
288 P'OllUTION CONTROL (QUII'to4ENT 0 0 720 720 720 0 720 ~ 
28t SPECIAL P'URP'OS£ SU,.,LY SYSTEN$ 0 72,146 14,152 105,352 14,152 21,200 21,200 105,352 tr:l 

rJ) 
PE RSONN(l AND C~NO SUP'P'ORT (QUI l'to4lNT rJ) 

no SURfACE SONAR TRAINERS 0 0 29,551 21,558 21,551 0 29,551 ~ 

291 SUIMARINl SONAR TRAINERS 0 1,212 1,152 8,152 8,162 0 1,152 0 
2U SURfACE CCMBAT SYSHN TRAINERS 0 18,910 23,984 23,984 23,984 0 23,984 z 
Ul SUSMARIN( CCMIAT SYSUN TRAINERS 0 20,511 14,283 14,283 14,283 0 14,283 > 
2t4 SHIP' SYSHN TRAINERS 0 14,045 4,685 16,585 4,685 11,1100 11,900 11,585 t-'4 
215 TRAINING SUP'P'ORT EQUIP' 0 2,636 4,524 4,524 4,524 0 4,524 ~ 
291 TRAINING· DEVICE NODifiCATIONS 0 3,088 1,751 1, 759 1, 751 0 1, 751 tr:l 
217 C~ND SUPI'ORT (QUII'to4ENT 0 1,927 15,163 15,163 15,163 15,163 n 
2U EDUCATION SUP'I'ORT (QUII'to4ENT 0 1, 228 4,164 4,164 4,164 4,164 0 
291 loe(D I CAL SUI'I'ORT (QUII'to4ENT 0 15,D20 49,679 49,171 41,671 49,671 ~ 
3DO INTHLICENC( SUI'I'ORT £QUI"-4ENT 0 70,475 58,375 58,375 58,375 58,375 0 
301 ITEMS UNO(R U NllLION 0 1,501 1,010 1,010 1,010 1,010 I 302 OPEI\All NG FORCES SUPPORT £QUI "-4ENT 1,886 11,26& 19. 26& 19,266 19,266 :X: 303 NAVAL R£SlRV£ SUP'I'ORT EQUI"-4ENT 162 . 711 711 711 711 

0 304 OCEANOGRAPHIC SUI'I'ORT EQU I "-4ENT 0 25,774 111,525 19,525 111,525 11,525 
305 PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUII'to4ENT 0 31,426 11,577 11,577 11,577 11,577 c:: 
3D6 CCJ.4PUTER ACQUISITION P'ROCRAN 0 175,654 185,401 115,401 185,401 0 185,4D1 

rJ) 

tr:l 
307 I'ROOUCTIVITY INVESTMENT FUND (I' IF) D 1,990 13, 78D 13,780 13,710 (1,78D) 5,0DO 
308 I'ROD ENHANCING INCENTIVE FUND (PElf') 0 7,371 a, 798 8,798 a, 798 (6,711) 2,0DO 

SPARES AND REI' AI II I' ARTS 

301 SI'ARES AND REPAIR I'ARTS 0 271,800 227,196 227.191 227,191 0 227,191 
UHDISTRI8UT£D REDUCTION 0 (54,00D) 54,0DD 0 0 

--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------
TOTAL OTHER I'ROCUREMENT NAVY 4, 731,350 4,789, 700 5,213,386 4,136, 20D 377,181 28,D50 4,117,750 
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Sealift support equipment 

The amended budget request included 
$21.8 million for sealift support equipment. 

The House bill would add $12 million to 
the request. 

The Senate amendment would add $8 mil
lion to the request. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees remain very supportive of 

the use of seasheds and adapters and their 
continued procurement from small business
es by competitive dual-sourcing through the 
existing small business program under a 
stable production. 
Reduction in ships support equipment 

The conferees agree to a reduction of $15 
million in the amended budget request for 
ships support equipment. The conferees are 
aware that problems have been identified in 
fully executing certain of the programs con
tained in the amended budget request. Ac
cordingly, the conferees direct that this re
duction be taken from the following pro
grams: other propulsion equipment; other 
pumps, electrically suspended gyro naviga
tor; submarine batteries; Hull, Machinery 
and Electrical items under $2 million; and 
diving and salvage equipment. 
AN/SQR-17A acoustic processor 

The amended budget request did not in
clude a request for AN/SQR-17A acoustic 
processors. 

The House bill would add $10 million for 
this equipment. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 111(e)) that would proscribe fur
ther procurement of this equipment, with 
accompanying language indicating that the 
General Accounting Office had concluded 
that more equipment had been procured in 
previous years than the Navy required. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
whereby the Senate proscription on pro
curement would be deleted in favor of a pro
gram review by the Secretary of the Navy. 

The conferees agree that in light of the 
report by the General Accounting Office, 
the Secretary of the Navy should review re
quirements and develop a stable procure
ment plan for the AN/SQR-17A, if it is 
neeeded, in particular for the Mobile In
shore Undersea Warfare units of the Naval 
Reserve. Accordingly, the conferees direct 
the Secretary of the Navy to submit the re
sults of the Secretary's review of this pro
gram and to request funds for such a plan, 
if deemed necessary, in the fiscal year 1990 
budget request. 
AN/SQR-18 towed array sonar 

The amended budget request contained 
$0.3 million for the AN/SQR-18 towed 
array sonar. 

The House bill would add $13.9 million for 
this anti-submarine warfare equipment. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 

SIDEKICK electronic countermeasures 
equipment 

The amended budget request did not in
clude a request for an electronic counter
measures system nicknamed SIDEKICK. 
SIDEKICK provides an active countermeas
ures capacity to the SLQ-32(V)2 electronic 
warfare equipment. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 113) that would authorize $54 mil
lion for procurement of 36 SIDEKICK 
units. 

The House bill would not authorize funds 
for this program. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that the procurement 

of SIDEKICK will significantly enhance 
the electronic countermeasures capability of 
ships so equipped. Accordingly, the confer
ees recommend authorization of $9 million 
for the initial procurement, directing the 
Secretary of the Navy to establish a stable 
program for procurement based on a firm 
installation schedule. The conferees also 
invite the Navy to reprogram funds for the 
SIDEKICK program up to the level that 
can be obligated in fiscal year 1989. 

Sonobuoys 
The amended budget request included 

$103.4 million for procurement of sono
buoys. 

The House bill would authorize a general 
increase of $56.7 million for sonobuoys. 

The Senate amendment would authorize a 
general increase of $30 million, for a total 
sonobuoy procurement of $133.4 milllion. 

The House recedes. 
General purpose bombs 

The amended budget request contained 
$31.3 million to procure general purpose 
bombs. 

The House bill would authorize an in
crease of $75 million, for a total of $106.3 
million, but would reserve $5 million for the 
DSU-30/B target detecting device. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $56.3 million, including $5 million for 
the DSU-30/B target detecting device. 
Rockeye bombs 

The amended budget request contained 
$0.9 million for Rockeye munitions. 

The House bill would authorize $16.9 mil
lion, including $1.5 million to be used for 
follow-on testing of an engineering change 
proposal to reload existing Rockeye muni
tions with a dual-purpose insensitive PBX 
bomblet refuzed with the FMU-140 fuze. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the budget request. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $16.9 million, and direct that $1.5 

million be used for follow-on testing consist
ent with the House direction. 
MK-92 coherent receiver-transmitter 

The amended budget request did not in
clude a request for the MK 92 coherent re
ceiver-transmitter <CORT) system. 

The House bill would add $78 million for 
this equipment. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend authorization of 
$50.1 million for the MK 92 CORT system. 
Reduction in ordnance support equipment 

The House bill contained a reduction of 
$27.9 million in ordnance support equip
ment. The Senate amendment did not con
tain a similar request. 

The conferees agree to a reduction of $35 
million in ship support equipment. The con
ferees are aware that problems have been 
identified in executing fully certain of the 
programs contained in the amended budget 
submission. Accordingly, the conferees 
direct that this reduction be taken from the 
following programs: 5" /54 gun ammunition 
and 16-inch ammunition. 
Trucks 

The amended budget request included 
$29.4 million for 1,858 trucks for the Navy. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $10.4 million and 658 trucks. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The Senate recedes. 
Amphibious equipment 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
House report <H. Rept. 100-563) and the 
Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) concerning 
the Offshore Petroleum Discharge System. 
Ship system trainers 

The amended budget request included $4.7 
million for procurement of ship system 
trainers. 

The House bill would add $11.9 million to 
the request for procurement of 19F fire 
training systems designed to train Navy per
sonnel to fight fires onboard ships. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget request. 

The Senate recedes. 
PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$1,157.3 million for Marine Corps procure
ment. The House bill would authorize 
$1,330.3 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $1,167.3 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $1,297.3 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 



1'-1 
LIHE ITE~ 

PROCUR04EHT, MARINE CORPS 

AI·MlN I T I ON 

I 6. 56 1+4, All TYPES 

2 7.62 1+4, All TYPES 

LINEAR CHARGES, All TYPES 

4 • 50 CAllllER 

5 SMALL Aft.!S N+tO, All TYPES 

40 1+4, All TYPES 

601+4 lllUN ~721 

601+4 ~KE WP 

101+4 HE 1-48118 

10 111+4 HE 

II 111+4 ~KE RP lo481t 

12 111+4 " lo487!1 
ll 1201+4 HUT .,.P-T ... 830 

14 1201+4 "-T .. till 

16 I U 1+4 HE AON-4 

11 1 U 1+4 HE RAN-4S 

11 1551+4 HE OP 104483 

18 1551+4 CHG . PROP. REO BAG 

It U 51+4 CHG. PROP. ~I U: llAG 

20 FUZES, PRI~ER PERCUSSION 

21 831+4 ROCKET HEAA (SHAW) 

u LICHT ANTI-Aft.tOR WlAPON 

23 !11+4 All TYPES 

24 MACHINE CUN N+tO, ALL TYPES 

25 MORTAR N+tO, ALL TYPES 

26 GRENADES, All TYPES 

27 ROCKETS, ALL TYPES 

28 1551+4 N+tO, ALL TYPES 

2!1 ANTI-Aff..40R N+tO, ALL TYPES 

JO 1551+4 PROJ COPPERHEAD 

31 8 INCH N+40, All TYPES 

32 15 51+4 N+tO, All TYPES 

33 FUZES, ALL TYPES 

34 T RAJ Nl NG N+tO, All TYPES 

35 N+tO .,.ODE RNI ZAT I ON 

36 ITEMS LESS THAN $2 ~IL 

AI+4UNI T I ON-GENERAL INCREASE 

fY 1981 h t lmete 

Quant I ty Amount 

0 a 
0 a 
a 0 

0 0 

0 32,68 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 
0 

0 

0 

31,521 

122,141 

25,410 

26.444 

0 0 

0 0 

0 a 
0 a 
0 18,695 

a 733 

0 33,865 

a 14,775 

0 1,19!1 

-----Rev I aed------
fY 191!1 Requut 

Quant tty Amount 

14,632 

2,630 

5,390 

I, 702 

13.5116 

14,273 

6,095 

6,152 

32.275 

13,011 

4, 783 

5,373 

1,400 

4,182 

10,232 

5,004 

5,9D5 

1,266 

101 

27,842 

13,112 

2,911 

4,466 

11, 05& 

2, 742 

-----House------ -----Senate------

Author lzat ton Author I uti on 

Qu•nt tty Amount Quant tty Amount 

14,632 14,632 

2,630 2,630 

5,390 5,390 

1, 702 1,702 

0 0 

13,58& 13,581 

14,273 14,273 

1,0!15 1,095 

1,152 1,852 

32.275 32,275 

13,DII1 13,011 

4, 783 4,783 

10,373 5,373 

3,400 1,400 

4,1182 4,11l2 

10,232 10,232 

5,004 5,004 

6,905 5,105 

1,261 1,261 

101 101 

27,842 27,142 

13,812 13,112 
2,111 2,111 

0 0 
0 0 

4,466 4,466 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

11,056 11,056 

2, 742 2,742 

25 ,ODD 0 

House +1- Senate 

Quant tty lmount 

5,000 

2,00 

25,000 

---Conferonca--
Chango te llaqu .. t 

Quant tty lmount 

5,000 

2,000 

0 

-Conference--

Author bat ton 

Quant tty lmount 

14,132 

2,130 

5,310 

1, 702 

0 
13,511 

14,,273 

1,0!15 

1,152 
32,275 

13,011 

4,713 

10,373 

3,400 

4,882 

10,232 

1,004 

1,905 

1,261 

101 

27,142 

13,112 

2,911 

0 

0 

4,461 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19,056 

2,742 

0 

(j 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
~ 
rll 
rll ...... 
0 z 
> rc 
~ 
~ 
(j 

0 
~ 
tj 

I 
:I: 
0 
c:: 
rll 
~ 

? 
~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- --·--------------- ------------------
,_, 
LINE ITEM 

WUI'ONS AND CONIIAT VEHICLES 

37 MV7AI ..... 
38 loiODifiCATION KITS 

31 M-1 AI MAIN BATTLE TANK (MY') 

3t LESS: ADVANCE .. ROCUREM£NT (I'Y) 

40 ADVANCE I'ROCUR£MENT (CY) 

41 Afi.IOR£0 VEH LAUNCHED BRIDGE 

42 Ml TANK TRAINER 

43 ITEMS UNDER Sltol (TRKD VEH) 

44 I'OS AZIMUTH DETEitol SYSTEM (,ADS) 

45 MUll 155Ho4 HOWITZER 

46 ITEMS UNDER SZM (ALL OTHER) 

47 9Ho4 HANDGUN 

411 5.56Ho4 SQUAD AUTCJ.4ATIC WEAPON 

49 MUAZ 5.56Ho4 RIFLE 

50 M-4 CARBINE 

51 14C-11 40Ho4 MACHINE GUN 

52 lo!ORTAR, NED. EXTENDED RANGE 

GUIDED MISSILES AND EQUIPMENT 

53 HA~ (MY .. ) 
53 LESS: ADVANCE .. ROCUR04ENT (rY) 

54 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

65 HA~ lo40D 

56 STINGER (MYP) 
5&1 LIGHT EARLY WARNING DETECTION SYSTEM 

57 DRAGON P"' 
58 TD'W (MY I') 

59 lo400lf1CATION KITS 

60 MANPACK RADIOS AND EOU" 

li1 VEHICLE MTD RADIOS & EQUIPMENT 

U UNIT LEVEL CIRCUIT SWITCH (ULCS) 

U TACT C<»++ CENTER EOU"' 

64 AN/'5G( ) DIGITAL C<»++ Hlto!INAL 

15 AUTO TEST [QUIP SYS 

66 ELECTRON CALIBRATION fACILITY 

67 ELECTRONIC MAINTENANCE COMPLEX 

.611 ELECTRONIC TEST EOUII' (TEL) 

U AN/Gitol-l14A RADIO TEST SET 

fY 191111 ht1mah 

Quant tty 

0 
0 
0 

0 

D 
0 
4 

0 
34 

0 

0 
22,1112 

D 
16,652 

0 
D 

264 

525 

0 

0 
0 

2,225 

4,259 

3,381 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

576 

0 

9 

0 

0 

135 

knount 

20,152 

za2 
1,144 

0 

24,441 

0 
1,947 

75 

9,637 

0 

1,077 

1,191 

0 
1,151 

D 
0 

5,26Z 

116,650 

0 

24,350 

30,129 

93,005 

7,190 

31,440 

736 

D 
3,224 

64,541 

9,117 
17 ',316 

0 

1,740 

0 

2,16!1 

a 5o 

-----Rev t ••d------

fY 19119 Reque 1 t 

Quant tty 

14 

13,589 

572 
1,427 

1,500 

467 

3,115 

1,150 

2,515 

167 

135 

knount 

47,121 

60,441 

(24,441) 

295 

735 
3,230 

1, 761 
5,111 

1,005 

129,159 

(24,350) 

34,205 

1,121 

145,029 

9, 741 

21,400 

1,190 

431 

75,740 

10,167 

23,001 

1,020 

2,348 

175 

-----Houee------

Autho r hat ton 

Quant tty Mlount 

61 

13,519 

172 
1,427 

467 

3,115 

5,950 

2,515 

167 

135 

47 ,1za 
0 

177,441 

(24,441) 
0 

0 
0 

295 

0 
0 

735 

3,230 

1, 761 
1,111 

0 

0 
0 

129,B51 

(24,350) 

34,205 

1,121 

145,029 

5,000 
1,741 

21,400 

1,190 

0 
431 

75,740 

10,167 

23,001 

1,020 

0 
0 

2,341 

175 

-----Senate------
Author tut ton 

Ouent tty Mlount 

14 

13 ,fill 
572 

1,427 

1,500 

417 

3,111 

5,150 
2,615 

167 

135 

47,121 

0 
60,441 

(24,441) 

0 

0 
0 

. 296 

0 
0 

731 
3,230 

1, 761 

6,111 
1,005 

4,170 

0 

129,159 
(24,350) 

34,205 

5,121 

145,021 

1,000 

1,741 

21,400 

1,110 

0 
431 

75,740 

10,167 

23,001 

1,020 

0 
0 

2,348 

175 

Hou .. +1- Senate 

Quent tty Mlount 

u 

(1,500) 

0 
0 

117,000 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(1,005) 

(4,170) 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

---Con f • renee--

Change to Requeet 

Quant tty Mlount 

104,000 

(1,005) 

4,170 

5,000 

---Conference--

Authortutton 
Quant tty /mount 

II 

13,511 

572 
1,427 

1,500 

417 

3,111 

1,150 

2,515 

167 

135 

47,121 

0 

114,441 

(24,441) 

0 
0 

0 
215 

0 
0 

735 
3,230 

1,769 

5,111 
0 

4,170 

0 

121,159 

(24,350) 

34,205 

5,128 
145,021 

5,000 

1,741 
28,400 

1,190 

0 
431 

75,740 

10,167 

23,001 
1,020 

0 
0 

2,341 

175 



---------------- ------------------------------------------- -------------------
1'-1 

LINE 

70 TW'SEAS 

71 ANDVT IT ACTE fl.l 

ITEM 

72 TEST CALIII + MAINT SPT 

73 totoDlfiCATIDN KITS (TH) 

74 ITEMS lESS THAN $2M (TEL) 

75 PDS lOCATING IIPTG SYSTEM (PLIIS) 

76 lollfASS (NONTEl) 

77 TACTICAL Alii OPEII MODULE (TACJ.I) 

711 TACTICAL RECEIVER EQUIPMENT SET 

7i lt-IPR Dill AIR SI'T CTII ( IOASC) 

110 AN/TPS-32 DECOY 

Ill INTElliGENCE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

112 totoiiiLE £'« SUP SYS (ME'A'SS) 

113 ElECTRONIC TOME REPAIR fACILITY 

114 CALIIIRATION FACILITY, MECH 

115 STEIICE SIMPLE TEST EO 

116 MECH TEST H40E 

II 7 AN/UPM-137 RADAR TEST SET 

1111 ELECTRONIC TEST EQUIP (NONTEl) 

at U II CAMPS 

90 NIGHT VISION EQUIPMENT 

91 AOP EQUIPMENT 

92 T£ ST CAll II & MAl NT SPT (NON- TEl) 

93 MODifiCATION KITS (NONTEl) 

94 IT EMS LESS THAN $2M (NON- TH) 

95 C!Mo4ERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLES 

96 C!Mo4ERCIAl CARGO VEHICLES 

t7 614T TRUCK HloMoN (MYP) 

98 5-TON TRUCK RETROFIT 

U LOGISTICS VEHICLE SYSTEM (MYI') 

100 TRAILERS 

101 LUliE AND SERVICE UNIT 

1 0 2 MOO If I CAT I ON K I T S 

103 ITEMS LESS THAN SZ MIL 

fY 191111 fit tmate 

Quant tty 

0 

74 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

0 

6 

0 

0 

12 

2115 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

145 
0 

136 

359 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Amount 

0 

2,320 

97 

1,9411 

1,966 

0 

0 

76,923 

0 

3,705 

0 
4,420 

0 
1,4111 

6,600 

1,423 

97 

0 
97 

0 
16,6116 

41,015 

17 
12,614 

1,401 

2,464 

!1,699 

2,11111 

0 
1!1,261 

2,11111 

0 

3,1611 

1162 

-----Rev I sed-----

FY 19119 Requut 

Quant tty Amount 

12 

150 

67 

150 

2,591 

1,4411 

a,247 

577 

29.213 

57 ,35!1 

3, 793 

6,956 

112 
946 

4,000 

1,a7!1 

16.3112 

29,57a 

1,4411 

a, 120 

131 

2 ,25!1 

12, 71!1 

5,79a 

2,364 

2. 294 

-----House------

Author I ut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

71 

12 

150 

150 

350 

0 
2,591 

1,441 

a,247 

577 
29,213 

0 
57,359 

3, 793 

0 

0 
1,956 

11 

0 

0 

772 
146 

4,000 

1,a1!1 

0 

16,3112 

29,571 
1,441 

a,no 
131 

2,25!1 

12,711 

0 

0 
25. 79a 

2,364 

0 

2,294 

0 

-----Senate------

Authortut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

71 

12 

150 

uo 

0 
2,511 

1,44a 

a,247 

571 
29,213 

0 
57,359 

3,793 

0 

0 
1,956 

0 
0 

0 

112 
946 

4,000 

1,a79 

0 

11,3112 

21,571 

1,44a 

a, no 
131 

2. 25!1 
12,71!1 

0 
0 

5,791 

2,364 

0 
2,294 

0 

------------------- ------------·-------
Houeo +1- S.nate 

Quant tty Amount 

350 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

20,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

---Con fe renee--

Chango to Requ .. t 

Quant tty Amount 

350 20,000 

---Con f • r enc:e--

Author hat ton 

Quant tty Amount 

71 

12 

150 

67 

150 

350 

0 

2,511 

1,44a 

1,2U 
111 

21,213 

0 

57,359 

3,793 

0 

0 
I,!JSI 

0 
0 
0 

772 
946 

4,000 

1,a7t 

0 

11,312 

21,57a 

1,44a 

1,120 

131 

2,251 

12,711 

0 

0 

25,798 

2,364 

0 
2,294 

0 
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P-1 

liNE IHN 

104 EHVIRO~ENT AL CONT IIOL (QU II' ASSORT 

105 HEAVY ROUCH TERRAIN CRANE 

106 LICHT ROUCH TERRAIN CRANE 

107 CRADER ROAD lo40TORJZ(0 

1011 TRACTORS, ALL TYI'ES 

101 CONTAINER HANOUII, ROUCH TEAR 

110 fORKLifTS, All TYI'£5 

111 LAUNDRY UNIT, fiElD 

112 FIELD SUPPORT EOUIPM£NT 

113 rJHO IIATH SHC7Wtfl UNIT 

114 RHRICERATION UNIT 

116 rJHD WIRING HARNESS 

Ill fUEl & WATER I'UI-41' & STOIIAGE NODULE 

117 AMPHIIIIOUS ASSAULT fUEl SYSTEM 

1111 TACT AIRFIElD fUEl DISI' SYS 

Ill TOPOGRAPHIC/SURVEY EQUIPMENT 

120 W£T GAP IIRIOCE SYSTEM 

121 IIOAT IIRIOCE 

122 I'OW'ER EQUIPMENT ASSORTED 

123 lo4011 ELECT POWER DIST SYS (MEPDIS) 

124 MINING SYSTEMS 

125 CCI+tAND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

126 AMPHIIIIOUS RAID EQUIPMENT 

127 PRODUCTIVITY INVESTMENT 

121 PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT 

12t GARRISON lo40111LE ENCR EQUIP 

130 TElEPHONE SYST£M 

1 l 1 AUTO MAT HANOll NG EQUIP 

1 J2 H<M: ITEMS 

Ill MATERIAL HANDLING EQUIP 

ll4 LICHTWEICHT DECONTAMINATION SYSTEM 

ll5 TRAINING DEVICES (AUDIO VISUAL) 

136 TRAINING DEVICES (SIMUl.ATORS) 

137 SHELTER fAMILY 

Ill CONTAINER fAMILY 

139 CHEMICAl AlAft.4 SYSTEM 

140 CHEMICAl PROTECTION EQUIPMENT 

141 OECON APPARATUS PWR DRIVEN 

142 MOO If I CATION KITS 

143 ITEMS lESS THAN $2 MIL 

144 SPARES AND fiE PAl II PARTS 

TOTAl PROCUREMENT MARINE CORPS 

FY 1918 ht lmate 

Quant lty knount 

D 

156 

200 

0 

0 
35 

0 
0 

100 

0 
963 

D 

0 

0 

0 

168 

D 

0 
D 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

271 

D 

1 ,159 

3116 

0 

0 

0 

2,718 

34,971 

11,125 

0 

211,785 

8,118 

27,1131 

3,240 

0 

2,2U 

0 
4,351 

10,572 

2,346 

1,1199 

9011 

5,6211 

0 

1.112 
D 
0 

1,792 

0 
0 

3,374 

3,1138 

D 

959 

327 

2,290 

3,409 

1,44D 

11,218 

0 

3,D02 

916 

D 

0 

0 

3,931 

211,9911 

1,295,599 

-----Rev t ud-----
FY 1989 Requ .. t 

Quant tty knount 

11 

142 

152 

282 

513 

13,556 

2,590 

4,921 

8,040 

11,711 

27.751 

3,511 

5,171 

50 

2,11111 

1,7DO 
2 ,D44 

1,955 

5,369 

4,932 

946 

429 

2,199 

3,630 

1,418 

9,467 

19,167 
14,9112 

2,1177 

47,096 

1,157 ,30D 

-----Hou ••------
Author hat I on 

Quant I ty knount 

19 
142 

152 

2112 

513 

13,556 

2,590 

4,921 

8,040 

0 
11,716 

0 
27,751 

0 

0 

3,517 

0 

D 

6,671 

D 

0 
0 

0 

0 
50 

0 

0 
2,1181 

1. 70D 

2,D44 

1,955 

5,369 

4,932 

946 

421 

2,191 

3,630 

1,418 

9,467 

19,167 

14,982 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,871 

47 ,D96 

1,330,295 

-----Senate------
Author t.ut ton 

Quant tty knount 

11 
142 

152 

2112 

513 

13,551 

2,590 

4,921 

8,D40 

0 
11,711 

0 
27,751 

0 

0 
3,517 

0 
D 

5,171 

0 
0 
0 
0 

D 

50 

0 

0 

2,11111 

1,700 

2,044 

1,955 

6,369 

4,9l2 

946 

421 

2,199 

3,630 

1,4111 

1,467 

11,167 
14,9112 

0 

D 

D 

0 

2,1171 

47,016 

1,167,27D 

Houee +1- Senate 
Quant tty knount 

0 

D 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

D 

163,025 

---Con t • renee--
Change to llequeat 

Quant lty knount 

131,965 

---Conte renee--
Authorization 

Quant lty knount 

" 142 

152 

212 

513 

13,551 

2,590 

4,921 

8,040 

0 

11,711 

0 
27,751 

0 
0 

3,517 

0 

0 

6,171 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
50 

0 
0 

2,11111 

1,700 
2,044 

1,955 

5,369 

4,932 

94& 

429 

2,199 

3,630 

1,4111 

9,467 

11,1&7 

14,9112 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2,1117 

47 ,09& 

1,297,265 
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M1A1 main battle tanks 

The amended budget request included 
$60.4 million for procurement of 14 M1A1 
tanks. 

The House bill would authorize an in
crease of $117 million for 52 additional 
tanks. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend authorization 

of $164.4 million for 66 M1A1 main battle 
tanks for the Marine Corps, an increase of 
$104 million for 52 tanks to the request. 

The House bill would deny authorization 
for carbines. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The Senate recedes. 
MK-19 40mm machine gun 

The amended budget request did not in
clude funds for MK-19 40mm machine guns. 

The House bill would reflect the budget 
request. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$5 million for MK-19 40mm machine guns. 

The House recedes. 

M-4 carbine Logistics vehicle system 

The amended budget request included $1 The amended budget request included $5.8 
million for 1,500 M-4 carbines. million for Logistics Vehicle Systems. The 

House bill provided an increase of $20 mil
lion to the request. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
AIRCRAFT PRocUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$16,630 million for Air Force aircraft pro
curement. The House bill would authorize 
$16,413.8 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $16,256.1 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $16,125 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 



? 
~ 
... ~ 

""""' ~ Oo 
Oo ----------------------------------------·------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ----------------- ------------------- -------------

-----Rev I a ad------ -----Hou ••------ -----Senate------ ---Con f • ranee--- ---Conference---
1'-1 fY 1181 Ett tmata FY 1181 Requaat Authortzatton Authortzatton Houto +1- Sonato Change to Raqu .. t Author tnt ton 
LINE IHN Quant tty /mount Quent tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount Quant tty /mount 

------------------------------------------------ -------- -------- -------- -------- -·---·---- ------- -------- ------- -------- -------- -------- --------
AI RCRAF1' I'ROCURlNlNT, AIR fORCE 

1 CLASSHIEO I'ROCRAMS [ ] ] [ l 0 [ ] 
8-2A [ ] ] [ ] (-tOO,OOO] (-50,000) [ ) 

USS 1 ADVANCE I'ROCUR04lNT (I'Y) [ ) ] [ ) 0 [ ] 
3 ADVANCE I'ROCUR04(NT ( CY) [ ) ) [ ] 0 [ ) 
4 AIR DEFENSE CC»4PUITION 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I AU ] ] ] 0 [-17 ,200] ) n I CLASSH lEO I' ROC RAMS ] ] ] 0 ] 0 F-15 0/E 42 1,441,171 31 1,445,805 42 t,I71,7DI 31 1,445,1105 I 132,100 0 31 t ,441,1105 z LESS : ADVANCE I'ROCUR04lNT (I'Y) 0 (139,37&) ( 154, 200) (U4,2DO) (154,200) 0 (154,200) 

~ I F-15 ADVANCE I'ROCUR04(NT (CY) 0 154,200 100,701 t23,1DI 100,701 23,200 ",100 112,&01 
I F-1& C/0 (N\'1') tao 2,112,&20 1110 3,411,121 180 3,441,121 110 3,141,121 30t ,000 (150,000) tao 3,341,121 ::a 

t!1 I USS: ADVANCE I'ROCUR£M(NT (I'Y) 0 (133,112) (&41,100) (141,1DO) (141, tOO) (&41, tOO) Vl 
10 AOVANC( I'ROCURlMlNT (CY) 0 47S,IDO 681,731 111,731 111,731 (134,000) 414,731 Vl 
11 KC-1DA (ATCA) (NYI') 0 0 0 0 I-tt 

0 0 11 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCURlMlNT (I'Y) 0 0 0 0 0 z 12 NC-13DH - SOF 343,1121 4 221,211 4 225,215 4 221,296 4 221,215 > 12 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUIIEMENT (I'Y) (14,121) (U,IDO) (U,IOO) (11,100) (11,1DO) 
13 ADVANCE I'ROCURlMlNT (CY) U,IDD 0 0 0 

rc 
14 AC-130U GUNSHII' - SOF 0 I 3DI,417 I 301,417 I 301,417 I 301,417 ::a 
14 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 0 (11,20D) (11,2DO) (11,200) (11,2DD) t!1 

" ADVANCE I'ROCUIIlMENT ( CY) 11,2DD 21,5DO 21,600 21,600 21,600 n 
11 c-se 0 0 0 0 0 
11 LESS1 AOVAHCI PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 0 0 0 0 ::a 
17 C-17 123,1100 4 170,413 4 111,413 4 170,413 (4,000) (4,000) 4 111,413 ~ 
11 LESS 1 ADVANCE I'RDCUIIlMENT (I'Y) (34,1DD) (11,3DO) (&1,3DO) (11,300) 0 (11,300) I 
11 ADVANCE I'IIOCURlMENT (CY) 11,300 tt,IU 11,1161 11,111 0 tt,eu 0:: It C-27 0 0 0 0 0 0 2D TANKER, TRANSPORT, TRAINER SYSUN 0 I,IU 0 1,513 (1,613) 0 1,6&3 c 21 "'"-lOG D 10,731 I 60,131 I 6D, 731 0 I 60,731 Vl 22 CIVIL AIR I'ATROL A/C t ,IDD 31 SD2 31 t,ID2 31 t ,ID2 0 t,300 31 t ,IID2 t!1 
23 TR-1/U-2 0 tO, 7DO 12,151 12,151 12,111 0 12,151 
2:J LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCURlMENT (I'Y) D 0 0 0 0 0 

MOD If I CATION OF INS(RVICE AIRCRAfT 
24 e-sz D 240,DDD 2U,IDO 216,100 211,100 0 211,10D 
25 Fe-111 0 2,10D 0 0 0 D 
25 1-18 D 14,5DD 21,10D 24,5DO 21,500 (2,000) (t,OOO) 25,1DO 
27 A-7 0 10, 7DD 21,2DD Z5,2DO 25,20D 0 21,2DD 
z1 A-1P D 12,240 22,900 22,1DO 22,1DO 0 22,1DO 
21 F/IIF-4 0 1D,4DO ta,DDD 11,0DD ti,ODO 0 11,000 
30 F-5 0 4,DDD 20D 2DD 20D a 20D 
31 F-U D 123,50D 111,10D t74,241 tit ,IDD (17,311) ( U,31t) 174,241 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------ ------------------- -------------------- ---------------~- ---------------- -----------------
P-1 
LINE ITD4 

fY lUI Ett tmah 

Quant tty knount 

----------------------------------·-------------
32 f-11 71,300 

33 f-111 253,100 

34 Ef-111 0 

35 TII-1A 1,867 

31 TIAT-37 12,400 

37 C-6 11,900 

31 C-1 200 

39 C-U 0 

40 C-137 1,100 

41 C-141 900 

42 SOF C141 11,200 

43 T-31 11,500 

44 T-43 400 

46 KC-10A (ATCA) 13,200 

41 C-130 91,50D 

47 sor cuo 121,000 

41 C-136 749,392 

4!1 E-3 27,700 

50 £-4 0 

61 H-1 0 1,7DO 

II H-3 AI RCRAF'T SYSTEN 2DO 

53 HH-53 AIRCRAFT 400 

64 SOF HH-63 0 

55 OTHER AIRCRAFT IZ, 100 

5I SOF OTHER AIRCRAFT 0 

57 CLASSIFIED PROJECTS 41,321 

5I SOf CLASS If lEO PROJECTS 11 ,50D 

5I SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS 2,375,117 

10 Cc:»+40N GROUND EQU I P'MENT 1!14,131 

11 INDUSTRIAL RESPONSIVENESS 41,412 

U WAR CONSUMABLU 60,0DO 
63 OTHER PRODUCT ION CHARGES 2,913,472 
64 CCI+tOH E04 EQUIP'MENT 217,417 

65 Cc:»+40H GROUND EQUIP 4,030 

u OTHUI PRODUCTION CHARGU - SOf 2,260 

999 CLASSifiED PROGRAMS 0 
PRIOR YEAR fUNDS 

---------
TOTAL AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT 12,12!1,051 

-----Rev I eed-----
fY IIIII Requ .. t 

Quant tty 

31 

knount 

14,1DO 
124,300 

20,30D 
12,SIOD 

1D6,800 
1,4DO 

2,000 
21,1DO 
20,7DO 
11,100 

4,!100 

Z&, 200 
123,125 
106,100 
104,300 

11,400 
41,!100 

400 

30,300 
1,100 

10,400 

13,271 
11,000 

3,131,491 
24!1,155 

23,413 
40,540 

1.105,971 
250.446 

14,393 
2,600 

3,217,790 

11,130,000 

-----Houee------ -----Senate------
Author I utton Author lut I on 

Quant tty knount Quant tty knount 

14,100 84,600 

124,300 124,3DO 

D 0 

20,300 20,300 

0 12,900 

105,100 101,100 

1,400 1,400 

0 0 

2,000 2,000 

21,100 21,100 

20.700 20,700 

U,8oo 11,800 

4,900 4,900 

21,2DO 21,200 

123,125 123,125 

1DI,IDD 101,100 

47 777,300 40 117,300 

11,4DO 11,400 

49,900 49,900 

400 400 

0 0 

30,300 30,300 

1,600 1,600 

10,400 10,400 

0 0 

13,271 13,271 

11,000 11,000 

2,115,811 3,131,411 

235,165 241,111 

23,413 23,413 

40,540 40,540 

1,105,171 1.105,171 

250,441 250,441 

14,393 14,313 

2,600 2,100 

3,100,510 3. 200. 5!10 

(27,000) 0 

--------- ---------
11,413,711 11,251,100 

Houee •1- Senate 
Quant tty Amount 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(12,100) 

110,00 

0 
0 
0 
0 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(222,100) 

(14,000) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
( 100,000) 

(27,000) 

157,111 

---Con le renee--
Change to llequeat 
Quant lty Amount 

4 

0 

17,471 

13,000 

(20,500) 

(100,000) 
(14,000) 

(20,100) 

(137,200) 
0 

(504,171) 

--Conlerence--
Authorlut lon 

QUint tty knount 

14,100 
124,3DO 

0 
20,300 
12,100 

106,100 
1,400 

0 
2,000 

21,100 
20,700 
11,800 
4,100 

21,200 
140,1DO 
101,100 

40 117,300 
11,400 
41,100 

400 
0 

30,300 
1,600 

11,100 
0 

13,271 
11,000 

3,031,411 
235,156 

23,413 
40,540 

1,0115,371 
250,441 

14,313 

2,600 
3,150,590 

0 

11,125,024 

(j 

0 z 
~ 
~ 
~ 
Vl 
Vl 
~ 

0 z 
> 
~ -

~ 
~ 
(j 

0 
~ 
tj 

I 
:I: 
0 
c 
Vl 
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? 
~ 
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F-16 aircraJt 

The amended budget request contained 
$2,853 million for 180 F-16 aircraft. 

The Senate amendment would reduce the 
request by $351 million and would deny the 
authorization request for Advanced Self 
Protection Jammer <ASPJ) procurement. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $50 million due to a repricing of publica
tions and technical data materials. 

The conferees agree to provide an authori
zation of $2,703 million for 180 F-16 air
craft, a reduction of $150 million. The con
ferees direct that the reduction be applied 
either to reduce the scope of the ASPJ pro
gram or to take advantage of the repricing 
of publications and technical data materials. 
F-16 advanced procurement 

The amended budget request contained 
$588.7 million for advance procurement for 
the F-16 aircraft. This request was based on 
Air Force plans to procure 630 aircraft over 
a four-year period, at a rate of 180 aircraft 
in fiscal years 1990 and 1991, 150 aircraft in 
fiscal year 1992, and 120 aircraft in fiscal 
year 1993. 

Subsequent to submission of the mul
tiyear request, the conferees have learned 
of revised plans to procure not more than 
150 aircraft per year. The conferees under
stand that the advance procurement request 
for the multiyear contract can be reduced 
by $134 million, which provides sufficient 
funds to provide a multiyear contract at 150 
aircraft in fiscal years 1990, 1991, and 1992, 
and 120 aircraft in fiscal year 1993. 

Consequently, the conferees recommend 
an authorization of $454.7 million for ad
vance procurement for F-16 aircraft. The 
conferees expect the Air Force to proceed 
with a multiyear contract at the reduced 
aircraft levels, consistent with the restric
tions contained in section 107. 
C-117 airli,fter 

The amended budget request included 
$970.4 million for procurement of four C-17 
aircraft. 

The House bill would reduce the request
ed amount by $4 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget request. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees affirm the language in the 

Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) regarding 
future C-17 production rates and the associ
ated report. 
Trainer aircrajt 

The amended budget request contained 
$12.9 million for modification of the T/AT-
37 trainer aircraft, and $9.6 million to initi-

ate procurement of the Tanker Transport 
Training System <TITS> program. 

The House bill would deny authorization 
for both programs. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amounts. 

The conferees agreed to provide the re
quested funding for both programs; howev
er, they are concerned with Air Force plans 
for trainer aircraft as outlined in the April 
1988 U.S. Air Force Trainer Masterplan. 
The conferees agreed on the requirement 
for the Service Life Extension Program 
<SLEP> of T-37 aircraft, and on the Air 
Force plans to initiate a dual-track training 
program for tanker and transport pilots; 
however, the conferees are not convinced 
that the Air Force plans with respect to T-
37 and T-38 replacement aircraft are pru
dent. 

The conferees agreed that the masterplan 
with respect to Reconnaissance-Attack
Fighter-Training System <RAFTS> and Pri
mary Aircraft Training System <PATS> may 
be the most suitable option for the Air 
Force, but not necessarily the best option 
when all Department of Defense trainer air
craft requirements and programs are consid
ered. 

For example, the masterplan begins a 
PATS <T-37> replacement aircraft program 
in 1994, five to six years prior to the Navy 
requiring a T -34C replacement, and begins a 
RAFTS <T-38) replacement program in 
2001, five to six years after the Navy's T-45 
production line discontinues. The conferees 
note that by reversing the two programs' ac
quisition strategy, the Air Force could begin 
a RAFTS replacement program in 1994 and 
procure T-45 variants toward the end of the 
production line, thus taking advantage of 
the associated cost savings for continuing a 
warm production line. Additionally. the Air 
Force could co-develop a PATS aircraft in 
2001 with the Navy for replacement of T-
34C and T-37 aircraft. The masterplan did 
not consider these options, which would ul
timately lead to the Navy and Air Force 
having similar primary and advanced train
er aircraft. 

The conferees reiterate the importance of 
striving for similar training aircraft for the 
Navy and Air Force in future years, particu
larly since both the Navy and Air Force 
have decided to co-develop the ATA and 
ATF aircraft, which will cause training ob
jectives to be similar, if not identical, in 
future years. • 

The conferees direct the Secretary of De
fense to submit a report to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives outlining the Depart
ment's plans for future trainer aircraft for 

the Navy and the Air Force. It is imperative 
that this report, to the maximum extent 
possible, outline a plan that will lead to the 
Navy and Air Force procuring similar train
er aircraft and take advantage of the associ
ated cost savings of joint-Service procure
ment and development; and, at a minimum, 
consider the options outlined above for the 
follow-on RAFTS and PATS aircraft. 

The conferees request that the report be 
received by February 15, 1989 in order to 
review the Department's plans for trainer 
aircraft prior to reviewing the fiscal year 
1990 request for TITS, which will have a 
significant increase in funding. 
KC-134 re-engining 

The amended budget request contained 
$604.3 million for 36 aircraft in the KC-135 
re-engining program. 

The Congress has for several years insist
ed that the conversion rate be sustained at 
or about 50 aircraft per year due to the sig
nificant savings thereby achieved and the 
pressing need for improvements in tanker 
lift capacity for conventional and strategic 
missions. The Congress also has consistently 
expressed interest in a multi-year procure
ment for this program. The Department of 
Defense, however, consistently underfunds 
this much-needed program. 

The Hol,lSe bill would authorize $173 mil
lion more than the request, which would 
convert an additional 11 aircraft. 

The Senate amendment, purely for budg
etary reasons, would authorize only $63 mil
lion more than the request, which is suffi
cient to convert 4 more aircraft. 

The conferees reluctantly agree to author
ize a total of $667.3 million to convert 40 air
craft, consistent with the Senate amend
ment. The conferees urge the Department 
to include funds in the budget request for 
fiscal years 1990 and 1991 for a higher con
version rate. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) in
cluded a requirement for a report on the 
priority assigned to re-engining KC-135 
RDT&E aircraft. The conferees endorse 
this reporting requirement. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of $8,158 
million for Air Force missile procurement. 
The House bill would authorize $8,062.1 mil
lion. The Senate amendment would author
ize $8,011.4 million. The conferees recom
mend authorization of $7,716.5 million, as 
delineated in the following table. Unless 
noted explicitly in the statement of manag
ers, all changes are made without prejudice. 



1'-1 

LINE IUM 

MISSILE I'IIOCUII04UT, Alii fOIICE 

I I'EAC£KE£11'EII (M-X) 

MX I'RIOII YEAII SAVINGS 

2 SMALL ICBM 

3 MISSILE IIEI'LACD4ENT EO-BALLISTIC 

4 ADVANCED CRUISE MISSILE 

4 lESS: ADVANCE I'IIOCUIIEMENT (I'Y) 

I ADVANCE I'IIOCUREMENT (CY) 

I HAVE ILAC 

TACIT RAINBOW 

I HAVE NAI' 

I AU LAUNCH CRUISE MISSILE 

10 AIM-7f/N SI"ARIIOW 

II AIM-SLIM SIDFWINOU 

12 ACH-130 I'OWlREO CBU-11 

13 ACH-&SD MAVERICK 

14 ADVANCE I'ROCURD4ENT (CY) 

15 ACJo4-IU HA1t4 
U RAI'IEII 

17 AMRAAM 
17 LESS: ADVANCE I'IIOCURENENT (I'Y) 

II ADVANCE I'ROCUIIENlHT (CY) 

11 CAD LAUNCH CRUISE MISSILE 

11 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 

20 ADVANCE I'IIOCUIIEMENT (CY) 

21 STINCEII 

22 TARGET DRONES 

U INDUSTIIIAL fACILITIES 

24 MISSILE IIEI'LACENENT (Q-OTHEII 

241 SUK SI'INHEII 

MODifiCATION of INSERVICE MISSILES 

U ADVANCED CRUISE MISSILE 

21 CLASSifiED I'ROCRAMS 

27 1o4M 11/111 MOD IF ICAliONS 

21 AQ.4-18A HAit4 

21 Alii LAUNCH CRUISE MISSILE 
30 CRD LAUNCH CRUISE MISSilE 

31 PEACEKEEPER (M-X) 

32 MODifiCATIONS UHDEII U.OM 

lh SHAll(( (G-IIAS MOD) 

32b AIM-7 (H-IUILD SOFTWAII( MOD) 

llc AIM-I (GUIDANCE MOO) 
32d AMRAAM (I'll MOO) 

IY 1111 ht tmato 
Quant tty 

12 

0 
0 
] 
] 
] 
] 
] 
0 

0 

558 
151 

0 
2,700 

0 

1,145 
0 

400 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

48 

0 

D 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
D 

Mlount 

114,0DD 

0 
41,11D 

[ ] 
[ ] 

[ ] 
[ ] 

15,100 
0 

2,347 

14,462 
11,051 

D 

UO ,ODD 
0 

367,000 
12,100 

712,111 
(42,111) 

0 
10,161 
(1,061) 

0 
0 

11,040 
11,011 

7,286 

[ ] 
[ ] 

10,000 
2. 245 
7,311 

0 
1,311 

232 

-----Rov leod------
fY 1181 llequ .. t 

Quent lty Mlount 

12 

12 

354 
760 

2,140 

au 

1,470 

61 

101,110 

61,121 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 

71,167 

1,347 

11,12$ 
41,311 

210,410 

211,135 

121,217 

103 

24,111 
10,131 
6,163 

[ ] 
[ ] 

73,194 
2,200 
1,055 
3,200 
1,733 

Ill 

-----Houeo------
Author1ut1on 

Quent lty Mlount 

12 

] 
] 
] 
] 
] 

12 

704 
1,210 

3,100 

113 

1,410 

101,110 

0 
61,121 

[ ] 
[ ] 

[ ] 
[ ] 

61,100 
1,347 

0 

11,000 
u,s·oo 

0 
311,000 

0 
211,135 

0 
711,730 

0 

0 

103 
0 

0 
0 

24,171 
10,731 
5,153 

15,0:00 

[ ] 
[ ] 

73,194 
2,200 
1,055 

0 
1,733 

191 
15,DOO 
15,000 

100,DOO 
16,000 

-----Son at o------
Author1ut1on 

Quant lty Mlount 

12 

[ ] 

[ l 
[ l 
[ ] 
[ ] 

12 

314 
710 

2,140 

193 

1,240 

5I 

IDI,IIO 

0 
11,721 

[ ] 

[ l 
[ l 
[ ] 

71,117 
1,347 

0 
11,121 
41,311 

0 
210,41D 

0 
211,13$ 

0 
121,217 

0 
0 

103 
0 
0 
0 

24,111 
10,731 
1,163 

0 

73,114 
2,200 
1,055 

0 
1,733 

Ill 

0 
0 
0 
0 

HOUIO +/- Sonlto 
Quant lty Mlount 

350 
100 

liD 

uo 

0 

0 
0 

[-21,0DO] 
0 
0 

[-114,10D] 
c 11,1&7) 

0 
0 

31,171 
41,111 

0 
17 ,itO 

0 
0 
0 

(21,117) 
0 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

II,ODO 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 

15,000 
U,ODO 

1DO,DDO 
15,000 

---Conforonco--
Choneo to lloquoet 
Quant tty ._unt 

(71,000) 

[-12,100] 

[-213,100] 
0 

0 
0 

ZIG 30,000 

(230) (21,117) 

0 

[-2,700] 

(3,200) 

11,000 
U,OOO 

0 
0 

---Conforenco--
Author tut ton 

Quont tty Mlounl 

12 

[ ] 
[ ] 
( ] 

[ l 
[ ] 

12 

354 
710 

2,120 

113 

1,240 

101,110 
(75,000) 

0 
11,721 

[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 

71,917 
1,347 

0 

51,121 

41,311 
0 

210,410 
0 

211,135 
0 

711,730 
0 

0 
103 

0 
0 
0 

24,171 
10,731 
1,113 

0 

[ 
[ 

73,114 
2,200 
1,055 

0 

1, 733 
Ill 

15,000 

15,000 
0 

0 



P-1 

LINE ITEM 

33 SPARES AND REI'AIII I'ARTS 

SPACE PROGRAMS 
34 SPACEIIORNE EQUII' (COMSEC) 
35 GLOBAL I'OSITIONING (MYP) 

35 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 

36 SPACE SHUTTLE OPERATIONS 

36 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUREMENT (I'Y) 

37 ADVANCE I'ROCUREMENT (CY) 
38 DEF METEOROLOGICAL SAT I'ROG (MYP) 

3a LESS : ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (PY) 
39 ADVANCE I'ROCUIIEMENT (CY) 
40 DEFENSE SUI'PORT I'ROGRAM (MYP) 

40 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (I'Y) 

41 ADVANCE I'ROCUREMENT ( CY) 
42 DEFENSE SATELLITE CCM4 SYSTEM (MYI') 

42 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUREMENT (PY) 

43 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 
44 SPACE BOOSTERS (MYP) 
44 LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT 

45 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 

46 SPACE DEFENSE SYSTEM 

46 LESS: ADVANCE I'ROCUREMENT 

47 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 
4a MEDIUM LAUNCH VEHICLE 
4a LESS: ADVANCE PROCUREMENT 

49 ADVANCE PROCUREMENT 
SI'ECIAL PROGRAMS 

SO OTHER PROGRAMS 

51 FOREST GREEN 
52 IONOS (MYP) 

53 SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

(CY) 

54 SPECIAL UPDATE PROGRAMS 
999 CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 

(PY) 

(PY) 

(I'Y) 

PRIOR YEAR FUNDS, fYa7 (GL04) 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION 

TOTAL Ml SSILE PROCUREMENT 

FY 1988 Est tmate 

Quant tty 

0 

0 

4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 

• 
0 
0 

7 

0 

D 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

knaunt 

114,248 

23,182 
207,405 

(114,aOO) 

113,351 

(4,100) 
0 

5,74& 
0 

&5,100 
401,143 

(72,400) 

&3,100 
17 ,&42 

(25,742) 
0 

473,012 

(152,500) 
181,700 

1a2 ,&00 

0 

2a,200 

24 

0 
22,483 

2,087 ,0&5 

&21,1&0 

39& ,&31 

---------
7 ,350,D71 

-----Rev t .. d-----
FY 1989 Requ .. t 

Quant tty 

3 

a 

knDunt 

254,314 

11,&41 
75,&44 

23,&20 

141,212 

(51,271) 
&1,300 

507,471 

(111,031) 

3&,400 
54,412 

531,aO& 

(293,&00) 

13D,OOO 

283,255 
(28,200) 

20,200 

273 

2,a41, 10D 

2&7' 192 
892,&42 

---------
a, 15a,ooo 

-----House------
Authorhatton 

Quant tty knDunt 

3 

a 

247,114 

11,141 
11,217 

0 
23,120 

0 
0 

141 ,212 
(51,271) 

11,300 

~07 ,471 
(111,031) 

3&,400 
54,412 

0 

0 

53t,ao& 

(213,100) 

130,000 

0 
0 
0 

2a3,255 
(2a,200) 

20,2DO 

0 
273 

0 

2,a34,1DO 

217' 192 
553,542 

(10,0DO) 
0 

a,0&2,011 

-----senate------
Author tnt ton 

Quant tty knaunt 

3 

a 

11,141 
76,144 

0 
23,120 

0 
0 

141,212 

(61,271) 

51,300 
507,471 

( 111 ,031, 

31,400 
54,412 

0 
0 

Ul,aOI 
(213,&00) 
130,000 

0 

0 
0 

232,a55 
(2a,200) 

20,200 

0 
273 

0 

2,1a1,100 

217,192 

512,&42 

(10,000) 
(5,000) 

a,011 ,400 

House +1- Senate 

Quant tty knDunt 

(1,400) 

0 
(14,427) 

10,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

60,400 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

(147,000) 

0 
( 131' 100) 

0 
5,000 

50,611 

--Conference--
Change to Request 

Quant tty knDunt 

(1,400) 

0 

(I, tOO) 

(31 ,tOO) 

(12,000) 
(12 ,300) 

(3,100) 

(42,300) 

(301,100) 

(10,000) 

(441,4&7) 

-Conference-
Authortut t.on 

Quant tty knaunt 

247,114 

11,141 
71,144 

0 
14,720 

0 

0 

141,212 

(51,271) 
11,300 

507,411 

(111,039) 

31,400 
54,412 

0 

0 

3 507 ,10& 

(213,600) 
130,000 

0 
0 

0 

I 271,255 
(40,500) 

16,400 

0 

273 
0 

2,10&,100 

267,192 
513,542 

(10,000) 
0 

--------
7,716,533 

("') 
0 
z 
C"l 
~ 
tt1 
rJ) 
rJl ...... 
0 
z 
> rc 
~ 
tt1 
("') 

0 
~ 
0 
I 
:I: 
0 
c 
rJl 
tt1 
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Air Force missile modifications 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $15 million for Shrike, $55 million for 
AIM-7, $100 million for AIM-9, and $15 mil
lion for Advanced Medium Range Air to Air 
Missile <AMRAAM> modifications. 

The Senate amendment would provide no 
additional authorization for these modifica
tion programs. 

The conferees agree to recommend au
thorization of $15 million for Shrike and 
$55 million for AIM-7 missile modifications. 
The funds may be utilized to modify and 
equip existing Air Force missiles. 
Space boosters 

With two exceptions, the conferees en
dorse the section in the Senate report <S. 
Rept. 100-326) pertaining to the Space 
Launch Recovery program, including the 
guidance for future satellite research and 
development programs and the requirement 
for a report on future use by the Depart
ment of Defense of the space shuttle and as
sociated facilities. Regarding the two excep
tions, as noted elsewhere in this statement 
of managers, the conferees approved the 
Navy's multi-year procurement request as 
proposed for the UHF Follow-on Satellite; 
the second exception concerns space boost
ers procurement, which is addressed below. 

The amended budget request contained 
$275.055 million (including $20.2 million in 
advance procurement and less $28.2 million 
in advance procurement from fiscal year 
1988) for the Medium Launch Vehicle 
(MLV) II. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amount. 

The Senate amendment would reduce the 
request by $50 million in anticipation of 
contract savings. 

The amended budget request contained 
$376.206 million <including $130 million in 
advance procurement and less $293.6 million 
in advance procurement from fiscal year 
1988) for other space boosters. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amount. 

The Senate amendment would reduce the 
request by $10 million. 

The conferees agree to reduce the ML V II 
request by $28.1 million <$16.1 million in ad
vance procurement for fiscal years 1988 and 
1989), and the Space Boosters request by 
$31.9 million. Should savings not be realized 
sufficient to cover these reductions, the con
ferees invite reprogramming requests to rec
tify the shortfall. 

Additionally, the conferees reiterate their 
concern about the large and rising costs of 
the Space Launch Recovery program result
ing from the Challenger space shuttle disas
ter. As a result of that accident, NASA is 
unable to sustain the commitments made to 
the Department of Defense for launching 
national security payloads. Despite DOD re
placement of the lost orbiter, the shuttle's 
availability has been delayed, the flight rate 
will drop from 24 to about 14 per year, and 
payload performance will drop dramatically 
due to safety and other concerns. 

The costs of replacing this lost space 
launch capability are being overwhelmingly 
borne, not by NASA, but by the Department 
of Defense. In view of the fact that this is a 
national problem, and that the Challenger 
disaster demonstrated conclusively the folly 
of relying on a single system for access to 
space, DOD will be forced to expend some 
$12 billion dollars by 1994 to re-create an 
entire space launch infrastructure based on 
multiple expendable space boosters. At the 
same time, the large prior investment by 
DOD in the shuttle is now very much in 
doubt, including a $3.5 billion facility at 
Vandenberg for launching the shuttle into 
polar orbit. Because of post-Challenger pay
load restrictions, this facility is unlikely to 
be used by DOD. 

In addition to these unforeseen liabilities 
and potentially wasted investments, DOD 
has assumed the overwhelming share of the 
burden of developing the next-generation 

space launch systems and technology. 
Through the mid-to-late 1990s, DOD plans 
to expend over $20 billion on the Advanced 
Launch System and the National Aerospace 
Plane program alone. For its part, NASA 
hopes to be able to afford $1.5 billion for its 
own shuttle-derived unmanned heavy-lift 
vehicle. The conferees are concerned about 
the affordability and realism of these plans 
and the funding responsibilities assumed re
spectively by DOD and NASA. These and 
related concerns were expressed by the con
ferees in the fiscal year 1988 Continuing Ap
propriations Act. 

The statement of managers on the fiscal 
year 1988 Continuing Appropriations Act 
also adopted the Senate Appropriations 
Committee's requirement for the President 
to submit a comprehensive "Space Recovery 
Program reconciling the separate DOD and 
NASA programs to meet present and future 
space launch requirements," and which in
cludes "a comprehensive explanation of how 
all the separate, unmanned and manned 
launch vehicles, payloads, and launch facili
ties proposed by DOD and NASA fit into 
this overall plan." The conferees underscore 
the importance of this plan, which has not 
been provided to the Congress, and urge its 
earliest submission to the Congress. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$8,393.5 million for Air Force other procure
ment. The House bill would authorize 
$8,064.4 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $8,318 million. The confer
ees recommend authorization of $8,196.8 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicityly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 
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P-1 

LINE ITEM 

OTHER PROCURE1o4ENT, AIR fORCE 

MUNITIONS AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT 

1 2. 75 INCH ROCKlT lo40TOR 

2. 75 INCH ROCKET HEAD - WP 

LICHT ANTI-TANK TACTICAL AT-4 

4 IT EMS lESS THAN U, ODD, 000 

6 91+1 PARABHLUM 

7. 62 1+1 BLANK, Ll NKEO 

6.56 1+1 

I 20 1+1 CCJ.eAT 
I 201+1 TRAINING 

10 30 1+1 TRAINING 
11 3DI+IAPI 

12 II 1+1 

13 401+1 TP GRENADES 

14. 401+1 HE GRENADES 

IS CART CHAH RR-170 

11 S1CNAL 1«-4 MOO 3 

17 lo4XU-4A/A ENGINE STARTER 

111 CART IMP 3000 fT /LIS 

11 ITEM LESS THAN 2.01o4 CARTRIOGES-SOf 
20 ITE1o4S lESS THAN $2,000.,000 

21 MK-B2 INERT /IDU-60 

22 DURANOAL 

Zl TIMER ACTUATOR fiN FUZE 

24 8SU-41 INFLATABLE RlTARDER 

2S ISU-50 INfLATABLE RlTAROER 

21 BCJ.e 2000 L8 HIGH EXPLOSIVE 

27 8<MI HARD lARCH 2000LI 

21 CBU-15 

21 8CJ.e PRACTICE 2i POUND 
30 ICJ.e PRACTICE IOU-311 

31 1«-84 ICJ.e-EMPTY 

311 MK-114 BCJ.e-HE 

32 SKU T /SENSOR FUZED 'WEAPON 

ll CIU-U(Tioll/CATOI'I) 

34 lo4ECHANICAL DIVERTERS 

35 CBU-a7(CCJ.eiNED HHCTS lo4UNITION) 

31 81CEYE 

37 ITEMS LESS THAN $2,000,000 

38 AEI'IIAl TCIW TARGET 

31 ITEMS LESS THAN U ,000,000 

40 HARE, I II lo4JU-78 

41 PARACHUTE HARE LUU-2 8/8 

42 HARE, I R MJU-2 

43 FLARE Ill (818) 

44 lo!JU-108 
45 CHAff PACKAGE RR-141A/L 

46 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS 
47 MODIFICATIONS 

-----Rev t aad------ -----Hou••------ -----Senate------

fY 1981 Elttmate FY 198!1 Raquut Author I ut ton Author I ut ton 

Quant tty 

" _,261 
14,512 

1,500 

0 

4,310 

0 

20,491 

2,877 

6. 527 

8,059 

0 
0 

0 
191 

0 
1,274 

41 

1-,661 

0 
0 

0 
0 

12,151 

17,320 

3,661 

2,500 

2,410 

0 
129,411 

0 

1,271 

0 
0 

0 

14,1140 

0 

0 
0 

0 

317.380 

1,5611 

0 
0 

229,703 
0 

0 

.-mount 

17,305 

7,234 

1,161 
3,611 

511 

0 

Quant tty 

10,000 

11,925 

3,100 

14,133 

2,115 30,000 

12,361 2,112 
13,914 1,200 

61,705 1,700 

0 
0 

0 

2,002 

3,354 

1,362 

I, 700 

3, 7110 

0 
1,195 

0 

0 
3,91111 
7,100 

4,252 

6, 775 

32,617 

0 

754 

111 
1, 700 

1,252 

46 

1,613 

11,241 
41,128 

7,000 

2,110 

10 ,193 1110000 

0 661 

2,157 

0 
0 

0 
267,120 11,612 

0 

26 

0 
1,248 

I, 0 13 663 , 400 

3,702 10,000 

0 

3,773 

10,142 354,114 

0 

4,234 

2&,517 

.-mount 

11,291 

1,521 

3,520 

6,523 

1,493 

4,690 

1,651 
20,!114 

17,164 

1,0411 

1,371 
3,1142 

1.1119 
6,431 

3,907 

500 
11,3!14 

3,334 

16,151 

7,550 

31,1177 

14,005 

2,4211 

Quant tty 

55,200 

!16,125 

3,100 

14,133 

30,000 

2,112 
1,200 

1,700 

754 

111 
1,700 

1,252 

46 

1,163 

72,000 

11,245 

41,1211 

7,000 

4,610 

1160000 

668 

12,000 

11,000 

252,1193 16,162 

119,417 

1,042 

1,2116 

1,716 563,400 

3,105 10,000 

5,911 3,773 
16,052 354,114 

4,166 

109 

.-mount Quant tty .-mount 

10,000 

1,521 

3,020 

1,523 

1,493 

0 
4,690 

9,651 

20,9114 

17,164 

0 
0 

10,000 

t&,US 
3,1100 

14,933 

30,000 

2,112 
1,200 

I, 700 

1,048 754 

1,371 111 
3,142 . 1. 700 

1,18!1 1,252 
6,4311 45 

3,907 1,613 

100 

11.394 
11,1100 

0 
3,334 11,245 

11,1151 41,128 

7,550 7,000 

0 

",377 
0 

14,005 1110000 

2,4211 6611 

14,700 

3t,500 

0 
0 

0 
252,89:! 11,662 

1,042 

0 

1,211 

1,7116 663,400 

3,106 10,000 

0 

1,991 3,773 

11,052 354,114 

0 

4,166 

101 

11,291 

1,621 

3,520 
1,523 

1,493 

0 

4,690 

1,651 

20,114 

17,164 

0 
0 

1,041 

1,371 

3,142 

1,1111 

6,431 

3,107 

600 

11,314 

0 

0 
3,334 

11,1151 

7,660 

0 

0 
0 

14,006 

2,421 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

252,1U 
19,417 

1,042 

0 

1,2111 

1,711 

3,106 

0 
1,111 

11,052 

0 

4,161 
1109 

Moun +1- Senate 

---Con fa ranee--

Change to Raqueat 

--Conference--

Author t ut ton 

Quant tty .-mount Quant tty 

(34,100) 

72,000 

4,110 

12,000 

11,000 

(1,211) (34,100) 

0 
(500) 

11,100 72,000 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

11,317 

0 
0 
0 

14,700 

31,600 

0 
0 
0 

0 
(11,417) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(3,112) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.-mount Quint tty .-mount 

(1,291) 61,200 

91,121 

0 3,100 

14,133 

30,000 

2,112 

1,200 

1,700 

764 

111 

1,700 

1,252 
45 

1,613 

11,100 72,000 

11,241 

41,121 

7,000 

0 2,110 

0 
0 

(79,417) 

1110000 

1611 

11,512 

563,400 

10,000 

(1,111) 3,773 

(I, 700) 354,114 

10,000 

1,121 

3,620 

1,623 

1,493 

0 

4,190 

1,161 
20,914 

17,114 

0 
0 

1,041 

1,371 

3,142 
1,111 

6,431 

3,907 

500 
11",394 
11,100 

0 
3,334 

11,161 

7,550 

0 
31,177 

0 
14,005 

2,421 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
252,193 

10,000 

1,042 

0 

1,211 

I. 716 
3,105 

0 
4,000 

1,352 

0 

4,111 

109 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------·------- ------------------- ------------- --------- --------------
1'-1 

LINE ITEM 

41 ITEMS LUS THAN $2,000,000 

41 FKI-131 

60 IUMS USS THAN U,OOO,OOO 
11 M-203 GRENADE LAUNCHER 

52 MACHINE GUN, 7 .129+4, M-10 

63 lt+l HANDGUN 

64 SHOTGUN - 12 CAGE 

i5 NATIONAL IIIFU - Mt4 
5I HOST NATION SU,I'OIIT W(A,ONS 

VEHICULAII EQUII'MENT 

67 SEDAN, 4 011 4K2 
61 STATION WAGON, 4X2 

5I IUS, Zl ,ASSENGER 

10 IUS INTERCITY 
11 IUS, 44 ,ASSENC£11 

IZ AMBULANCE, IUS 

U MODULAR AMBULANCE 
14 14-20 I'ASSENCER IUS 

15 LAW ENFORCEMENT VEHICLE 

U TRUCK, STAKE"LATFO .... 
17 TRUCK, CARGO-UTILITY, 3/4T, 4X4 

II TRUCK, CAliCO-UTILITY, 1/U, 4X2 

II TRUCK, I'ICKUI', 1/U, 4X2 

70 TRUCK, I'ICKUI', C<»4,ACT 

71 TRUCK KILTI-STOI' 1 TON 4X2 

72 TRUCK, ,ANEL, 4X2 

13 TRUCK CARRY ALL 

74 TRUCK, CAliCO, 2 112T, lXI, M-31 

71 TRUCK CARGO IT M-IU .M-126 
11 TRUCK, CAliCO, 2 1/ZT 

71 HIGH MOBILITY VEHICLE (MYI') 

71 TRUCK, TRACTOR, IT 

11 TRUCK TRACTOR IT M-IU (MYI') 

40 TIIUCK TRACTOR, OVER IT 

41 TRUCK WRECKER IT Mill (MYI') 

IZ TRUCK, DLt-41' 6 TON 

U TRUCK, UTILITY 
44 CAl' VEHICLES 

U 11 EloCS U SS THAN S2, 000,000 

81 TRUCK MA I NT 4X2 

81 TRUCK, MAINT, HI-REACH 

II TRUCK, TELHHONE MAINTENANCE 

81 TRUCK, TANK, 1200 CAL 

10 TRUCK TANK FUEL 11-11(11-1) 

11 TRUCK, TANK, FUEL, M-41 

1Z TRACTOR, A/C TOW, Ml-4 

13 TRACTOR, TOW, HICHILIN£ 

14 TRACTOR, DOZER 

!i1S TRANSI'ORTAIILE MAINT UNIT 

96 MOBIL£ A .... RECON VEHICLE 

17 MOS MARKING VEHICLE 

-----Rev laed------ -----Houae------ ----Senate------

n 1111 ht tmate n 1181 llequeat Authorlutlon Authorization 

Quant tty 

0 
21,711 

0 

40 
11 

20,000 
0 

0 
700 

447 

235 
123 

I 
34 

17 
112 

17 
141 
121 

441 
304 
171 
111 

114 
341 

611 

335 

75 
0 

131 
0 
0 

II 

0 

143 
341 

0 

0 

320 
0 

u 
5I 

0 
41 

17 

50 

IZ 
0 

0 

0 

Quant tty 

11,700 
34,417 32,111 

1 
24 146 

II 
4,141 1,133 

0 
0 

1,446 

3,041 
1,152 

4,1&0 
1,407 

2,222 
1,477 

3,126 

622 
1,122 

10,421 
1,990 
3,102 
1,113 
3,621 
7,723 
2,164 

7,312 
11,010 
4,770 

0 
3,414 

0 

0 
3,190 

0 

1,061 
3,614 

100 

15,113 

3,217 
0 

2,441 
2,040 

0 

4,135 
2,331 

100 
6, 733 

0 
0 

0 

120 
13 
22 

3 
10 

44 
11 

111 
311 
213 
177 
113 

301 
113 

267 

177 

73 

111 

14 

13 

117 

311 

11 
20 
31 

Mlount Quant tty Mlount Quant tty Mlount 

21,137 
30,127 32,1!1 

11 

10 145 

1,191 1,133 

1,012 
146 

Ill 
602 

4,111 

1,631 

631 

1,351 
1,231 
3,134 

2,710 
1,332 

1,111 

2,071 
4,042 
1,150 

4,155 

4,431 

3,101 

2,732 

12,111 

14,642 

1,201 

1,157 

11.200 
2,671 

120 
13 
22 

3 
10 

44 
11 

111 
311 
213 
177 
113 

301 
1!13 
217 
117 

73 

Ill 

14 

13 

517 

311 

11 
zo 
31 

21,137 
30,127 32,191 

11 
10 146 

0 
1,191 1,133 

0 
0 
0 

1,012 
145 
Ill 
602 

4,111 
0 

1,131 
531 

1,351 
1,231 
3,134 

2,110 
1,332 

0 
1,611 
2,011 
4,042 
1,150 
4,155 

0 
4,431 

0 
0 

3,101 
0 

2, 732 
0 

100 
1,111 

0 

0 

0 
0 

63,542 

0 
0 

1,201 
0 

6,957 
0 

2,171 

120 
n 
22 

3 
10 

44 
11 

111 
311 
213 
177 

113 

301 
113 
217 
111 

13 

111 

14 

53 

117 

311 

11 
20 

31 

21,137 
30,127 

11 
10 

0 
1,111 

0 
0 

0 

1,012 
145 

Ill 
602 

4,111 
0 

1,131 
131 

1,368 
1,231 
3,134 
2,710 

1,332 

0 
1,111 
2,011 
4,042 
1,150 

4,155 

0 
4,431 

0 
0 

3,101 
0 

2,732 
0 

100 
12,111 

0 
0 
0 
0 

14,642 

0 
0 

1,201 
0 

1,167 
11,200 
2,171 

HOUIO +/- Sonato 
Quant lty Mlount 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(4,000) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(1,000) 
0 
0 
D 
0 
0 

(11,200) 
0 

---Conference--
Chango to Aoquoat 
Quant lty Mlount 

100 
(4,000) 

(1,000) 

0 

-Conlorenco--
Authorlutlon 

Quant tty Mlount 

32,191 

141 

8,133 

120 

13 
22 

3 
10 

44 
11 

111 

391 
213 
177 
113 

301 
113 
217 
177 

73 

111 

117 

311 

11 
20 
31 

21,137 
30,127 

11 
10 

0 
1,191 

0 

0 

0 

1,012 
145 
191 
502 

4,111 
0 

1,631 
531 

1,351 
1,231 
3,134 

2,710 
1,332 

0 

1,111 
2,071 
4,042 
1,150 
4,155 

0 
4,431 

0 

0 
3,101 

0 

2,732 . 
0 

100 

1,111 
0 

0 

0 
0 

53,542 

0 
0 

1,201 

0 ? 
1,157 ~ 

11,200 
2,679 "'~ 



----------------------------------------------------------·-
P-1 

liNE IT EN 

18 IT EMS U SS THAN SJ, 000,000 

II TRUCK CRASH P- 11 
100 TRUCK CRASH P-U(P-2) 

101 TRUCK WATER P-11 

102 TRUCK PUMPER P-24(P-1) 

103 TRUCK PUMPER P-22(P-1Z) 

104 ITEMS US$ THAN U,OOO,OOO 

105 TRUCK f /L 4000 lB GED/OED 144 INCH 

101 TRUCK, f/l 1000 LB 

107 TRUCK, f/l 10,000 LB 

101 LARGE CAPACITY lOADER 

101 Ul( AIC lOADER 
110 CONTAINEII, LifT, TIIUCK 

111 ITEMS LESS THAN $2,000,000 

1U lOADER, SCOOP 
113 DISTIIIBUTOR, WATER 1500 GAllON 

114 CLEANER, RUIIWAY/STRUT 

111 GIIAOEII, ROAD, MOTORIZED 

111 CRANE, 7-50 TON 

117 EXCAVATOR, OED, PT 
111 WATERCRAFT 

111 SI'ARU AND REI' AIR PARTS 

11'0 MOD If I CATIONS 
121 ITEMS LESS THAN $2,000,000 

ELECTRONICS AND TEUCc:M4UNICATIONS EQUIP 

12Z SPACE SYSTEMS (COMSEC) 

12:i TEMPEST EQUIPMENT 

124 TAC SECURE VOICE 

125 DCS SECURE VOICE (COMSEC) 

121 SECURE DATA 
127 TRI-TAC (COMSEC) 

121 SPARES AND REPAU PARTS 

121 MODifiCATIONS (COMSEC) 

130 INTELLIGENCE DATA HANDliNG SYS 

131 INTElliGENCE TRAINING EQUIPMENT 

132 INTELLIGENCE CCM4 EQUIP 

133 COBRA JUDY 

134 COBRA SHOE 

135 IT EMS lESS THAN SZ, 000, DOD 

131 TACAN 

137 TRAffiC CONTROL/LANDING 

131 TACTICAl AIR CONTROL SYS IMPROVE 

131 WEATHER OBSERV/FORCAST 

140 DEfENSE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

141 OTH-11 RADAR 

1 4 2 SAC C<»+4ANO AND CONTROl 

fY 1111 Est tmate 
Quant tty 

0 

0 
0 

61 

0 
0 
0 

171 
31 

II 
10 

0 

u 
0 

13 

35 

141 
0 
7 
0 
0 

D 
0 

0 

#lmllunt 

11,311 

0 
0 

1,531 

0 
0 

3,741 

3,071 
1,111 

1,005 

4,357 

0 

3,170 
3,111 
5,021 

1,114 

14,317 

0 
791 

0 
0 

3,212 

312 

13,341 

1,051 

612 

IO,B61 

13,391 

21,055 

14,610 

1,541 

304 

161 

1,167 

1,322 
0 
0 

7,195 
0 

10,511 

135,000 

57,200 

11,411 

121,71t 

13,500 

-----Rev lsed-----
fY 1181 llequnt 

Quant tty 

11 

I 
30 

21 

251 
71 

It 

14 

115 

212 

21 

#lmllunt 

11,111 

1,201 

1,127 

3,114 

2,924 

3,364 

1,171 

2,153 

7,123 

1,725 

10,330 

1,175 

22,170 

5,522 

3,241 
1,072 

12,240 

14,431 

306 

3,131 

20,763 

31,711 

1,1121 

1,116 

724 

1,1145 

1,217 

740 

137,3411 

&1,070 

1,1106 

111,031 

2,410 

-----House-----
Author hat ton 

Quant tty #lmllunt 

11 
I 

30 

21 

251 
71 

II 

14 

165 

212 

21 

15,111 

0 
B,201 

1,127 

3,184 

2,124 

3,364 

1,171 

2,653 

7,123 

0 
1,725 

0 
10,330 

11,175 

0 
22,170 

0 
1,522 

0 
0 

3,241 

1,072 

10,240 

14,431 

301 

3,131 

20,713 

31,711 

11,121 

1,111 

724 

0 
1,145 

0 
0 

0 
1,217 

0 
740 

119,991 

11,070 

1,101 

0 

2,410 

-----Sene t e------
Authortzet ton 

Ou1nt tty #lmllunt 

11 
I 

30 

2i 

251 
71 

It 

14 

115 

212 

21 

11,111 

0 
1,201 

1,127 

3,114 

2,124 

3,314 
1,171 

2,113 

7,123 

0 
1,725 

0 
10,330 

1,175 

0 
22,170 

0 
1,122 

0 
0 

3,241 

1,072 

12,240 

14,431 

301 

3,131 

20,713 

31,711 

1,121 

I, Ill 
724 

0 
1,141 

0 
0 

0 
1,2117 

0 

740 

137,341 

11,070 

1,101 

111,031 

2,410 

House +1- Sen1t1 
Du1nt It)' #lmllunt 

(4,000) 

0 
(2,000) 

( 17,351) 
0 
0 

(111,031) 

0 

---Conference--
Chang• h llequest 
QUint tty .-mount 

(4 ,000) 

(2,000) 

(17,351) 

(11,031) 

---Conference--
Authortut ton 

Ou1nt tty #lmllunt 

11 

• 
30 

21 

251 

71 .. 
14 

115 

212 

21 

11,111 

0 
1,201 

1,127 

3,114 

2,124 

3,314 

1,171 

2,153 

7,123 

0 
1,725 

0 

10,330 

1,171 

0 
22,170 

0 
1,122 

0 
0 

3,241 

1,072 

10,240 

14,431 

301 

3,131 
20,713 

31,711 
1,121 

I, ttl 
724 

0 

1,145 
0 
0 

0 
1,2117 

0 

740 

111,991 

11,070 

1,901 

145,000 

2,410 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ----------------- -------------------
,._, 
LINE ITEM Quint tty 

-----------------------------------------------
IU LAUIIICH CONJIIOL CEHTE" C().MJNJCATIONS 

144 CHEYENNE lo40UNTAI N COMP'LEX 

141 P'AVE P'AWS/SLBN WARNING SYSTEMS 

141 Ill-lOiS lo400E"NIZATION 

147 SP'ACll"ACK 

141 NAVSJ A" GP'S 
141 USAf( C<»+4ANO/CONTIIOL SYSTEM 

UO rACAJ C<»+4ANO/CONTIIOL 

lSI OHENSE MEUOIIOLOGICAL SAT rROG 

152 ENSCE 
·153 CAIIIBIIEAN BASIN RAOA" NETW'ORK 

154 MAllS/USAf-fAA IIAOAII UrGRAOE 

lSI TAC SIGINT SUrrOIH 

151 AREOS~AT RAOAIIS 
157 DIST (liLY WARNING 110"/NORTH WARNING 

158 TACTICAL G"OUNO lNH"CErT fACILITY 

151 Alii BASE OPERABILITY 
160 O«::R'S TACTICAL TE""INALS(CTT)/TEREC 

161 IMAGERY TRANS 

162 NUDET DETECTION SYSTEM (NOS) 

16l TACTICAL WARNING SYSTEMS SUP'PORT 

164 NORTH ATLANTIC DEFENSE C3 

US AUTCJ.tATIC DATA rROCESSING (QUII' 

166 w..t«:CSI'totiS ADrE 
117 MAC CQ.HANO AND CONTROL SUrPORT 

168 MAC Ca.HANO AND CONTROL-SOf 

161 GL 04 ccM«JN I CA Tl ONS 

170 AI" FORCE rHYSICAL SECURITY SYSTEM 

171 WUrONS STORAGE/SECU"ITY 

172 "ANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

173 RADAR BCMS SCO"ER 

174 C3 COUNTE ..... EASURES 
175 JOINT SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 

171 SPACE SHUTTLE 
177 BASE LEVEL DATA AUTO rROGRAM 

178 SAT£LLITE CONl"Ol FACILITY 

171 CONSTANT WATCH 

180 CONSOLIDATED SPACE Of'S CENTER 
181 0«:1 CENT£R rROCESSING/DISI'lAY SYS 

1 U HN+IE" ACE 
183 SAMlO TEST RANGES JIM 
184 (lo4r HARDENING 

IU rROCRAM 198AJ 
186 JHFO,....liON TRAN5J.IJSSION SYSTEMS 

18 7 1 fl E PHONE EXCHANGE 

HI JOINT TACTICAL CCM4 rP.OCRAM 

tat USSOCCOM 

190 USCENlCOM 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Amount 

1,100 

1,111 

1,582 
1,441 

114 

11,551 

1,141 

1,157 

10,171 

0 

4,722 

21,422 

2!1, 783 

0 
2,B12 

0 
2,0D7 

2,463 

0 
12,311 

4, 723 

0 
110,0DO 

4,041 

30,130 

13,114 

2, 705 

14,DOO 

18,400 

171,331 

0 
4,312 

4,045 

163 
21,701 

1D3,371 

17 ,ID5 

1,100 

1,007 

720 

11,601 

0 

1,714 
11,154 

3D ,987 

151,0DO 

4,453 

22,733 

-----Rev I aed------
FY Uat llequut 

Quant tty Amount 

22,221 

12,774 
1,313 • 

1,271 

17,773 

21,963 
52,541 

17,511 

203,173 

2,166 

5,371 

1,536 

2,161 

12,711 

12,110 

24,701 

1,451 

20,134 

31,147 

134,952 

1,787 

16,202 

11,051 

5,186 

23,553 

1,381 

11,B52 

1,704 
1,274 

27 ,an 

163,037 

5,813 

-----Houae------
Authortutton 

Quant tty Amount 

0 
22,221 

0 
0 

0 
12,774 

1,313 

1,271 

17.773 

0 
28,163 

52,541 

17,111 

0 
113,173 

2,166 

5,371 

0 

1,136 

0 
2,161 

0 
17.711 
12,110 

24,701 

1,451 

0 
21,134 

11,400 

134,!152 

0 
5, 787 

0 

0 
16,202 

11,D51 

5,186 

0 

23.553 

1,381 

51,852 

0 
1,704 

8,274 

27,823 

153,037 

5,813 

0 

-----Sen 1 t •------
Author t ut ton 

Quant tty Amount 

0 
22,221 

0 
0 
0 

12,774 

1,313 

1,271 

17,773 

0 
21,113 

52,641 

17,611 

0 
203,173 

2,111 

1,371 

0 
1,631 

0 
2,161 

0 
17,711 
12,110 

24,701 

1,451 

0 
20,134 

31,147 

134,112 

0 
I, 717 

0 

0 
11,202 

11,011 

6,111 

0 
23,563 

1,381 

11,152 

0 
1. 7D4 
1,274 

27,123 

163,037 

5,813 

0 

House +1- Senate 
Quent tty Amount 

(10,00 , 

1,00 

(11,447) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

D 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

---Con f • renee--
Change te "•quest 
Quant tty Amount 

0 

(11,000) 

1,000 

(4,000) 

(25,000) 

---Conference--
Author Iutton 

Quant tty Amount 

0 
22,225 

0 
0 
0 

12,774 

1,313 

1,271 

17,773 
0 

21,163 

12,141 

17,511 

0 
203,173 

2,161 

1,371 

0 
1,536 

0 
2,161 

0 

17.711 
12,110 

24,701 

1,451 

0 
21,134 

32,147 

101,152 

0 
I, 787 

0 
0 

11,202 

11,051 

5,116 

0 
23,553 

1 ,3B1 

51,852 

0 
1, 704 

1,274 

27,123 

153,037 
&,au 

0 



1'-1 

LINE IUN 

1!11 AUT1»4AHD HLECCM«JNICATIONS PIIG 

1U CINC NOIIIU CCM4AND CENUII 

1!13 NILSTAII 

194 SATELLITE Hlto41NALS 

195 WI DEIIAND SYSHI-45 UPGRADE 

195 NINIIoUC ESSENTIAL [MEII C<M4 HEY 

197 DCS SECURE VOICE EOUIPto4ENT 

1911 ~TICAL C-E £DUIPto4ENT 

199 liJIMI\ICTJVITY INV THEC1»4 

200 RADIO EOUIPto4ENT 

201 IIADIO EDUII'toiENT-SOf 

202 Flll£11 OPTICS 

203 TV EQUIPto4ENT (AfRTV) 

204 CCTV/AUDIOVISUAL EOUIPto4ENT 

205 E + 1 REOUIREI-4ENTS 

206 SPARES AND REI'Alll PARTS 

207 CAP C().4 I ELECT 

2011 ITEMS LESS THAN $2,000,000 

209 C<M4-HECTRONICS CLASS IV 

210 TACTICAL EOUIPto4ENT 

211 ANTIJNooe VOICE 

OTHEII IIASl NAINTENANCE AND SUI'f'QRT EQUII' 

212 IIASE/ALC CALIIIRATION PACKAGE 

213 N~ARK AF S CAll II RA Tl ON PACKAGE 

214 TEST EOUII'to!ENT-CEN PURl' 

215 lT£1o4S LESS THAN $2,000,000 

ltl AUTCI-tATIC LifE PRESERVER 

217 NIGHT VISION GOGGLES 

211 lUCHT VISION GOCClES-SOf 

211 IIRUTHING AI'I'ARATUS TWO HOUR 

2 20 CHE1-4ICALIIII OLOG I CAL DH I'ROG 

Ul ITUo4S lESS THAN $2,000,000 

U 2 liAS£ lo4ECHANIZA T I ON £ OU I Pto4EHT 

2U Alii Hlto41HAL t-4ECHANIZATION EQUIP 

214 ITEI-45 LESS THAN $2,000,000 

221 CEHlRATORS-MOIIILE ELECTRIC 

226 HOOD LIGHTS 

227 ITE1-4S LESS THAN $2,000,000 

2211 liAS£ I'ROCUR£0 EQUII'to!EHT 

Ul lo4EOICAL/OENTAL EQUII'to!ENT 

230 Alii liAS( OI'UAIIILITY 

231 PALLET, Alii CARGO, IOIIXIIII 

2311 AHC UNINHRRUI'TAIILE P~ER SUPPLY EQUIP 

232 NET ASSEMBLY, 1011XIIII 

233 IILAOOERS FUEL 

234 TACTICAL SHELTER 

235 P'HOTOGRAI'HIC [QUII'to!EHT 

236 P'ROOUCT lVI TY ENHANCEMENT 

237 PROOUCTIVIlY INVESTMENTS 

FY 19111 ht tmate 

Quant Hy 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

3,373 

0 
309 

0 

950 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,000 

0 

200 

0 
0 

0 

0 

knount 

12,693 

0 
0 

11,021 

41,844 

31,100 

4,630 

61,687 

0 

44,762 

0 
2,066 

4,411 

4,110 

1, 242 

238,700 

500 

11,905 

27,165 

22,120 

7,019 

65,032 

2,927 

4,560 

36,411 

3,953 

12,031 

4,1117 

0 

105,444 

3,107 

30,860 

7,1911 

10,083 

13,098 

9,941 

4. 295 

23.731 

101,000 

1,1115 

2,059 

0 

2. 555 

0 

5. 2114 

9. 797 

1,911 

------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------
-----Rev I ted------

FY 19119 Requett 

Quant tty 

1,952 

166 

2,000 

knount 

4,306 

73,394 

12,475 

14,311 

3,1133 

3,762 

39.962 

18,038 

1,645 

1,020 

4,103 

3,944 

575 
215,722 

7,553 

19,417 

27,341 

10,277 

51,333 

2,341 

1,6117 

37,461 

2,413 

5,644 

2,6117 

95,761 

3,570 

37,039 

7,001 

12,460 

13,937 

5,491 

37,100 

116,207 

15' 252 

1 '7511 

0 

6. 972 

9,1120 

1,459 

-----Houte------

Author lut ton 

Quant Hy knount 

1,952 

161 

2,000 

4,305 

0 
45,4311 

12,475 

14,318 

3,1133 

3,762 

39,962 

0 

18,031 

1,645 

1,020 

4,103 

3,944 

675 

204,045 

600 

7,553 

19,417 

~7 ,341 

11,1117 

61,333 

2,341 

1,187 

37,461 

2,413 

6,144 

2,6117 

0 

95.761 

3,570 

37,039 

7,001 

12,460 

13,937 

0 

5,491 

22,178 

116,207 

15' 252 
1, 7511 

11,400 

0 

0 

0 

6,972 

9,1120 

1,459 

-----Senate------

Authortut ton 

Quent Hy knount 

1,162 

111 

2,000 

4,306 

0 
73,394 

12,475 

14,3111 

3,833 

3,762 

39,962 

0 
111,0311 

1,145 
1,020 

4,103 

3,944 

675 
215,722 

100 

7,553 

1t,417 
27,341 

10,277 

51,333 

2,341 

1,6117 

37,461 

2,413 

5,144 

2,1117 

0 

95,761 

3,570 

37,039 

7,001 

12,460 

13,937 

0 

5,491 

37,100 

116,207 

15,252 

1, 7511 

0 
0 

0 

0 
1,972 

9,1120 

1,459 

Houu +1- Senete 

Quant tty knount 

0 
0 

(27,151) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
(11,177) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(2,090) 

( 14,922) 

0 

0 

0 

11,400 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

---Conte rence--

Chenge to Requeat 

Quant tty Mtllunt 

(11,123) 

0 
100 

(2,090) 

(14,922) 

---Con h renee--

Authorization 

Quent tty knount 

1,952 

111 

2,000 

4,306 

0 
14,471 

12,475 

14,311 

3,1133 

3, 712 

39,962 

0 
111,0311 

1,645 

1,020 

4,103 

3,944 

575 
211,722 

100 

7,553 

1t,417 
27,341 

11,1117 

51,333 

2,341 

1,6117 

37,461 

2,413 

5,144 

2,1117 

0 

95,761 

3,670 
37,039 

7,001 

12,460 

13,937 

0 

5,491 

22,1711 

111,207 

15,252 

1,7511 

0 
0 

0 

0 

6,972 

9,820 

1,459 



----:-------------------------------:------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------- (") 
-----Rev teed------ -----Hou••------ -----Sen 1 t e------ ---Con r • renee--- ---Conference-- 0 

1'-1 n 1!188 (It tm.te fY 1981 llequeet Author tzet ton Authortutton Houee +1- Sen eta Change to Request Authorhet lon z 
LIN( ITEM Ousnt tty knount Quant tty knount Quant tty knount Quent tty knount Quant lty ,._unt Quant lty llmount Quant lty ,._unt 

C'l ----------------------------------------------- -------- -------- -------- ------- ------ -------- -------- --------
~ 231 MOBILITY EQUIPMENT 41,405 38,565 31,565 38,165 0 38,565 
~ 

231 W4RTIME HOST NA T1 ON SUPPORT 7 ,t50 4,522 4,5U 4,522 0 4,522 ell 
240 SPARES AND REPAIII PARTS 1,101 1,131 1,131 1,131 0 1,131 ell 

~ 
241 ITEMS LESS TH4N 12,000,000 17,731 18,660 18,660 18,660 0 11,160 0 
242 INTHliG£NC( PRODUCTION ACTIVITY 112,137 12,363 111,363 12,363 (4,000) 0 12,363 z 243 SCIENT If I CIT ECHNI CAL INTHL IG£NC( 0 0 0 0 0 

244 TECH · SURV COUNTERMEASURES (Q 2,068 154 154 154 0 154 > 
245 DEFENSE DISSEMINATION SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 

241 Af TECHNICAL AI'PLICATION CENUII 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
241 PHOTO PROC/INURPRET SYS 198 257 257 267 0 257 ~ 

2411 SELECTED ACTIVIT US 4,441, 744 4,136. 700 4,121,900 4,601, 700 23,200 ( 10, 200) 4,121,500 (") 

241 SPECIAL UPDATE I'ROCRAM 120,133 131,168 131,118 1ll,168 0 131,118 0 
250 SPECIAL AI'I'LICATION PROGRAM 231 4,327 4,327 4,327 0 4,327 ~ 
251 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS 2,173 4,531 4,531 4,531 0 4,131 0 
2U MISC EQUIPMENT 10,750 16,664 11,164 11,664 0 11,664 I 
253 NISC EQUIPMENT -SOF 1,354 2,491 2,491 2,491 0 2,491 :I: 
254 MODIFICATIONS 1,220 1,040 1,040 1,040 0 1,040 0 

2541 CLASS If lED PROGRAM (1,700) 0 (1,700) 0 0 c --------- --------- --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ell 
TOTAL OTHER PROCUREMENT 1,011,527 1,3!13,500 1,064,424 8,311,023 (253,191) (111,711) 1,111, 712 ~ 
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Early warning air defense radars 

The amended budget request included 
$203.173 million for the North Warning 
Radar system, which will replace the Dis
tant Early Warning system and comple
ment the Over-the-Horizon Backscatter 
radar <OTH-B> in Canada's northern 
reaches. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $10 million. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The House recedes. 
The amended budget request included 

$161.038 million for the OTH-B radar. 
The House bill would deny the request 

without prejudice, citing concerns about the 
lack of information on recent tests, software 
problems, configuration instability across 
the various sector, and the site-specific envi
ronmental review process. The House bill 
would also defer the request for $11.7 mil-

lion in spares and $17.5 million for military 
construction for the Alaska site. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amounts. 

The conferees acknowledge the concerns 
expressed in the House bill, but believe that 
recent information on test results is encour
aging and that the software upgrades 
appear achievable. Accordingly, the confer
ees approve the request for spares and mili
tary construction, and agree to an authori
zation of $145 million for OTH-B procure
ment, a reduction of $16.038 million levied 
for budgetary reasons. 
Weapon Storage and Security system 

The amended budget request included 
$36.847 million for the Weapon Storage and 
Security System <WSSS>. 

The House bill would authorize $18 mil
lion of the requested amount. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $32.847 million for WSSS, noting the im
portance of the system in the post-INF 
period, and the progress that has been made 
in the past year in securing accelerated ap
proval of NATO financing. Further discus
sion of this program is contained in the clas
sified annex of the statement of managers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$1,216.1 million for procurement, Defense 
Agencies. The House bill would authorize 
$1,150.5 million. The Senate amendnient 
would authorize $1,207.9 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of $1,205.1 
million, as delineated in the following table. 
Unless noted explicitly in the statement of 
managers, all changes are made without 
prejudice. 



----------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------·---·---·------·- ---------------·---- ------------------
-----Rev teed------ -----Houae------ -----Senate------ ---conference--- ---Conference---

,_, FY 1988 htlmate FY 1981 Requ .. t Author Iutton Authorlut ton Hou .. +1- Son a to Chango to Requ01t Author tut ton 

liNI ITEM Quant tty knount Quant tty knount Quant tty lrnount Quant tty knount Quant tty lrnount Quant tty Mlaunt Quant tty Mlaunt 

------------------------------------------------ -------- ------- -------- ------- ------- --------
riiOCUIUMlNT, DHENS( AGENCIES n 

1 MOTOII VEHICLES 0 320 0 0 0 0 0 
2 MAJOII EOUif'MENT, DSDMIS 0 106,600 II, 781 16,781 ... 711 0 tl, 711 z , MMOTELY rllOHD VEHICLES 0 45,4DO 65,600 0 11,&00 (15,600) (11,000) 50,100 

~ 
4 CLASSifiED EOUif'MlNT [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [11,300] [10,00C] [ ] 

~ 
I VEHICLES D 241 742 742 !42 0 742 

t!1 
OTH£11 CAP.ITAL EOUif'MENT D 4,011 2,6aa 2,111 2,611 0 2,ua Vl 

7 ~CS AOr SYSTEioiS 0 7,151 12,393 12,393 12,393 0 12,393 Vl 
~ 

I ITEMS l(SS THAN U MILLION 0 26,293 29,142 29,142 21,142 0 Zt ,142 0 
I INTHLIGEHCl ANO CCM«JHICATIOHS [ ] ( ] [ ] [ ] (110] 0 [ ] z 

10 MATEIUALS HANDLING EOUif'MENT 1,517 I, 7SI I, 751 1,751 0 1,751 > 
11 V£HICLES 1,060 1,S20 1,S20 1,520 0 1,120 

~ 
IZ MECHANIZED MAHIIIALS HANDLING SYS 14,3S1 23,171 23,171 23,171 D 23,171 

13 ADr (QUI f'M£NT 30,000 52,720 4D,720 12,720 (12,000) (1,000) 41,720 ~ 
14 HUCCJ.M.INICATIOHS EQUif'MENT 12,112 7,570 7 ,S70 7,670 7,570 tr1 

u OTHER MAJOR (QUif'MENT I,S14 1,10S 1,10S 1,105 1,1DS n 
" IJ(IoiS LESS THAN 12 MILLION 2,399 4,SOO 4,500 4,500 4,500 0 
17 ADr lOUif'MEHT 0 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 ~ 

II VEHICLES 368 114 114 114 114 0 
II OTHER CAP' IT AL EOU I I'M£ NT 11,310 70,594 70,S94 70,594 70,S94 I 
20 VEHICLES 3,111 0 0 D :I: 
21 OTHER CAP'IJAL EOUif'MENT 0 2,421 2,425 2,421 2,421 0 
22 IT EMS L( SS THAN S2 lo41LLION 134 ass 155 155 155 c 
2J ITEMS USS THAN S2 MILLION 1,072 3,517 3,517 3,517 3,517 Vl 
24 ITEioiS LESS THAN S2 MILLION, ORSP' 0 317,181 260,141 260,841 260,841 2&0,841 t!1 
2S AI RIIORN( RECOHNAI SSANC( SUPPORT PROGRAM D 4S,IOO 25,000 2S,OOC! 25,000 2S ,000 

26 ITEMS LESS THAN 12 MILLION 0 1,421 tse 9SI tsa 1sa 

991 CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 0 644,151 139,681 551,681 131,SOI 20,110 10,000 541,681 

--------- --------- --------- --------- ---------
TOTAL PROCUREMENT DEFENSE AGENCIES 1,301,163 1,216,100 1,150,500 1,207,120 (57 ,420) ( 11,000) 1,20S,100 
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Remotely piloted vehicle 

The amended budget request contained 
$65.6 million for procurement of Remotely 
Piloted Vehicles <RPV>. 

The House bill would deny the amount re
quested for this program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees received a draft Depart
ment of Defense Master Plan for Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicles <UAV> during the confer
ence that is supposed to address the man
agement of and expenditures for RPVs in 
fiscal year 1989. The conferees believe that 
a viable near-term and far-term RPV pro
gram could evolve from the Master Plan. 

The conferees agreed that resources re
quired to pursue research, development, 
test, and evaluation initiatives are under
funded. Accordingly, a reduction of $15 mil
lion in the procurement account is recom
mended to offset the funding shortfall in 
the RDT&E account. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $50.6 million in the procurement account 
for RPVs, which would respond to unified 
and specifiet;l commanders' near-term re
quirements and corps operations. Remain
ing funds may be applied to support of pre
viously procured PIONEER RPV systems. 
The conferees do not support the procure
ment of additional PIONEER systems in 

the future and direct the number of systems 
to remain at nine. 

A complete discussion of RPVs is con
tained in title II, RDT&E, of this statement 
of managers. 

PROCUREMENT, NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE 
EQUIPMENT 

OVERVIEW 

The House bill would authorize $816.1 mil
lion for procurement, National Guard and 
Reserve equipment. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $443 million. The conferees 
recommend authorization of $843.5 million, 
as delineated in the following table. 
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C-26 aircraft reprogramming 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) ap
proved the Department of Defense repro
gramming FY88-1PA that would allow for 
procurement of four additional C-26 air
craft as a result of the recent competitive 
program conducted by the Air National 
Guard. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326> con
tained no similar language. 

The conferees note that the reprogram
mings in question are FY88-2PA and FY88-
4PA. The conferees note that reprogram
ming FY88-4PA proposes to procure three·. 
additional aircraft at a unit cost of $4.3 mil
lion, although the approved program called 
for procuring six aircraft at a unit cost of 
$2.9 million. The coriferees do not under
stand why the unit cost would increase 
when the procurement rate increases. 

The conferees recommend approval of re
programmings FY88-2PA and FY88-4PA, 
provided that the three additional aircraft 
in reprogramming FY88-4PA may not be 

procured at a unit cost greater than the unit 
cost provided for in the program base re
flecting congressional action. 

CHEMICAL DETERRENT PROGRAM 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request contained 
approximately $1 billion for chemical war
fare and chemical biological defense pro
grams. Of this amount, $636 million was re
quested for chemical defense efforts, $174.5 
million was requested for chemical demili
tarization, and $186.3 was requested for 
chemical weapons modernization. 
Chemical weapons modernization 

The amended budget request contained 
$186.3 million for the binary chemical weap
ons program. The conferees agrees to au
thorize a total of $77.4 million for the 
binary chemical weapons program: $60.9 
million in procurement for the Bigeye 
chemical bomb and the 155 GB-2 million ar
tillery round; and $16.5 million in research 

Revised 

and development and construction for the 
Multiple Launch Rocket System <MLRS>. 

The following table summarizes the con
ferees' recommendation with respect to the 
binary munitions program: 

BINARY MUNITIONS PROGRAM 
[FISCal year 1989, in millions of dollars] 

Item 
House Senate confer-

Request bill a=- ence 

155 GB-2 artillefy round ......................... 66.0 1.2 66.0 45.9 

BigeyeN~~=i::::: :::::::::: ::::: ::: ::::: 99.4 0 99.4 15.0 
9.9 0 9.9 f5.0l Af procurement ............................... 89.5 0 89.5 ( 0.0 

MLRS 5~aci!!~~~::::>: :: :::::: :::: :: 
20.9 0 20.9 16.5 
16.4 0 16.4 (12.0l 
4.5 0 4.5 (4.5 

Total ............................................ 186.3 1.2 186.3 77.40 

1 The facility construction request is addressed in Division 8, Military 
Construction Authorizations of this statement of managers. 

P-1 
LINE ITEM 

FY 1988 Estimate FY 1989 Request 
Quantity Amount Quantity Amount 

House 
Authorization 

Quantity Amount 

Senate 
Authorization 

Quantity Amount 
House+ 1 - Senate 

Quantity Amount 

Conference 
Change to Request 

Quantity Amount 

Conference 
Authorization 

Quantity Amount 

CHEM AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION. DEFENSE 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 4,900 
PROCUREMENT 96,600 
CHEM DEMILITARIZATION-O&M 97,000 

TOTAL CHEMICAL DESTRUCTION 198,500 

Bigeye chemical bomb (sec. 116) 
The Senate amendment would authorize 

the $99.4 million requested in fiscal year 
1989 for the Bigeye chemical bomb, but 
would condition release of the funds on a 
certification by the Comptroller General 
that the Bigeye had met certain standards 
in the operational and developmental tests 
to be conducted in 1990. 

The House bill would provide no authori
zation for fiscal year 1989. The bill would 
further stipulate that funds made available 
for Bigeye for fiscal years before fiscal year 
1990 may not be spent except as required to 
procure 100 Bigeye bombs to be used to con
duct the operational and developmental 
tests scheduled to take place in 1990. 

The conferees agree that the Department 
of Defense may use prior-year funds made 
available for Bigeye for the procurement of 
production-configured Bigeye bombs to be 
used only for the purpose of conducting the 
follow-on operational and developmental 
testing scheduled for 1990. The procure
ment of Bigeye bombs for any other pur
pose is prohibited. The conferees agree that 
any prior-year funds not used to procure 
Bigeye bombs for the test program may be 
used to maintain program continuity, but 
none of the prior-year funds may be used 
for low-rate initial production. 

The conferees agree to prohibit low rate 
initial production and the procurement of 
any additional Bigeye bombs until the Di
rector of Operational Test and Evaluation 
of the Department of Defense and the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
have submitted reports to Congress that 
certify that criteria set forth in section 116 
for the follow-on tests have been met. The 
conferees would invite the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, in conjunction with the fiscal year 
1990 budget submission, to reaffirm the 
military requirement for the Bigeye bomb. 

The conferees recognize the importance of 
maintaining program continuity through 

700 17,900 17,900 
74,000 44,300 44,300 
88.200 117,300 112,300 

162,900 179,500 174,500 

the period when the follow-on tests are 
being conducted and evaluated. The confer
ees have provided $15 million for this pur
pose in fiscal year 1989. Of this sum, $10 
million is provided to the Air Force and $5 
million to the Navy. These funds are to be 
used only for the purpose of maintaining 
program continuity, maintaining the sub
contractor base and procuring long-lead 
items such as piece parts and components. 
The use of these funds for low-rate initial 
production of final assembly of Bigeye 
bombs is expressly prohibited. For the pur
pose of section 116, final assembly is defined 
as filling the bomb body with the liquid 
binary reactant QL. 

155mm GB-2 binary chemical artillery 
round 

The amended budget request contained 
$66 million for the 155mm GB-2 artillery 
round. 

The House bill would authorize $1.2 mil
lion for the Army to procure only long-lead 
items for the artillery round. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $45.9 million for production of the 
155mm GB-2 binary chemical artillery 
round. This level of authorization ensures 
that production will not be interrupted be
tween the fiscal year 1989 program and the 
fiscal year 1990 program. This reduction 
from the budget request reflects a realign
ment of the program schedule. 

Multiple launch rocket system binary chemi
cal weapon 

The amended budget request contained 
$16.4 million for equipment for the Multiple 
Launch Rocket System <MLRS> binary 
chemical weapon injector fill/close facility 
at Pine Bluff Arsenal. A related $4.5 million 
military construction project was also in the 
budget request. 

0 17,200 17,900 
0 (29,700) 44,300 

5.000 29,100 117,300 

5,000 16,600 179,500 

The House bill would not authorize the 
program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $12 million in research, development and 
test funding for a pilot MLRS binary injec
tor fill/close facility and $4.5 million for re
lated construction. 

Chemical demilitarization 
The amended budget request contained 

$162.9 million <including $74 million in pro
curement, $88.2 million in operation and 
maintenance, and $0.7 million in research, 
development, test and evaluation> to sup
port the chemical demilitarization program. 
The Department of Defense subsequently 
revised the request to require $174.5 million 
to implement the program described in the 
Chemical Stockpile Disposal Plan that was 
delivered to the Congress on March 15, 
1988. 

The House bill would authorize $179.5 mil
lion for this program. The House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563) specified that the additional 
$5 million would support an independent 
safety review by the National Academy of 
Sciences, as well as support the implementa
tion of any safety items resulting from this 
review. The House bill contained a provision 
<sec. 931> that would prevent equipment 
prove out and systems test <referred to as 
"systemization" by the Department of De
fense> at any continental United States 
chemical demilitarization facility until the 
operational verification of destruction tech
nology at Johnston Atoll was successfully 
completed. This section would also require 
the Secretary of Defense to submit a report 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives upon 
successful completion of the Johnston Atoll 
operational equipment prove out. Section 
931 would also require the Secretary to 
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report if the Secretary determines that 
there will be a delay in meeting the Decem
ber 31, 1990 completion of the Johnston 
Atoll operational verification, or if the Sec
retary determines that there will be a delay 
in meeting the April 30, 1997 stockpile elimi
nation deadline. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$174.5 million. The Senate amendment con
tained a provision (sec. 122) that would re
quire the Secretary to submit a report only 
if the Secretary determined that there will 
be a delay in the April 30, 1997 stockpile 
elimination deadline. · 

Both the House bill <sec. 931> and the 
Senate amendment <sec. 122> contained pro
visions that would amend the stockpile 
elimination deadline of section 1412 of the 
fiscal year 1986 Department of Defense Au
thorization Act (Public Law 99-145> from 
September 30, 1994 to April 30, 1997. This 
amended deadline was requested by the De
partment of Defense. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend authorization of 
$179.5 million, which includes an additional 
$5 million of safety. The conferees agree in 
section 118 to extend the stockpile elimina
tion deadline to April 30, 1997. The confer
ees also agree to clarify that equipment 
prove-out and tests could be conducted at 
the Chemical Agent Munition Disposal 
System (including the cryofracture pilot fa
cility) in Tooele, Utah before operational 
verification of the destruction technology at 
Johnston Atoll. Section 118 requires reports 
from the Secretary of Defense when the 
equipment and facility at Johnston Atoll 
are proven out, and if the Secretary deter
mines that there will be a delay in meeting 
the December 30, 1990 completion of oper
ational verification at Johnston Atoll. Sec
tion 118 also requires a report from the Sec
retary of Defense if he determines that 
there will be a delay in meeting the April 30, 
1997 stockpile elimination deadline. 
Chemical weapons convention compliance 

monitoring program (sec. 208) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 237) that would direct that $6.8 
million be made available to conduct a pro
gram to develop and demonstrate compli
ance monitoring capabilities in support of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Chem
ical Weapons proposed by the United States 
at the Conference on Disarmament. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Authorization for multiyear contracts (sec. 
107) 

The amended budget request contained 
authority to enter into multiyear contracts 
for the procurement of the following seven 
systems in fiscal year 1989: 

CH-47 helicopter modification 
Multiple launch rocket system 
A V -8B aircraft 
UHF follow-on satellite system 
Defense meteorological satellite system 
F-16 C/D aircraft 
H-60 series competitive engine 
The House bill would authorize the De

partment of Defense to enter into multiyear 
contracts for all programs except for the 
AV-8B aircraft and the UHF follow-on sat
ellite system. In addition, the House bill 
would authorize the Department to enter 
into multiyear contracts for the AH-64 heli
copter and the M1 tank. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
multiyear contracts for all of the programs 
requested, except for the UHF follow-on 
satellite system. In addition, the Senate 
amendment would authorize multiyear con
tracts for the AH-64 helicopter and the M1 
tank. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend that the De

partment be authorized to enter into mul
tiyear contracts for the following programs: 

CH-47 helicopter modification 
Multiple launch rocket system 
A V -8B aircraft 
UHF follow-on satellite system 
Defense meteorological satellite system 
F-16 C/D aircraft 
T-700 series helicopter engine 
AH-64 helicopters 
M1 series tanks 
Despite the fact that both the House bill 

and the Senate amendment did not include 
authorization of the UHF follow-on satellite 
system, the conferees received information 
subsequent to action in the Senate which 
supports authorization of the multiyear pro
curement request. The conferees are per
suaded that the Navy has structured an in
novative acquisition strategy that could 
serve as a model for use by other Depart
ments. The conferees reserve judgment, 
however, on certain aspects of the procure
ment strategy-notably, acceptance of satel
lites on orbit. The conferees consider this 
novel acquisition strategy an experiment 
that, if successful, could serve as a model for 
other satellite procurement. The conferees 
urge other Military Departments to monitor 
the success of this approach. 

The conferees endorse the direction out
lined in the House Report <H. Rept. 100-
563) concerning the feasibility of adding 
EHF telemetry and communications to the 
UHF follow-on satellite program, but cau
tion that any such initiative should not dis
rupt the award or execution of the mul
tiyear contract. The conferees also endorse 
the concerns expressed in the Senate report 
<S. Rept. 100-326) that modifications to pro
duction satellites must be considered care
fully only as part of a formal block change 
process, and not on an ad hoc satellite-to
satellite basis. 

The House bill would direct that mul
tiyear contracts contain negotiated priced 
options for varying quantities to be pro
cured over the period of the contract. The 
purpose of the provision would be to provide 
flexibility in the execution of multiyear con
tracts in the presence of budget limitations 
in future years. The conferees believe, how
ever, that one of the key advantages of mul
tiyear contracts is the stability that they in
troduce for contractors and for the Depart
ment. The conferees strongly support mul
tiyear contracts and do not wish to weaken 
their utility to improve acquisition proce
dures. Consequently, the conferees recom
mended a provision that would permit the 
Secretary to instruct the Departments to in
corporate negotiated priced options if he 
judges that such a course would enhance 
the multiyear procurement process. 

The conferees direct that before the De
partment enter into multiyear contracts for 
the AH-64 helicopter and the M1 series 
tank, the Secretary of Defense submit to 
the Congress the total force acquisition plan 
for Army aviation and anti-armor systems, 
and that the Secretary certify that he ap
proves those acquisition plans. 

The conferees note that the multiyear 
contracts for the AH-64 helicopter and the 
M1 tank apply to fiscal year 1990. The De-

partment may include procurement author
ized for fiscal year 1989 as an option in the 
multiyear contracts, however. 
Air defense anti-tank system (sec. 111(aJJ 

The amended budget request contained 
$85 million for procurement of the Army's 
air defense anti-tank system <ADATS) for
ward area air defense system (FAADS), and 
$23.8 million for advance procurement for 
fiscal year 1990. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amounts, but included a provision 
(sec. 111) that would prohibit the obligation 
of fiscal year 1988 and 1989 funds appropri
ated pursuant to authorization until certain 
conditions are met. The House bill would 
also prohibit obligation of any procurement 
funds after fiscal year 1989 until operation
al testing demonstrates that the ADATS 
meets operational requirements. 

The Senate amendment would deny the 
authorization for procurement in fiscal year 
1989, but would authorize the requested 
funds for advance procurement in 1990. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees reiterate their concern that 

the FAADS program not repeat the acquisi
tion errors made on the DIV AD air defense 
system. The conferees reserve their support 
for the program until the results of realistic 
operational testing are made available to 
the Congress. The conferees also note the 
high cost of the ADATS system and encour
age the Army to explore alternatives for re
ducing procurement costs, should the 
system perform satisfactorily in the oper
ational tests. 
120mm mortars (sec. 111fbJJ 

The amended budget request contained no 
funds for procurement of 120mm mortars. 

The House bill would authorize $5 million 
to procure mortars and $35 million for 
120mm mortar ammunition. The House bill 
also included a provision <sec. 111(c)) that 
would restrict the obligation of funds appro- · 
priated pursuant to authorization until the 
Secretary of Defense submits a mortar 
master plan, certifies that the five-year plan 
contains suficient funds to implement the 
master plan, and completes an "Arsenal Act 
analysis" cost-effectiveness analysis. 

The Senate amendment would provide no 
authorization for 120mm mortars. The 
Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) directed 
the Army to conduct an analysis of heavy 
mortar requirements. 

The Senate recedes. 
In light of the decision to proceed with 

the 120mm mortar, the Army is not re
quired to conduct the mortar study directed 
in the Senate report. 

155 millimeter ammunition (sec. 111fc)J 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 111) that would express the con
cern of Congress that the schedule for pro
pellant production and load, assemble and 
pack of 155 millimeter M864 ammunition 
base burn assembly may not make it eco
nomical to carry out production of this as
sembly from two sources concurrently. This 
provision would also prohibit the Secretary 
from selecting a second source for produc
tion of the base burn assembly for this 
round until the program enters full-rate 
production and the Secretary reports to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives on the 
acquisition plan of the Secretary for the es
tablishment of a second source for the pro
gram. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 
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The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agreed to a provision pro

viding that if the low rate initial production 
contractor of the 155 millimeter M864 base 
burn assembly is willing to self-facilitize the 
production line for this item at a govern
ment-owned contractor-operated facility, 
the Army shall establish it and maintain it 
at a minimum production rate of 8,000 units 
per month with fiscal years 1989 and 1990 
funds. This provision also requires the Sec
retary of the Army to estabish a second 
source competitively for the 155 millimeter 
M864 base burn assembly in fiscal year 1989. 
The conferees agreed that this provision 
will not delay any phase in the current pro
duction schedule of the M864 round. 

AH-1 W ground support equipment (sec. 
112(a)) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 11l<d)) that would direct that $55 
million be obligated only for procurement of 
ground support equipment for aircraft ap
propriated in prior year. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

Trident II missile (sec. 112fb)) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 111A(a)) that would authorize the 
requested level only for procurement of the 
Trident II missile. This provision would also 
prohibit reductions to Trident II missile 
procurement to achieve any undistributed 
reductions. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

DDG-51 competition (sec. 112fc)) 
Both the House bill (sec. 112(b)) and the 

. Senate amendment <sec. 111<A><b» included 
provisions that would affect the form of 
competition for construction of Arleigh 
Burke <DDG-51>-class guided missile de
stroyers. 

The House bill would repeal a provision in 
the fiscal year 1988 Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act <Public Law 100-202) 
that requires full and open competition for 
ships authorized in fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would require full 
and open competition unless the Secretary 
of the Navy certifies that the DDG-51 pro
gram would cost less if competition were 
limited to the two current shipyard contrac
tors or that certain national seucrity needs 
took precedence. 

The conferees agree that the Secretary of 
the Navy may limit competition to the two 
shipyard contractors currently building 
DDG-51 class ships if the Secretary certifies 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives that 
such limitation would likely result in lower 
total cost for the fiscal year 1989 DDG-51 
shipbuilding program, or is necessary to 
meet the cost, schedule, or performance re
quirements of the Navy or such other re
quirements of the Navy as may be deter
mined by the Secretary. 

Use of prior year funds for DDG-51 destroy
er program (sec. 112(d)) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. lll(f)) that would authorize the 
use of prior-year funds for the construction 
of one DDG-51 class guided missile destroy
er. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend that up to $730 

million in amounts appropriated for fiscal 
year 1988 and prior years and remaining 
available for obligation be authorized to be 
transferred to the Navy shipbuilding and 
conversion program for fiscal year 1988, to 
the extent provided in appropriations acts 
and without extension of obligational au
thority, for the procurement of one DDG-
51 class guided missile destroyer. This pro
curement authorization is separate from the 
procurements authorized for DDG-51 class 
destroyers in fiscal year 1989. 

5-inch semi-active laser guided projectile 
(sec. 112ff)) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
102(d)(2)) that would direct completion of 
production qualification by three sources 
for 5-inch semi-active laser guided projec
tiles. 

The Senate amendment contained an 
identical provision <sec. 111<A><c». 

The conferees direct the Secretary of the 
Navy to identify the sources of funds to be 
used for the production qualification effort, 
making maximum use of funds remaining 
available for obligation for the five-inch 
laser guided projectile program. Should ad
ditional funds be necessary beyond those 
available, the Secretary shall identify the 
sources of such funds by means of a repro
gramming. The conferees affirm the lan
guage concerning sources of funds for this 
program contained in the House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563). 

C-130 refurbishment (sec. 113fa)) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

113) that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Air Force to use eight C-130 aircraft 
currently in long-term storage at Air Force 
plant #6, Marietta, Georgia, and direct that 
$35 million of aircraft modification funds 
shall be available only to refurbish such air
craft for operational use. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend an increase of 
$17.5 million in Air Force aircraft modifica
tion funds to modify C-130 aircraft in order 
to refurbish and place in operational use 
the eight C-130 aircraft currently in long
term storage at Air Force plant # 6. 

SLC-7launchfacility (sec. 113fb)) 
The Senate amendment <sec. 112) would 

prohibit the obligation or expenditure of 
funds for the launch facility at Vandenberg 
Air Force Base <the SLC-7 launch facility) 
intended to launch the Titan IV expendable 
launch vehicle. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees agree 
to endorse the section in the Senate report 
<S. Rept. 100-326) relating to this facility 
<included in the discussion of the Space 
Launch Recovery program). 

Infantry anti-tank weapon (sec. 114) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

115) that would require the Secretary of the 
Army to select an interim infantry anti-tank 
weapon from among the Milan II, Bofors 
BILL and Dragon Generation III weapons, 
and the Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation to report on the performance of 
these weapons in operational tests. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 211) that would repeal certain 
statutory provisions related to these weap
ons, and that would specify that no funds 
appropriated pursuant to authorization may 
be used for further research and develop-

ment or procurement of either the Milan II 
or Bofors BILL weapons. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees direct the Secretary of the 

Army to select an interim infantry anti-tank 
weapon from among the Milan II, Bofors 
BILL, Dragon Generation II and Genera
tion III weapon systems. The conferees note 
that the selection is to identify for each 
weapon its tank-killing capability, gunner 
survivability, portability by field troops, 
countermeasures vulnerability, system reli
ability and safety. 

The conferees direct that before any 
funds be used to procure an interim infan
try anti-tank weapon, the Secretary shall 
conduct a Cost and Effectiveness Analysis 
<COEA>. Such a COEA must be based on 
standards for effectiveness for an interim 
anti-tank weapon system, especially in light 
of the fact that the system must be capable 
of defeating modern Soviet tanks equipped 
with reactive armor. The COEA must em
phasize tank-killing capability, gunner sur
vivability, portability by field troops, coun
termeasures vulnerability, system reliability 
and safety, as well as cost. 
Source selection authority for palletized 

loading system (sec. 115) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

117> that would amend section 259(b) of the 
fiscal year 1988/1989 Defense Authorization 
Act <Public Law 100-180), which required 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion to serve as source selection authority 
for the Army palletized loading system. The 
House provision would name the Acquisition 
Executive for the Department of the Navy 
as the source selection authority. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Management of certain defense procurement 

programs (sec. 117) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

119) that would direct the Department of 
Defense not to extend the duration of de
fense acquisition programs unless the Secre
tary of Defense submits a report justifying 
the extension. Further, the House provision 
would require a report on cost increases 
caused by the extension and require the 
Secretary to identify a specified number of 
major acquisition programs to be produced 
at maximum efficient production rates. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend that the Secre

tary of Defense be required to submit a 
"stretchout impact statement" if certain 
conditions are met. The impact statement 
would delineate the costs associated with 
stretchouts of production rates. Further, 
the provision requires the Secretary to iden
tify all major acquisition programs being 
produced at 80 percent or less of the pro
grammed acquisition rate at the time the 
major acquisition program was initiated. Fi
nally, the conferees direct the Secretary to 
identify not less than 10 programs that 
could be produced at maximum efficient 
production rates and the costs associated 
with such action. 
Report on Navy aircraft (sec. 119) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 121> that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to submit a detailed report 
on current and projected requirements of 
the Navy for aircraft. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
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MLRS system tor the Army National Guard 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

11l<d)) that would support the deployment 
of three batteries per year of Multiple 
Launch Rocket System <MLRS> to units of 
the Army National Guard. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees note their strong support 

for the introduction of MLRS batteries into 
Army National Guard units. 
Air Force common electronic countermeas

ure equipment 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

116) that would require a competition be
tween the ALQ-131 and ALQ-184 Electronic 
Countermeasure <ECM> pod programs; re
quire approval of the Secretary of Defense 
prior to upgrading certain Navy or Air Force 
ECM systems; and require a report on the 
protection of EF-111 aircraft. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326> en
couraged the Air Force to conduct a year-to
year competition between the ALQ-131 and 
the ALQ-184 ECM pod programs. 

The conferees agree that an immediate 
competition between the ALQ-184 and 
ALQ-131, or a year-to-year competition of 
these systems, is a reasonable acquisition 
strategy, and agree that the requirement to 
field one or both systems is essential and 
must be accomplished by the Department of 
Defense. The conferees have learned that 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion is currently studying the acquisition 
strategy proposed for the ALQ-131 and 
ALQ-184 ECM pod systems. 

In light of this action, the conferees agree 
at this time to defer, without prejudice, the 
House provision. In taking this action, the 
conferees expect the Under Secretary of De
fense to initiate not later than January 15, 
1989, a competitive acquisition strategy. The 

conferees direct that any future upgrades to 
the ALQ-94, ALQ-137, ALQ-126A, ALQ-
126B, or ALQ-162 ECM systems must be ap
proved by the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition, and direct the Secretary of 
Air Force to submit a report to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, by January 15, 
1989, describing the Air Force plans for 
future electronic protection of EF-111 air
craft. 
General increase tor Navy and Marine 

Corps ammunition 
The House bill included a provision <sec. 

1201) that would provide additional authori
zation for procurement of ammunition for 
the Navy and Marine Corps. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Guard and Reserve training devices 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
1203) that would provide $25.0 million for 
procurement of training devices for the 
Army National Guard. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees provid
ed $50.0 million to the Army National 
Guard to procure what ever equipment the 
Guard judges to be of highest priority. The 
conferees note that the Guard may procure 
training devices if that is judged to be of 
sufficient priority. The conferees also note 
that the Guard may procure FISTV vehicles 
if those vehicles are judged by the Guard to 
be of sufficient priority. 
Global positioning system 

The amended budget request contained 
$75.644 million for procurement of the 
Global Positioning System <GPS> satellite 
program. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $14.427 million. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi-

sion <sec. 929<a» that would authorize the 
request. 

The conferees agreed to an authorization 
of $75.6'*4 million, the requested amount, 
but did not agree to the Senate legislative 
provision. 

The amended budget request contained 
$53.232 million for RDT&E for the Global 
Positioning System. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested level. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 929<b» that would limit expendi
tures for Global Positioning System 
RDT&E to $48.232 million. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $48.232 million but see no need for the 
Senate legislative provision. 
TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST, AND EVALUATION <RDT&E> 
OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$38,157.1 million for research, development, 
test, and evaluation in the Department of 
Defense. The House bill would authorize 
$37,372.9 million. The Senate amendment 
would authorize $37,995.3 million. The con
ferees recommend authorization of 
$37,970.2 million. Unless noted explicitly in 
the statement of managers, all changes are 
made without prejudice. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, .Aiu4Y 
OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$5,030.7 million for Army research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation. The House bill 
would authorize $5,224.9 million. The 
Senate amendment would authorize $5,008.4 
million. The conferees recommend authori
zation of $5,198.4 million, as delineated in 
the following table. Unless noted explicitly 
in the statement of managers, all changes 
are made without prejudice. 
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RESEARCH DEVELOMNT TEST & EVAL AFMf 

1 0601101A IN-mUSE LABORATORY INlEPENlENT RESEARCH 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0601102A DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES 168,936 173,505 173,505 173,505 0 173,505 
3 0601103A UNIVERSITY RESEARCH SCIENCES 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0602105A ~TERIALS TECHNOLOGY 11,589 12,963 12,963 12,963 0 12,963 
5 0602120A ELECTRONIC SURVIVABILITY ANl FUZING TECH 43,163 40,895 40,895 40,895 0 40,895 
6 0602122A SURVIVABILITY ENHANCEMENT f i 25~74~ 25~74~ 25~74~ 

0 f ) 7 0602211A AVIATION TECHNOLOGY 0 
8 0602303A MISSILE TECHNOLOGY 28,951 0 25,741 
9 0602307A LASER WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY 10,000 6,368 6,500 12,868 8,366 8,500 5,000 11,366 n 

10 0602601A COMBAT VEHICLE AND AUTOMOTIVE TECHNOLOGY 22,610 22,293 22,293 22,293 0 22,293 0 
11 0602618A BALLISTICS TECHNOLOGY 22,775 27,321 7,000 34,321 27,321 7,000 0 27,321 z 
12 0602622A CHEMICAL, SM>KE AND EQUIMNT DEFEATING 45,079 41,501 1,000 42,501 41,501 1,000 0 41,501 ~ 
13 0602623A JOINT SERVICE SMALL ARMS PROG~ 12,857 14,136 1,000 15,138 14,138 1,000 0 14,136 

~ 
14 0602624A WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS TECHNOLOGY 21,931 31,213 31,213 31,213 0 31,213 tr.l 
15 0602705A ELECTRONICS AND ELECTRONIC DEVICES 21,717 21,761 21,781 21,761 0 21,761 rJ) 

16 0602709A NIGHT VISION TECHNOLOGY 22,·394 22,825 2,500 25,325 22,825 2,500 2,500 25,325 rJ) 
~ 

17 0602715A ElECTRONIC WARFARE TECHNOLOGY 14~56A ·. [ } 15~00} 15~oo} 0 [ 1 0 
18 0602716A ~ FACTORS ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 15,00 0 15,003 z 
19 0602720A ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TECHNOLOGY 9,915 9,542 9,542 9,542 0 9,542 > 20 0602727A NON-SYSTEM TRAINING DEVICE TECHNOLOGY 4,011 3,429 3,429 3,429 0 3,429 t-'4 
21 0602770A MILITARY DISEASE HAZARDS TECHNOLOGY 48,137 48,282 48,282 48,282 0 48,282 

~ 22 0602782A C(M.WI), CONTROL, co.MMICATIONS TECH 9,764 12,578 12,578 12,578 0 12,578 
23 0602783A COMPUTER AND SOF~RE TECHNOLOGY 8,221 6,454 6,454 8,454 0 6,454 tr.l 

24 0602784A MILITARY ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 38,905 46,975 48,975 46,975 0 46,975 n 
25 0602785A ~POWER/PERSONNEL/TRAINING TECHNOLOGY 15,478 17,865 17,865 17,865 0 17,865 0 
26 0602786A LOGISTICS TECHNOLOGY 34,513 42,064 42,064 42,064 0 42,064 ~ 

27 0602787A MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY 54,701 57,777 57,777 57,777 0 57,777 tj 

995 TECHNOLOGY BASE CLASSIFIED 51,653 51,478 51,476 51,476 0 51,476 I 
:I: 

28 0603001A LOGISTICS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 10,000 9,959 9,959 9,959 0 9,959 0 
29 0603002A MEDICAL ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 33,656 34,496 34,496 34,496 0 34,498 c:: 
30 0603003A AVIATION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 39,000 35,310 35,310 35,310 0 35,310 rJ) 

31 0603004A WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS ADVANCED TECH 24,914 39,440 39,440 39,440 0 39,440 tr.l 
32 0603005A COMBAT VEHICLE AND AUTOMOTIVE ADV TECH 39,612 46,251 46,251 46,251 0 46,251 
33 0603006A ~.CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS ADV TECH 7,485 7,725 7,725 7,725 0 7,725 
34 0603007A ~ FACTORS/PERSONNEL/TRAINING ADV TEC 28,486 30,544 30,544 30,544 0 30,544 
35 0603008A ELECTRONIC WARFARE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 8~18~ 8~93~ [ 1 [ 1 0 [ 1 
36 0603102A ~TERIALS AND STRUCTURES ADVANCED TECH 6,936 6,936 0 6,936 
37 0603105A ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY SYNlROME (AID 11,500 8,823 8,823 8,823 0 8,823 
38 0603255A OPERATIONAL ENHANCEMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
39 0603270A EW TECHNOLOGY 39,468 13~58~ [11,0001 13~58~ [5,0001 13~58~ [6,0001 [8,0001 [ 1 
40 0603313A MISSILE AND ROCKET ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 18,000 0 20,000 33,587 
41 0603314A DIRECTED ENERGY 0 7,787 7,787 7,787 0 7,787 
42 0603321A TARGET ACQUISITION,COUNTER/OOUNTER-COUNT 10~93~ 1~9eA 4~9J [ 1 0 

.. ~seA 43 0603324A A~ DEVELOMNT AND SMPLO~NT AGENCY 3,000 1,988 3,000 3,000 
44 0603606A LANDMINE ~RFARE AND BARRIER ADVANCED TE 10,675 9,079 2,500 11,579 9,079 2,500 0 9,079 
45 0603607A JOINT SERVICE SMAll ARMS PROG~ 8,820 9,564 9,564 9,564 0 9,564 

~ 
~ 
CoO 
~ 
~ 
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~ 

Revised House ~ 

R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to ~ 

line PE Program Est tmate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request A[ ~thort zed 
--~-•s 0603710A NIGHT VISION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 23,653 23,669 2,500 28,169 23,669 2,500 0 23,669 

•1 0603733A ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL EQUIPMENT 3,050 0 0 0 0 0 
48 0603734A MILITARY ENGINEERING ADVANCED TECH 3,902 2,338 2,338 2,338 0 2,338 
49 0603742A ADVANCED ELECTRONIC DEVICES 6,089 5,228 5,228 5,228 0 5,228 
50 0603758A A~ BATTLEFIELD TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION 9,100 9,601 9,601 9,601 0 9,601 
51 0603759A CHeMICAL BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE AND SMOKE AD 3,564 3,.50 3,450 3,450 0 3,450 
52 0603772A ADVANCED TACTICAL C<M>UTER SCIENCE TECH 8,117 6,501 8,501 6,501 0 6,501 
53 1 U0011A ADV SPECIAL OPERATIONS RSCH, DEV AND ACQ 7,757 14,228 14,228 14,228 0 14,228 

BATTERY TECHNOLOGY 1,144 1,144 0 1,144 1,144 1, 1U 
COMMON INTEGRATED ELECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEM 2,000 2,000 0 2,000 1,000 1,000 

996 ADV TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFIED 0 47,853 11,000, 58,853 5,000 52,853 6,000 8,000 55,853 

s• 0102814A SPECIAL PROGRAMS l J l l l l 
- [-50,00()] l ~ 

[50,000] [-25,000] l l ~ 55 0102821A CLASSIFIED PROG~ 0 0 
56 0303152A WORLD-WIDE MILITARY ~ AND CONTROL 0 z 

CHEM ~NS CONVENTION CCMJLJANCE MJNJTOR 6,800 6,800 (6,800) 8,800 6,800 
~ 

MLRS BINARY WARHEAD 12,000 12,000 
~ 

997 STRATEGIC CLASSIFIED 118,462 80,108 80,108 (50,000) 30,108 50,000 (25,000) 55,108 trj 
{I} 

57 0603220A ADV ROTOCRAFT TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION LHX 0 0 0 0 0 0 {I} 
~ 

58 0603302A ANTITACTICAL MISSILE SYSTEM 22,076 31,514 31,514 31,514 0 31,514 0 
59 0603303A SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE ROCKET SYSTEM 24,000 36,191 36,191 36,191 0 36 t 191 z 
60 0603604A NUCLEAR MUNITIONS AND RAOIACS-ADV DEV 5,841 21~76) 81~76} 61~76) 0 51~76) > 61 0603612A ADVANCED ANTI-TAN< ~PON SYSTEM 33,566 40,000 40,000 0 30,000 r-c 
62 0603619A LANDMINE WARFARE AND BARRIER - ADV DEV 15,783 12,496 12,496 12,496 0 12,496 
63 0603627A SMOKE AND EQUIP DEFEATING SYS - ADV DEV 7,375 4,999 4,999 4,999 0 4,999 ~ 
-64 060369A ARMAMENT ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVE [ ~ 3~os} 3~os} 3~05) 0 [ ] trj 

65 0603642A EVOLUTIONARY SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILE - AD 0 3,053 ~ 

66 0603645A ARMORED FAMILY OF VEHICLES - ADV DEV 1,000 997 997 997 0 997 0 
67 0603705A PHYSICAL SECURITY 0 2,794 2,794 2,794 0 2,794 ~ 
68 0603706A IDENTIFICATION-FRIEND-OR-FOE - ADV DEV 10,000 14,811 14,811 14,811 0 14,811 0 
69 0603711A AIRCRAFT SURVIVABILITY EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
70 0603713A A~ DATA DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM ~8,000 19,950 19,950 19,950 0 19,950 :I: 
71 0603718A ELECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEMS - ADV DEV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
72 0603725A REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES AND DRONES - A 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 
73 0603730A TACTICAL SURVEILLANCE SYST~ADV DEV 34,166 [ ] [-24,900] [ ] [ ] [-24,900] (-5,900] [ ] {I} 

74 0603738A NOn-SYSTEM TRAINING DEVICES - ADV DEV 0 860 860 860 0 860 trj 

75 0603740A AIR DEFENSE C~, CONTROL AND INTELLI 4,337 0 0 0 0 0 
76 0603745A TACTICAL ELECTRONIC SUPPORT MEASURE SYS 5,735 3~43~ [ ] [ ] 0 [ 1 
77 0603747A SOLDIER SUPPORT AND SURVIVABILITY 3,864 3,430 3,430 0 3,430 
78 0603751A MEDICAL DEFENSE AGAINST CHEMICAL ~RFARE 27,100 17,440 17,440 17,440 0 17,440 
79 0603754A CLASSIFIED PROG~ (ADV) l ) 184~2,l 194~2,l 164~2,l 

0 ( ~ 80 0603755A TACT ELECTRONIC COUNTERMEASURES SYS-ADV 0 [ 
81 0603757A FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE (FAAD~ SYSTEM 157,000 30,000 30,000 164,212 
82 0603760A SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES EOUI - ADV DEV 0 0 0 0 0 0 
83 TACTICAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE SYST~ADV DEV 11,959 3~92) . 3~92} [ 1 0 [ ] 
84 0603774A NIGHT VISION SYSTEMS ADV DEVELOPMENT 3,355 3,923 0 3,923 
85 0603775A LIGHT ARMORED VEHICLE~SEL EVALUATION 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 
86 0603776A AIRBORNE ADVERSE ~THER ~PONS SYSTEM 80,000 87' 12() 87' 120 87,120 0 87,120 ~ 

0603XXXA M1 BLOCK 3 DEVELOPMENT 30,000 30,000 E.. 
87 0603777A FOLLOWLON LANCE - ADV DEV 0 14,962 14,962 14,962 0 (7,000) 7,962 ~ 
88 0603801A AVIATION - ADV DEV 3,039 4,349 •• 349 4,349 0 4,349 "'~ 
89 0603802A ~APONS AND MUNITIONS - ADV DEV 14,399 12,283 12,283 12,283 0 12,283 ........ 
90 0603803A CHEMICAL SYSTEMS - ADV DEV 15,325 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 

Oo 
Oo 
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91 0603804A LOGISTICS ANl ENGINEER EQUIP- NJV DEV 16,999 12,901 ~.ooo 18,901 12,901 ~.ooo 0 12,901 
'2 0603805A COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT COMPUTER SYS EVAL 1,195 1.~22 1.~22 1.~22 0 1.~22 

93 0603806A CHSMICAL/BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE EQUIP ADV DE 10,508 7,360 7,360 7,360 0 7,360 
94 0603807A t.£DICAL SYSTEMS - ADV DEV 21,863 18,879 18,879 18,879 0 18,879 
95 0604202A AIRCRAFT WEAPONS 9,697 ~.461 4,~61 ~.~61 0 4,461 
96 0604216A AIRCRAFT PROPULSION SYST~ 100,000 55,798 55,798 55,798 0 55,798 
97 0604223A LIGHT ARMED SCOUT HELICOPTER 30,000 124,687 124,687 124,6B7 0 12~.687 

98 0604270A EW DEVELOMNT 44.~99 [ ] [4,000] [ 
A 

[4,000] [ ] 0 [4,0001 [ 
A 99 0604306A STINGER 7,747 0 0 0 n 

100 0604310A HELIBORNE MISSILE - HELLFIRE 2,463 0 0 0 0 0 0 
101 0604313A GRASS BLADE 4,953 9,719 9,719 9,719 0 ~5,000) 4,719 z 
102 0604321A JOINT TACTICAL FUSJON PROG~ 152,385 84~431 (5,0001 84~431 84~43} [5,oooA [ ,0001 84~43~ ~ 103 0604324A A~ TACTICAL MISSILE SYS (A~ TAOMS) 101,250 ~ 

1031 ATAOMS BLOCK 2 UPGRADE 0 10,000 10,000 tr1 
104 0604601A INFANTRY SUPPORT WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 Vl 

105 0604603A NUCLEAR MUNITIONS ANl RADIACS-ENG DEV 17,386 24~941 24~941 24~94} 0 24~94~ 
Vl 
~ 

106 0604604A t.£DIUM TACTICAL VEHICLES 9,906 0 0 
107 0604609A SMOKE ANl EQUIP DEFEATING SYS ENG DEV 9,978 8,379 8,379 8,379 0 8,379 z 
108 0604611A ADVANCED ANTI-TANK WEAPON SYS- ENG DEV 0 110,509 110,509 110,509 0 110,509 > 109 0604622A FAMILY OF HEAVY TACTICAL VEHICLES ~.953 28,825 28,825 28,825 0 28,825 rc 
110 0604630A M1A1 DEVELOPt.£NT PROG~ 0 0 0 50,000 50,000 (50,000) 0 

~ 111 0604702A JOINT TACTICAL INFO~TJON DIST SYSTEM 4,267 0 0 0 0 0 
112 0604709A IDENTIFICATION-FRIEND-OR-FOE - ENG OEV 18,841 25,812 25,812 25,812 0 25,812 tr1 

n 
113 0604710A NIGHT VISION SYSTEMS - ENG DEV 15,128 18,588 3,000 19,588 18,5B8 3,000 1,000 17,588 0 114 0604711A AIRCRAFT SURVIVABILITY EOUIAMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
115 0604713A COMBAT FEEDING, CLOTHING, AND EQUIAMENT 1,915 2,418 2,418 2,418 0 2,418 ~ 
116 0604715A OON-SYST~ TRAINING DEVICES - ENG DEV 24,745 19,790 19,790 19,790 0 19,790 tj 

117 0604718A PHYSICAL SECURITY 2,97~ 3,755 3,755 3,755 0 3,755 I 
118 0604722A EDUCATION ANl TRAINING SYSTEMS OEV 5,396 8,872 8,872 8,872 0 6,872 ~ 
119 0604723A SPECIAL PURPOSE DETECTORS 1,417 ~83 ~B3 483 0 483 0 
120 0604726A METEOROLOGICAL EQUIAMENT AND SYSTEMS 592 1,811 1,811 1,611 0 1,611 c 
121 0604730A REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES - ENG DEV 0 0 0 0 0 0 Vl 
122 0604736A PROJECT SIERRA [ 

A 
[ 

A 
[ 

A 
[ 1 0 [ 1 tr1 

123 0604737A ~ED AERIAL VEHICLES - ENG DEV 0 0 0 
124 0604740A TACTICAL SURVEILLANCE SYST~ENG DEV 7,759 98~291 98~291 [ 1 0 [ 1 
125 0604741A AIR DEFENSE ~. CONTROL AND INTELLI 90,262 98,291 0 98,291 
126 0604746A AUTOMATIC TEST ECUIMNT DEVELOAMENT 8,923 9,374 9,374 9,374 0 9,374 
127 0604750A TACTICAL ELECTRONIC ~ERMEASURES-ENG 

7~631 f ) 1~2sJ f ) 0 f 1 
128 0604754A CLASSIFIED PROG~ ~ENG~ 0 ] 
129 0604757A t.£DICAL CHSM DEFENS Ll E SUPPORT ~TERI 8,258 6,258 0 6,258 
130 0604766A TACTICAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE SYS-ENG 18,666 19~18~ 19~18~ [ ] 0 [ ] 
131 0604770A JOINT SURVEILLANCE/TARGET ATTACK RADAR S 18,224 19,182 0 19.182 
132 0604779A JOINT INTEROP OF TACT COMM & CONTROL SYS 14,860 17,78~ 17,78~ 17,78~ 0 17,784 
133 0604801A AVIATION - ENG DEV 9,903 11,029 11,029 11,029 0 11,029 
134 0604802A WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS - ENG DEV 110,855 132,595 25,000 157,595 132,595 25,000 25,000 157,595 
135 0604803A CHSMICAL SYSTEMS - ENG DEV 14,191 37,6~9 37,649 37,649 0 37,649 

""""" ~ 
~ 

""""" ~ 
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136 0604804A LOGISTICS AND ENGINEER EQUIP - ENG DEV 11,886 13,577 13,577 13,577 0 13,577 
137 0604805A C(M.WI), CONTROL, a:Mt SYSTEMS - ENG DEV 13,858 10,311 10,311 10,311 0 10,311 
138 0604806A CHBMICAL/BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE EQUIPMENT - 22,905 13,262 13,262 13,262 0 13,262 
139 0604807A ~DICAL ~TERIEL/~DICAL BIOLOGICAL DEFE 13,327 13,825 13,825 13,825 0 13,825 
140 0604808A LANDMINE WARFARE/BARRIER - ENG DEV 14,703 14,839 14,839 14,839 0 14,839 

('1 
141 0605710A JOINT CB POINT OF CONTACT, TEST AND ASSE 6,403 5,967 5,967 5,967 0 5,967 
142 0203726A ADV FIELD ARTILLERY TACTICAL DATA SYSTSM 14,797 17,717 17,717 17,717 0 17,717 0 
143 0203735A COMBAT VEHICLE IMPROV~NT PROGRAMS 122,746 82,837 15,000 97,837 13,900 96,737 1,100 13,900 96,737 z 
144 0203739A AIR DEFENSE C21 MODS 4,000 8,661 8,661 8,661 0 8,661 ~ 
145 0203740A ~UVEA CONTROL SYSTSM 13,971 11,972 11,972 11,972 0 11,972 ~ 
146 0203743A 155MM SELF-PROPELLED HOWITZER IMPROV~N 29,988 19,944 4,500 24,444 19,944 4,500 4,500 24,444 ~ 
147 0203744A AIRCRAFT MODIFICATIONS/PIP 55,000 135,460 135,460 135,460 0 135,460 VJ 

VJ 
148 0203745A WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS EQUIPMENT UPGRADE 26,327 4,833 15,000 19,833 4,833 15,000 8,000 12,833 ~ 
149 0203751A SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
150 0203752A AIRCRAFT ENGINE ca.FONENT lt.f' PROGRMt 6,144 11,914 (8,200) 5,714 11,914 (6,200) 0 11,914 z 
151 0203801A MISSILE/AIR DEFENSE PRODUCT IMPROV~NT 31,040 39,009 39,009 39,009 0 39,009 > 
152 0203802A OTHER MISSILE PRODUCT lt.f'ROV~NT PROG 40,000 30,803 30,803 8,800 39,603 (8,800) 8,800 39,603 r-c 
153 0208010A JOINT TACTICAL COMMS PROGRMt (TRI-TAC) 12,998 13,891 13,891 13,891 0 13,891 ~ 
154 030314SA EUCOM C3 SYSTEMS 1,289 634 634 634 0 634 ~ 
155 1110011A FORCE ENHANC~NTS-ACTIVE 95,500 118,408 118,408 118,408 0 118,408 ('1 

GUARD AND RESERVE UNIQUE R&D 5,000 5,000 0 5,000 2,000 2,000 0 
CLASSIFIED PROJECT 0 30,000 30,000 (30,000) 20,000 20,000 ~ 
NBC VEHICLE COMPETITON 6,000 6,000 tj 
lTV HELLFIRE MODERNIZATION 0 8,000 8,000 ~6,000) 5,000 5,000 I 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION, TACTICAL PROG 0 (120,000) (120,000) 1 0,000 0 0 :I: 

998 TACTICAL CLASSIFIED 330,334 728,289 (15,900) 710,389 4,000 730,289 (19,900) 1,100 727,389 
0 

156 0604201A AIRCRAFT AVIONICS 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 
157 0604716A ~PPING AND GEODESY - ENG DEV 8,459 8,488 8,488 8,488 0 6,488 VJ 

158 0604778A NAVSTAR GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTSM~USER 9,995 8,803 8,803 8,803 0 8,803 ~ 

159 0301307A FOREIGN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY CE ER . 

I I I l I l I I 
0 f 

J 

160 0301318A HUMINT (CONTROLLED~ 0 
161 0301327A TECHNICAL RECONNAJ SANCE AND SURVEILL 0 [ 
162 0301334A OTHER COMMANDS GDIP ACTIVITIES 0 f 163 0301359A SPECIAL ARMY PROGRMt [-1,296] [-1,296] 0 
164 0303126A LONG-HAUL COMMUNICATIONS (DCS) 0 0 0 0 
165 0303142A SATCOM GROUND ENVIRONMENT 74,968 26,698 28,698 26,698 0 26,698 
166 0303401A COMMUNICATIONS SECURITY (COMSEC~ 5,217 5,126 5,126 5,126 0 5,126 
999 INTELLIGENCE/COMMUNICATIONS CLA SIFIED 11,081 5,288 (1,296) 3,992 5,288 (1,296) 5,288 
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167 0603790A NATO RESEARCH AND DEVELOAMENT 
z 

0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
168 0605301A ~JALEIN MISSILE RANGE 150,729 164,855 164,855 164,855 0 (9,000) 155,855 ~ 
169 0605502A ~LL BUSINESS INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 t!1 
170 0605601A ARMY TEST RANGES AND FACILITIES 191,103 191,018 15,000 206,018 191,018 15,000 0 191,016 Cll 
171 0605602A ARMY TECtfliCAL TEST INSTRLKNTATION AND 62,500 60,110 10,000 70,110 60,110 10,000 0 60,110 Cll 

~ 

172 0605603A ARMY USER TEST INSTR AND THREAT SIMULATO 59,186 63,936 5,000 68,936 (20,000) 43,936 25,000 (20,000) 43,936 0 
173 0605702A METEOROLOGICAL SUPPORT TO RDT&E ACTIV 19.195 18,888 18.888 18,888 ' 0 18,888 z 
174 0605706A ~TERIEL SYSTEMS ANALYSIS 22.264 23,783 23,783 23,783 0 23,783 > 175 0605709A EXPLOITATION OF FOREIGN ITEMS 4,390 4.360 4,360 4,360 0 4,360 t"'4 
176 0605712A SUPPORT OF OPERATIONAL TESTING 49,798 51,349 8.ooo 57,349 51.349 a.ooo 0 51,349 ~ 177 0605801A PROG~IDE ACTIVITIES 82,349 83,155 83,155 83,155 0 83,155 t!1 178 0605802A INTERNATIONAL COOP RESEARCH AND DEV 1.093 1,138 1,138 1.136 0 1.136 {j 
179 0605803A TECHNICAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 5,500 5,803 5,803 5,803 0 5,803 0 180 0605805A MUNITIONS STANDARDIZATION, EFFECTIVENESS 14,331 12,981 12.981 12,981 0 12,981 ~ 181 0605810A RDT&E SUPPORT FOR NONOEVELOAMENTAL ITEMS 17,842 8,283 8,283 8,283 0 8,283 t:j 
182 0605872A PRODUCTIVITY INVEStMENTS 35,000 49,947 49,947 49.947 0 49,947 I 183 0605894A REAL PROPERTY ~INTENANCE - RDT&E 155,000 161,974 161,974 8,000 167,974 ~6,000J 5,000 166,974 
184 0605896A BASE OPERATIONS - RDT&E 177,500 183,708 183,708 4,000 187,708 4,000 4,000 187,708 :I: 
185 060589BA ~GBMENT HEADQUARTERS (RSCH AND DEV) 9,501 13,616 13,816 13,616 0 13,616 0 
186 0708011A INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS 20,904 19,852 19,852 19,852 0 19,852 c:: 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION 0 (8,800) (6,800) 6.800 0 0 Cll 
t!1 

TOTAL RDT&E ~ 4,670,859 5,030,700 194,248 5,224,948 (22,300) 5,008,400 216,548 167,744 5,198,444 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST · 

Forward area air defense system 
The amended budget request contained 

$164.2 million for Forward Area Air Defense 
<FAAD). This program provides research 
and development for both direct line of 
sight and the non-line of sight projects. 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $30 million to procure additional test 
fiber optic guided missiles configured with 
Technical Risk Reduction <TRR> upgrades. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend an additional 
authorization of $20 million, and endorse 
the directives contained in the House report 
<H. Rept. 100-563). The conferees also note 
that while the fiber optic guided missile 
<FOGM> was initially developed as an anti
armor system, the Army is focusing its de
velopment almost exclusively on an air de
fense system to counter non-line of sight 
helicopters. The conferees believe that the 
FOGM remains a potent anti-armor system 
and directs the Army to incorporate the 
missile in its anti-armor modernization 
plans. 

In order to insure that technical risk re
ductions proceed expeditiously, the confer
ees recommend the authorization of $20 
million in P.E. 603313, Missile and Rocket 
Advanced Technology. 
M1 block 3 upgrade program 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
an additional $50 million to initiate the de
velopment of a block 3 improvement pro
gram for the M1 tank. The Senate amend
ment would direct that such an improve
ment program consider a new generation 
light-weight 120mm cannon, improved en
gines, a reduced volume turret and advanced 
fire control systems, emphasizing that the 
block 3 tank should be fielded by 1995. 

The conferees recommend an increase of 
$30 million to initiate the block 3 improve
ment program. The conferees believe such 
an improvement program is essential to re
verse the deteriorating armor-antiarmor 
balance with the Soviet Union. The confer
ees believe the Army should award this ini
tiative high priority and consider the nu
merous suggestions by industry for improv
ing the M1 tank. The conferees emphasize 
that a block 3 M1 tank should be ready for 
operational fielding by the middle of the 
next decade. 

The conferees expect the Army to pro
gram sufficient resources in the Five Year 
Defense Program for fiscal years 1990 to 
1994 to produce a block 3 M1 tank by the 
middle of the next decade. 
Army laser weapons technology 

The amended budget request contained 
$6.4 million for the Army's Laser Weapons 
Technology Program. 

The House bill would authorize $12.9 mil
lion, an increase of $6.5 million, and direct 
the Army to continue work on critical dye 
laser technology at the Army's Missile Com
mand. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $11.4 million and concur with the di
rection that the Army should continue re
search on dye laser technology at the Mis
sile Command. 
Army electronic warfare programs 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $11 million for Army Electronic War
fare Technology and $4 million for Army 
Electronic Warfare Development. The 

House bill would direct that the $11 million 
be used to initiate an improvement program 
for the TACJAM system. The House bill 
would also direct that the $4 million be used 
to develop a tri-service common module visi
ble/near infrared laser device. 

The Senate amendment would also au
thorize an increase for electronic warfare, 
but for different purposes. The Senate 
amendment would authorize an increase of 
$5 million for Army Electronic Warfare 
Technology and $4 million for Electronic 
Warfare Development, with the additional 
funds in both instances to be devoted to in
creased activity in electronic warfare vulner
ability assessment of fielded U.S. systems 
with special attention to command systems: 

The conferees recommend an increased 
authorization of $8 million for Electronic 
Warfare Technology, with $4 million to be 
devoted to improvements for TACJAM and 
$4 million for electronic warfare vulnerabil
ity assessment. The conferees also recom
mend an increased authorization of $4 mil
lion for Electronic Warfare Development 
with $2 million to be devoted to TACJAM 
and $2 million to vulnerability assessment. 

The conferees note that the Army's ongo
ing vulnerability assessment activity is pri
marily an operational test and evaluation 
activity, yet it is funded within program ele
ments that are otherwise largely devoted to 
the development of new programs. The Con
ferees believe this accounts for the long
term reduction in funding for this key activ
ity. The conferees encourage the Army to 
consider shifting the management and 
budgeting for electronic warfare vulnerabil
ity assessment to other program elements 
which are oriented toward operational test 
and evaluation. 
Joint tactical fusion program 

The amended budget request contained 
$127.1 million for the Army portion of the 
Joint Tactical Fusion Program <JTFP). 

The House bill would add $5 million for 
planning and conducting a Follow-On 
Forces Attack <FOFA> test as part of a Joint 
Chiefs of Staff exercise to validate com
mand relationships and targeting proce
dures. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees agree to the conduct of a 
FOFA test recommend an authorization of 
$130.1 million for the Army portion of the 
JTFP. 
Weapons and munitions engineering devel

opment 
The amended budget request contained 

$132.6 million for Weapons and Munitions 
Engineering Development. The primary em
phasis of the program is the development of 
the sense and destroy armor <SADARM> 
munition, which will provide counterbattery 
and anti-armor capability for howitzers and 
rocket artillery. 

The House bill would authorize an in
crease of $25 million to accelerate the pro
gram. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend a total authori
zation of $157.6 million, an increase of $25 
million. The conferees note that reinstate
ment of the 120mm mortar program re
quires additional research and development 
funds to finish required qualification and 
testing. Therefore, the conferees recom
mend that $7.3 million of the authorization 
provided in this program element may be 
used to complete testing on the 120mm 
mortar program. 

Combat vehicle improvement program 
The amended budget request contained 

$82.8 million for the Army's Combat Vehicle 
Improvement Program. This program funds 
the development of improvements to the 
M1 tank, as well as other combat vehicles. 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $15 million to accelerate the introduc
tion of the Commanders Independent Ther
mal Viewer < CITV> into the block 2 upgrade 
for the M1 tank, and to initiate a leader-fol
lower development program that would 
ensure CITV competition in the first year of 
procurement. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
an additional $13.9 million to accelerate the 
CITV program. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $96.7 million an increase of $13.9 million. 
The Army should insure that competition is 
introduced into CITV production at the ear
liest practicable point. 
Landmine warfare and barrier advanced 

technology 
The conferees are concerned about the 

ability of the armed forces to dectect both 
anti-vehicle and anti-personnel mines on the 
battlefield. Landmine techology has far out
stripped the U.S. ability to detect various 
types of mine fusing and casing options 
available. The conferees suggest that alter
native sensor technologies, including ground 
penetrating radar, be explored as a way to 
rapidly advance mine detection capability. 
Nuclear biological chemical reconnaissance 

vehicle 
The Army proposed to meet its require

ments for a Nuclear, Biological, Chemical 
<NBC> Reconnaissance Vehicle by procuring 
an existing system developed in Germany 
and in use by the German Army. The Army 
selected this approach because it would field 
an NBC reconnaissance vehicle several years 
before it would be available under a normal 
development program. 

The House report (H. Rept. 100-563) di
rected the Army not to proceed with this ac
quisition approach, but instead to conduct a 
competition to develop NBC vehicles. 

The Senate report contained no compara
ble direction. 

The conferees believe that the Army does 
have an urgent need to field an NBC recon
naissance vehicle as promptly as possible. 
However, the conferees believe that the 
NBC reconnissance vehicle program is suffi
ciently large to justify opening the program 
to competition. The conferees deliberated at 
considerable length on the best manner to 
balance these two goals. The conferees rec
ommend that the Army conduct a competi
tion based on expendited procedures. Specif
ically, the conferees direct the Army to take 
the following steps: 

-Conduct a head-to-head competition 
with prototype vehicles between not less 
than two competitors, so long as their 
proposals are technically sound. The 
Army may supply mission equipment to 
the competitors on a reimburement/re
furbishment basis. 

-The competition shall be completed and 
the winner announced not later than 
July 1, 1989. 

-The acquisition program shall be con
ducted under the "non-development 
item" <NDD approach. The Bids may be 
based on use of existing government-de
veloped equipment, but all integration 
and modification costs must be born by 
the contractor. 
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-The companies participating in the com

petition must submit contract proposals 
that incclude five years of options with 
"not to exceed" price quotes. The price 
quotes need not cover any product im
proved mission equipment package that 
might be developed for the system, but 
must include the mission equipment 
tested in the competiton. 

In order to cover the Government's costs 
associated with the competition, the confer
ees recommend an authorization of $6 mil-

lion for the Army test program. In addition, 
the conferees recommend that $10 million 
be authorized for procurement of the win
ning system, so that procurement can begin 
in fiscal year 1989 following successful com
pletion of the competition. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, NAVY 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$9,216.2 million for Navy research, develop-

ment, test, and evaluation. The House bill 
would authorize $9,346.9 million. The 
Senate amendment would authorize $9,274.6 
million. The conferees recommend authori
zation of $9,383.2 million, as delineated in 
the following table. Unless noted explicitly 
in the statement of managers, all changes 
are made without prejudice. 



1-' 

Conference 
a') 

House Senate c.c 
Revised House N 
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RESEARCH DEVELOPtw£NT TEST & EVAL NAVY 
1 0601103N UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0601152N IK-IDUSE lti>EPEN>ENT LABORATORY RESEARCH 22,627 23,763 23,763 23,763 0 23,763 
3 0601153N DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES 319,389 332,989 332,989 332,g89 0 ·332,989 
4 0602111N ANTI-AIR ~RFARE/ANTI-SURFACE ~RFARE TE 54,273 55,399 55,399 55,399 0 55,399 
5 0602113N ELECTRONIC ~RFARE TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0602121N SURFACE SHIP TECHNOLOGY 12,953 13,284 13,284 13,284 0 13,284 
7 0602122N AIRCRAFT TECHNOLOGY 20,700 22,468 22,468 22,468 0 22,468 
8 0602131M ~RINE CORPS LANDING FORCE TECHNOLOGY 15,915 15,223 15,223 15,223 0 15,223 
9 0602232N CCUW~l, CONTROL, AN1 ~!CATIONS TEC 16,000 13,950 13,950 13,950 0 13,950 

10 0602233N MISSION SUPPORT TECHNOLOGY 28,000 29,055 29,055 29,055 0 29,055 
11 0602234N SYSTEMS SUPPORT TECHNOLOGY 56,000 57,474 3,000 60,474 57,474 3,000 1,000 58,474 
12 0602314N ASW TECHNOLOGY 92,569 92,041 92,041 92,041 0 92,041 (") 

13 0602315N MINE AN1 SPECIAL ~RFARE TECHNOLOGY 14,909 15;381 2,000 17,381 15,381 2,000 0 15,381 0 
14 0602323N SUBMARINE TECHNOLOGY 14,123 14,514 14,514 14,514 0 14,514 z 
15 0602324N NUCLEAR PROPULSION 41,392 44,423 44,423 44,423 c 44,423 ~ 
16 0602435N OCEAN AN1 A1MDSPHERIC SUPPORT TECH 25,727 28,871 26,871 26,871 0 26,871 ~ 
17 0602936N lti>EPENDENT EXPLORATORY DEVELOAMENT 15,390 15,804 15,804 15,804 0 15,804 tr:l 

(I} 

18 0603202N AVIONICS 3,675 0 0 0 0 0 
(I} 
~ 

19 0603210N AIRCRAFT PROPULSION 5,760 7,158 7,158 7,158 0 7,158 0 
20 0603217N ADVANCED AIRCRAFT SUBSYSTEMS 11,555 14,509 14,509 14,509 0 14,509 z 
21 0603268N NAVAL AIRSHIP 24,467 0 0 0 0 (25,000] [25,000] > 
22 0603270N fW TECHNOLOGY 11,563 12,197 12,197 12,197 0 12,197 rc 
23 0603303N ELECTROMAGNETIC RADIATION SOURCE EliMINA 5,585 6,052 8,052 6,052 0 6,052 ~ 
24 0603508N SHIP PROPULSION SYSTSM 8,829 14,842 14,842 14,842 0 14,842 tr:l 
25 0603573N ELECTRIC DRIVE 14,171 14,041 14,041 14,041 0 14,041 (") 
26 0603701N ~ FACTORS ENGINEERING 2,533 2,454 2,454 2,454 0 2,454 0 
27 0603706N KDICAL DEVELOAMENT 19,127 18,608 2,000 20,608 18,608 2,000 2,500 21,108 ~ 
28 0603707N ~POWER AND PERSONNEL SYSTEMS 3,038 3,978 3,976 3,976 0 3,976 t=' 
29 0603712N GENERIC LOGISTICS R&D TECHNOLOGY DEMONS 28,815 19,865 19,865 19,865 0 19,865 I 30 0603720N EDUCATION AND TRAINING 5,065 6,153 6,153 6,153 0 6,153 tt: 31 0603732M ~RINE CORPS ADVANCED ~POWER/TRAINING 1,861 5,106 5,106 5,106 0 (1,000) 4,106 
32 0603733N SIMJlATION AND TRAINING DEVICES 8,276 6,451 6,451 6,451 0 6,451 0 
33 0603739N NAVY LOGISTIC PRODUCTIVITY 961 1,464 1,464 1,464 0 1,464 c:: 
34 0603743N ARIADNE 10,826 11,541 11,541 11,541 0 11,541 (I} 

35 0603747N ADVANCED ANTI-S~RINE WARFARE TECH 22,273 2,437 2,437 2,437 0 2,437 tr:l 

36 0603792N ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY TRANSITION 46,976 57,170 57,170 57' 170 0 57,170 

37 0603311N ASW TECHNOLOGY FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
38 0603451N TACTICAL SPAC~ OPERATIONS 1,992 5,538 5,538 5,538 0 5,538 
39 0603588N SSBN SURVIVABILITY 6,900 9,732 9,732 9,732 0 9,732 
40 0603735N WWMCCS ARCHITECTURE SUPPORT 0 4,874 4,874 4,874 0 4,874 
41 0604363N TRIDENT II 1,050,463 580,889 580,889 580,889 0 580,889 
42 0605856N STRATEGIC TECHNICAL SUPPORT 3,431 3,240 3,240 3,240 0 3,240 
43 0101221N FLEET BAlliSTIC MISSILE SYSTEM 27,898 38,733 38,733 38,733 0 38,733 
44 0101224N SSBN SECURITY TECHNOLOGY PROG~ 38,833 41,902 41,902 41,902 0 41,902 
45 0101228N TRIDENT 30,921 33,483 33,483 33,483 0 33,483 

? 46 0101401N EXTRBMELY LOW FREQUENCY (ELF) COMMUN 3,221 3,314 3,314 3,314 0 3,314 
47 0101402N NAVY STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS 79,160 52,938 52,938 52,938 0 52,938 ~ 
48 0102427N NAVAL SPACE SURVEILLANCE 678 696 696 696 0 696 

--~ 49 0303131N MINIMUM ESSENTIAL EMERGENCY COMM NETWORK 1,026 1,044 1,044 1,044 0 1,044 
50 0303f52N WORLD-WIDE MILITARY COMMAND AND CONTROL 7,599 4,628 4,628 4,628 0 4,628 ~ 

~ 
Co 
Co 
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51 0603109N INTEGRATED AIRCRAFT AVIONICS 8,807 2,067 2,000 4,067 2,067 2,000 0 2,061 
52 0603206N ELECTRONIC ~RFARE ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 0603207N AIR/OCEAN TACTICAL APPLICATIONS 11,254 7,775 7,775 7,775 0 7,775 
54 0603208N T-45 TRAINING SYST~ 94,579 87,822 87,822 87,822 0 87,822 
55 0603216N AVIATION LIFE SUPPORT SYST~ (ADV) 3,545 8,333 8,333 8,333 0 8,333 
56 0603220N ADVANCED MULTIMISSION SENSOR SYST~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
57 0603222N SKIPPER ENHANCEMENTS 9,004 1,190 1,190 1,190 0 1,190 
58 0603228N CV ASWMDOULE 0 964 964 964 0 964 
59 0603254N AIR ASW 8,167 8,960 8,960 8,960 0 8,960 
60 0603256N V-22A 0 0 5,000 5,000 0 5,000 0 0 
61 0603257N A-8 UPGRADES 215,023 0 0 0 0 0 n 
62 0603260N AIRBORNE MINE COUNTERMEASURERS 8,783 12,148 12,148 12,148 0 12,148 0 
63 0603261N TACTICAL AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE 8,387 8,278 8,278 8,278 0 8,278 z 
64 0603262N AIRCRAFT SURVIVABILITY AND VULNERABILITY 9,641 11,619 11,619 11,619 0 11,619 ~ 
65 0603306N ADVANCED All AIR-TO-SURFACE MISSILE SYS 31,888 22,581 22,581 22,581 0 22,581 ~ 
66 0603318N ADVANCED SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILE 63,612 100,714 100,714 100,714 0 100,714 tr1 
67 0603319N NATO AAW SYST~ 5,872 8,068 8,068 8,068 0 8,068 Vl 

Vl 
68 0603320N LOW COST ANTI-RADIATION SEEKER 14,057 8,761 8,761 8,761 0 8,761 1-1 

69 0603321N ADVANCED AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE (~) 16,837 30,374 30,374 10,000 40,374 (10,000) 10,000 40,374 0 
70 0603382N BATTLE GROUP AAW COORDINATION 7,829 8,592 8,592 8,592 0 8,592 z 
71 0603502N SURFACE MINE COUNTERMEASURES 15,012 11,687 11,687 11,687 0 11,687 > 
72 0603504N ADVANCED SUBMARINE ASW DEVELOAMENT 8,121 12,390 12,390 12,390 0 12,390 t""4 
73 0603506N SURFACE SHIP TORPEDO DEFENSE 24,198 35,211 35,211 35,211 0 35,211 ~ 
74 0603509N SHIPBOARD INFORM4TION TRANSFER SYST~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 tr1 
75 0603512N CATAPULTS 4,894 7,997 7,997 7,997 0 7,997 n 
76 0603513N SHIPBOARD SYST~ COMPONENT DEVELOPMENT 12,593 10,921 10,921 10,921 0 10,921 0 
77 0603514N SHIP COMBAT SURVIVABILITY 26,191 28,301 28,301 28,301 0 28,301 ~ 
78 0603522N SUBMARINE ARCTIC ~RFARE SUPPORT EQUIP 1,965 3,373 3,373 3,373 0 3,373 0 
79 0603525N PILOT FISH 74,459 59,851 59,851 59,851 0 59,851 I 80 0603527N RETRACT lARCH 9~8ol [ ] [ ] [ ] 0 [ ] 
81 0603528N NON-ACOUSTIC ANTI-SUBMARINE ~FARE 15,114 15,714 15,714 0 15.714 :I: 
82 0603529N ADVANCED ASW TARGET 9,590 11,249 11,249 11,249 0 11,249 0 
83 0603536N RETRACT JUNIPER 24,672 37,722 4,000 L!1,722 37,722 4,000 4,000 41,722 c:: 
84 0603542N RADIOLOGICAl CONTROl 2,863 3,239 3,239 3,239 0 3,239 Vl 

85 0603550N LINK DOGWOOD 0 0 0 0 0 0 tr1 

86 0603553N SURFACE A~W 46,240 72,750 72,750 72,750 0 72,750 
87 0603560N S~RINE HUll ARRAY DEVELOPME~AOV) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
88 0603562N S~RINE TACTICAl WARFARE SYST 5,872 6,235 8,235 6,235 0 6,235 
89 0603564N SHIP DEVELOPMENT 3,915 10,886 10,886 10,886 0 10,886 
90 0603565N SURFACE SHIP NAVIGATION SYST~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
91 0603569N ATTACK S~INE DEVELOPMENT 123,211 13,640 (13,640) 0 13,640 (13,640) 0 13,640 
92 0603570N ADVANCED NUCLEAR REACTOR COMPONENTS AND 80,680 85,000 85,000 85,000 0 85,000 
93 0603571N PHYSICAL SECURITY 8,513 6,345 6,345 6,345 0 6,345 
94 0603576N CHALK EAGLE 89,451 99,631 99,631 99,631 0 99,631 
95 0603577N SHIPBOARD lASER WEAPON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
96 0603578N A4W/A1G NUCLEAR PROPULSION PLANT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
97 0603582N et:M!AT SYSTEM INTEGRATION 9,796 10,320 10,320 10,320 0 10,320 
98 0603591N JOINT ADVANCED SYSTEMS 224,550 236,620 15,400 252,020 15,400 252,020 0 15,400 252,020 
99 0603601N MINE DEVELOPMENT 23,486 21,032 21,032 21,032 0 21,032 ..... 
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146 0604229N CARRIER INNER ZONE ASW HELICOPTER 0 0 0 0 0 0 
147 0604233N ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFT (ATA) [ a [ d [ a [ 1 0 [ 1 
148 0604252N AIRCRAFT PROPULSION 0 0 0 
149 0604255N ELECTRONIC ~RFARE SIMULATOR DEVELOPMENT 33,846 38,751 38,751 (20,000) 18,751 20,000 (20,000) 18,751 
150 0604260N C/MH-53E 9,593 8,951 8,951 8,951 0 8,951 
151 0604261N ACOUSTIC SEARCH SENSORS 39,037 43,158 43,158 43,158 0 43,156 
152 0604262N V-22A 465,662 306,677 306,677 306,677 0 306,677 
153 0604264N AVIATION LIFE SUPPORT SYSTEMS (E~ 19,340 17' 162 17' 162 17.162 0 17,162 
154 0604268N AIRCRAFT ENGINE C(Ml()NENT lt.f'ROV NT 35,086 38,103 36,103 36,103 0 36 '103 Cj 
155 0604270N EW DEVELOAMENT 182,887 189,814 189,814 189,814 0 189,814 0 
156 0604301N M< 92 FIRE CONTROL SYSTEM UPGRADE 3,441 2,g46 2,948 2,948 0 2,946 z 157 0604303N AEGIS AREA AIR DEFENSE 7,226 9,154 9,154 9,154 0 9,154 G"l 158 0604307N .AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING 104,150 59,468 59,466 59,466 0 59,466 
159 0604308N LINK ASH 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
160 0604309N SEA LANCE 105,038 50,000 50,000 15,000 65,000 (15,000) 15,000 65,000 tr:l 

(J) 

161 0604314N ADVANCED MEDIUM RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE 24,467 13,600 13,600 13,600 0 13,600 (J) 

162 0604353N VERTICAL LAUNCHING SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1-4 

0 
163 0604354N AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 19,573 21,306 21,306 21,306 0 21,306 z 164 0604355N VERTICAL LAUNCH ASROC 40,397 30,287 30,287 30,287 0 30,287 > 165 0604358N CLOSE-IN WEAPON SYSTEM (PHALANX) 5,055 5,328 5,326 5,326 0 5,326 
166 0604361N NATO SEA SPARROW 2,936 5~970 5,970 5,970 0 5,970 r-c 
167 0604366N STANDARD MISSILE lt.f'ROVEMENTS 29,359 52,059 52,059 52,059 0 52,059 ~ 
168 0604367N TOMAHAWK 45,000 45,550 45,550 45,550 0 45,550 tr:l 
169 0604369N 5" ROLLING AIRFRM£ MISSILE 12,622 8,603 8,603 8,603 0 8,603 Cj 

170 0604370N SSN-688 CLASS VERTICAL LAUNCH SYSTEM 17,888 14,158 14,158 14,158 0 14.158 0 
171 0604372N NEW THREAT UPGRADE 19,573 12,976 12,976 12,976 0 12,976 ~ 
172 0604502N S~RINE COMMUNICATIONS 3,276 4,140 4,140 4,140 0 4,140 0 
173 0604503N S~RINE SONAR DEVELOPMENT 33,564 36,033 36,033 36,033 0 36,033 I 
174 0604504N AIR CONTROL 13,702 18,028 18,028 18,028 0 18,028 =r: 
175 0604506N CHEMICAL WARFARE COUNTERMEASURES 8,414 8,508 6,508 6,508 0 6,508 0 
178 0604507N NAVY STANDARD SIGNAL PROCESSORS 64,753 29,017 29,017 29,011 0 29,017 c 
177 0604508N RADAR SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT 6,851 8,124 4,000 10,124 6,124 4,000 1,000 7,124 (J) 

178 0604511N INTElliGENCE SYSTEMS 978 0 0 0 0 0 tr:l 
179 0604515N S~RINE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT PROG~ 14,680 15,456 15,456 15,456 0 15,456 
180 0604516N SHIP SURVIVABILITY 7,607 8,080 6,080 6,080 0 6,080 
181 0604518N COMBAT INFO~TION CENTER CONVERSION 9,987 19,609 19,609 19,609 0 19,609 
182 0604524N S~RINE COMBAT SYSTEM 317,849 382,534 382,534 382,534 0 14,000J 378,534 
183 0604561N SSN-21 DEVELOAMENTS 210,000 195,080 195,080 195,080 0 4,000 191,080 
184 0604562N S~RINE TACTICAL WARFARE SYSTEM 42,013 43,917 43,917 43,917 0 43' 911 
185 0604563N PHYSICAL SECURITY ~ENGINEERINGl 10,818 12,088 12,086 12,086 0 12,086 
186 0604567N SHIP SUBSYSTEM OEV LAND BASED EST SITE 48,888 58,667 58,667 58,667 0 58,667 
187 0604573N SHIPBOARD ELECTRONIC WARFARE lt.f'ROVEMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
188 0604574N STANDARD EMBEDDED COMPUTER RESOURCES 19,635 13,193 13,193 13,193 0 13' 193 
189 0604575N AN/SOS-53C 11 '114 2,968 2,968 2,968 0 2,968 
190 0604578N LINK BIRCH 3,000 1,922 1,922 1,922 0 1,922 ? 191 0604601N MINE DEVELOAMENT 10,232 10,389 10,389 10,389 0 10,389 

~ 
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100 0603602N CHALK PINE 20~46} 21~61l 21~611 21~61l 0 21~61~ 101 0603609N CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS 0 
102 0603610N ADVANCED ~RHEAD DEVELOAMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
103 0603611M ~RINE CORPS ASSAULT VEHICLES 11,945 13,331 13,331 13,331 0 13,331 
104 0603634N TACTICAL NUCLEAR DEVELOAMENT 2,058 10,405 10,405 10,405 0 10,405 
105 060363~ ~RINE CORPS GROUND COMBAT/SUPPORT SYS 1,601 6,658 6,658 8,658 0 6,658 
106 0603654N JOINT SERVICE EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DEV 11,307 11,833 11,833 11,833 0 11,833 
107 0603702N OCEAN ENGINEERING SYSTEMS DEVELOAMENT 1,471 1,852 1,852 1,852 0 1,852 
108 0603704N ASW OCEANOGRAPHY 8,588 9,272 9,272 9,272 0 9,272 ~ 
109 0603708N ASW SIGNAl PROCESSING 18,001 13,536 13,536 13,536 0 13,536 0 
110 0603709N ADVANCED ~RINE BIOLOGICAL SYSTSM 5,491 5,819 5,819 5,819 0 5,819 z 
111 0603711N FlEET TACTICAL DEVELOAMENT AND EVAL 4,697 8,078 6,078 6,076 0 6,076 ~ 
112 0603713N OCEAN ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY DEVELOAMENT 13,135 14,156 14,156 14,156 0 14,156 

~ 
113 0603717N COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 0 27,504 5,000 32,504 5,000 32,504 0 5,000 32,504 t,rj 
114 0603719N CONTAINER OFF-LOADING AND TRANSFER SYS ( 1,495 0 0 0 0 0 V'l 
115 0603722N NAVAL SPECIAL WARFARE 0 0 0 0 0 0 V'l 

~ 

116 0603724N NAVY ENERGY PROG~ 7,556 8,573 8,573 8,573 0 8,573 0 
117. 0603725N FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT 9,744 4,037 4,037 4,037 0 4,037 z 
118 0603726N MERCHANT SHIP NAVAL AUGMENTATION PROG 0 0 0 0 0 0 > 119 0603729M~RINE CORPS COMBAT SERVICES SUPPORT 9,640 15,486 15,486 15,486 0 15,486 r-c 
120 0603734N CHALK CORAL 4,548 4,524 4,524 4,524 0 4,524 
121 0603737N LINK HAZEL 4,000 8,800 8,800 6,800 0 6,800 ~ 
122 0603740N LINK LAUREL 53,843 59,672 59,672 59,672 0 59,672 t,rj 

123 0603741N SATELLITE LASER COMMUNICATIONS 0 5,269 20,000 25,269 20,000 25,269 0 20,000 25,269 ~ 

124 0603744N LINK SPRUCE 281,855 0 0 0 0 0 0 
125 0603746N RETRACT ~PLE 72,028 81,697 41,000 122,697 81,697 41,000 30,000 111,697 ~ 
126 0603748N LINK PLUMERIA 7,000 11,029 11,029 11,029 0 11,029 0 
127 0603750N CHALK ~EO 1,324 1,114 1,114 1,114 0 1,114 I 
128 0603751N RETRACT E~ 39,041 41,039 41,039 41,039 0 41,039 ~ 
129 0603752N CHALK POINSETTIA [ ~ 11~22l 11~22l [ 1 0 [ 1 0 
130 0603763N ~RFARE SYSTEMS ARCHITECTURE AND ENG 11,225 0 (1,053) 10,172 c 
131 0603764N LINK EVERGREEN 64~58~ 1o4~a9A 104~89a [ 1 0 [ 1 V'l 
132 0603784N FIXED DISTRIBUTED SYSTSM 104,890 0 104,890 t,rj 

133 0603785N ASW ENVIRONMENTAL ACOUSTIC SUPPORT 16,143 13,725 13,725 13,725 0 13,725 
134 0603787N SPECIAL PROCESSES 40,423 38,173 3,500 41,673 38,173 3,500 0 38,173 
135 0604203N STANDARD AVIONICS DEVELOPMENT 7,230 12,122 12,122 12,122 0 12,122 
136 0604211N IFF SYSTSM DEVELOPMENT 20,033 25,234 25,234 25,234 0 (9,208) 16,026 
137 0604212N LAMPS 18,359 8,058 8,056 6,056 0 6,056 
138 0604213N HELICOPTER DEVELOPMENT 13,080 12,001 12,001 12,001 0 12,001 
139 0604214N AV-88 AIRCRAFT (ENGINEERING) 36,655 39,158 39,158 39,156 0 39,156 
140 0604215N SUPPORT EOUIAMENT 60,600 68,979 68,979 68,979 0 68,979 
141 0604217N S-3 WEAPON SYSTSM IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
142 0604219N AIRBORNE ASW DEVELOPMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
143 D604221N P-3 MODERNIZATION PROG~ 97,788 204,820 204,820 204,820 0 204,820 
144 0604224N AIRBORNE ElECTRONIC WARFARE - ENG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
145 0604226N AIRBORNE SELF-PROTECTIVE JAMMER 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 
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192 0604602N NAVAL GUNNERY IMPROVEMENTS 9,970 7,869 7,869 7,869 0 7,869 
193 0604603N UNGUIDED CONVENTIONAL AIR-LAUNCHED WEAPO 1,690 2,019 2,019 2,019 0 2,019 
194 0604604N CHEMICAL WARFARE WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
195 0604608N SURFACE ELECTRO-OPTIC SYSTEM 15,244 5,774 5,774 5,774 0 5,774 
196 0604609N BOMB FUZE IMPROVEMENT 8,380 1,590 8,400 9,990 1,590 8,400 8,400 9,990 
197 0604610N MK 50 TORPEDO 140,600 134,685 134,685 134,685 0 134,685 
198 0604654N JOINT SERVICE EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DEVELOP 5,316 5,334 5,334 5,334 0 5,334 
199 060465GM ~RINE CORPS ASSAULT VEHICLES 20,555 20,025 20,025 20,025 0 20,025 
200 060465~ ~RINE CORPS GROUND COMBAT/SUPPORTING AR 0 0 0 0 0 0 {j 
201 0604675N MK 48 ADCAP (ENGINEERING) 21,700 27,682 27,682 27,682 0 27,682 0 
202 0604704N ASW OCEANOGRAPHIC EOUIAMENT 1,122 1,235 1,235 1,235 0 1,235 z 
203 0604705N CHALK BANYAN 13,000 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
204 0604707N THEATRE MISSION PLANNING CENTER 28,235 17,395 17,395 17,395 0 17,395 

~ 
205 0604708N INITIAL TRAINER ACQUISITION 0 56,749 56,749 56,749 0 56,749 ~ 
206 0604710N NAVY ENERGY PROG~ 4,305 4,761 4,761 4,761 0 4,761 fJ:J 

207 0604711N NAVY CCf.M.\Nl AN> CONTROl SYSTEMS (NCCS) 0 0 0 0 0 0 fJ:J 
~ 

208 0604713N SURFACE ASW SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
209 0604714N AIR WARFARE TRAINING DEVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0 z 
210 0604715N SURFACE ~RFARE TRAINING DEVICES 16,829 18,753 18,753 18,753 0 18,753 > 211 060471~ ~RINE CORPS COMBAT SERVICES SUPPORT 22,859 22,390 22;390 22,390 0 22,390 t-'4 
212 0604718M ~RINE CORPS INTEL/ELECTRONICS ~RFARE S 11,064 1,057 1,057 1,057 0 1,057 
213 060471~ ~RINE CORPS C3 SYSTEMS 10,060 26,369 28,369 28,369 0 26,369 ~ 
214 0604721N BATTLE GROUP PASSIVE HORIZON EXTENSION S 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
215 0604725N REGIONAL TACTICAL SURVEILLANCE 0 0 0 0 0 0 {j 

218 0604761N INTELLIGENCE 3,868 4,670 4,670 4,670 0 4,670 0 
217 0604763N LINK CYPRESS ( ] 3~02~ 3~02~ 3~02~ 0 ( ] ~ 

218 0604771N MEDICAL DEVELOPMENTS 3,469 0 3,026 ~ 
219 0604779N JOINT INTEROPERABILITY Of TACT C2 SYS 0 265 265 265 0 265 I 
220 0604780M JINTACCS ~RINE CORPS 1,864 1,747 1,747 1,747 0 1,747 =c 
221 0605803N ELECTR~GNETIC SPECTR~~GEMENT 1,958 2,045 2,045 2,045 0 2,045 0 
222 0605853N ~GEMENT AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT 8,581 9,357 9,357 9,357 0 (2,077) 7,280 c 
223 0605867N C2 SURVEILLANCE/RECONNAISSANCE SUPPORT 6,414 7,801 7,801 7,801 0 7,801 fJ:J 
224 0204134N A-6 SQUADRONS 451 1,449 1,449 1,449 0 1,449 ~ 
225 0204136N F/A-18 SQUADRONS 11,929 13,160 10,000 23,160 23,000 36,160 (13,000) 20,000 33,160 
228 0204152N EARLY ~RNING AIRCRAFT SQUADRONS 21,137 23,104 23,104 23,104 0 23,104 . 
227 0204161N AVIATION SUPPORT CVW 1,761 0 0 0 0 0 
228 0204163N FLEET TELECOMMUNICATIONS fTACTICAL) 5,872 2,533 3,000 5,533 2,533 3,000 0 2,533 
229 0204311N UNDERSEA SURVEILLANCE SYS EMS 29,924 40,938 40,938 40,938 0 40,938 
230 0204313N SHIP-TOWED ARRAY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS 6,093 4,410 4,410 4,410 0 4,410 
231 0204571N SPECIAL PROJECTS 9,786 8,356 8,356 8,356 0 6,356 
232 0204573N NAVY COVER AND DECEPTION PROG~ 0 0 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 1,000 
233 0204575N ELECTRONIC ~RFAR~EW) R£ADINESS SUPP 0 0 0 0 0 0 
234 0204576N COUNTER C3 DEVELO NT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
235 0205601N HAftti IMPROVEMENT 3,719 0 0 0 0 0 
236 0205604N TACTICAL INFO~TION SYSTEM 0 115,535 115,535 115,535 0 115,535 ? 237 0205620N ASW COMBAT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION 14,022 14,333 14,333 14,333 0 14,333 

~ 
.. ~ 
......... 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 
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Line PE Progrn Estimate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 

238 0205633N AIRCRAFT EQUIPMENT RELIABILITY/~INT 1,988 0 0 0 0 0 
239 0205658N LABORATORY FLEET SUPPORT 5,372 5,516 5,516 5,516 0 5,516 
240 0205667N F-14 UPGRADE 168,000 151,904 151,904 151,904 0 151,904 
241 0205670N TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE PROCESSING 2,036 2,137 2,137 2,137 0 2,137 n 242 0205674N ELECTRONIC WARFARE COUNTER RESPONSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
243 0205675N OPERATIONAL REACTOR DEVELOPMENT 27,749 37,587 37,587 37,587 0 37,587 0 
244 0206313M ~RINE CORPS TELE~ICATIONS 7,971 8,439 8,439 8,439 0 8,439 z 
245 0206623M~RINE CORPS GROUND COMBAT/SUPPORTING AR 33,981 43,851 43,851 43,851 0 43,851 ~ 
246 020662~~RINE CORPS COMBAT SERVICES SUPPORT 3,422 2,516 2,516 2,516 0 2,516 ~ 
247 020662~ ~RINE CORPS INTELLIGENCE/~ SYS 9,786 17,742 17,742 17,742 0 17,742 trj 

248 020662~ ~RINE CORPS C3 SYSTEMS 15,612 19,059 19,059 19,059 0 19,059 rJJ 
rJJ 

249 0206621M ~RINE CORPS TEafliCAL SUPPORT C2 SYS 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,...... 

250 0207316N TACIT RAINBOW 10,461 5,847 5,847 5,847 0 5,847 0 
251 0208010M JOINT TACTICAL ~ PROG~ (TRI-TAC) 2,314 2,697 2,697 2,697 0 2,697 z 
252 1110011N FORCE ENHANCEMENTS-ACTIVE 19,334 19,731 19,731 19,731 0 19,731 > 

ADVANCED TACTICAL FIGHTER 15,000 15,000 65,000 65,000 (50,000~ 65,000 65,000 t"'"4 
NAVY OCEAOOGRAPHY PROG~ 0 3,000 3,000 13 ,000 3,000 3,000 ~ 
OCEANOGRAPHIC & METEOR. INSTRUMENTATION 0 2,000 2,000 2,000 ) 2,000 2,000 trj 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION, TACTICAL PROG 0 '(80,000) ~80,000) 0,000 0 0 n 
998 TACTICAL CLASSIFIED 522,826 1,191,192 1,191,192 1, 91,192 0 1,191,192 0 

~ 
253 0603783N INTEGRATED PLATFORM COMMUNICATIONS DEV 0 18,770 18,770 18,770 0 18,770 tj 
254 0604230N WARFARE SUPPORT SYSTEM 29,957 33,285 33,285 33,285 0 33,285 I 
255 0604231N TACTICAL ~ SYSTEM 24,866 26,353 26,353 26,353 0 26,353 ~ 256 0604232N COMMUNICATION SUPPORT SYSTEM 295,888 0 0 0 0 0 
257 0604514N NAVIGATION SYSTEMS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
258 0604577N EHF SATOOM 0 29,297 29,297 29,297 0 29,297 c 
259 0604777N NAVSTAR GPS 52,792 42,669 42,669 42,669 0 42,669 rJJ 

260 0605866N NAVY ~ AND CONTROL TOP LEVEL ~FA 2,925 3,536 3,536 3,536 0 3,536 
trj 

261 0301303N FIELD OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE I J I J )J )J 
0 f ~ 262 0301326N PRARIE SCHOONER 0 

263 0301327N TECHNICAL RECONNAISSANCE AND SURV 0 [ 1 
264 0303109N SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS 21,471 0 21,471 
265 0303401N COMMUNICATIONS SECURITY ICOMS~ [ ] 4~73l 4~731 4~73~ 0 [ ] 
266 0303603N MILSTAR SATELLITE COMMUN CAll SYSTEM 4,583 0 4,737 
267 0304111N SPECIAL ACTIVITIES 502~84~ 571~59~ [ ] [ ] 0 [ 1 
999 INTELLIGENCE/COMMUNICATIONS CLASSIFIED 571,595 571,595 0 571,595 



House Senate Conference 
Revised House 

R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to 
line PE ProgrMI Estimate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 

268 0603721N ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 8,693 5,814 5,814 5,814 0 5,814 (j 

269 0603790N NATO RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
270 0604208N RANGE INSTRLKNTATJON SYSTEMS DEV (RISD) 8,586 7,038 7,038 7,038 0 7,038 z 
271 0604218N AIR/OCEAN EQUIPMENT ENGINEERING 2,110 2,111 2,111 2,111 0 2,111 ~ 
272 0604258N TARGET SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 73,127 93,974 93,974 93,974 0 93,974 ~ 
273 0604703N PERSOt*IEL, TRAINING, SIMJLATJON, AND tl.M 978 1,025 1,025 1,025 0 1,025 tr.l 
274 0605151M STUDIES AND ANALYSIS SUPPORT - MC 1,888 1,913 1,913 1,913 0 1,913 en en 
275 0605152N STUDIES AND ANALYSIS SUPPORT - NAVY 3,337 3,610 3,610 3,610 0 3,610 ~ 
276 0605153M ~RINE CORPS OPERATIONS ANAL GROUP, CNA 4,359 4,516 4,518 4,518 0 4,518 0 
277 0605154N CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES 19,456 17,763 17,763 17,763 0 17,763 z 
278 0605155N FLEET TACTICAL DEVELOPMENT AND EVAL 12,233 13,862 13,862 13,862 0 13,862 > 
279 0605156M ~RINE CORPS OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVAL 1,283 1,300 1,300 1,300 0 1,300 t""4 
280 0605502N SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
281 0605804N TECHNICAL INFO~TION SERVICES 2,640 2,599 2,599 2,599 0 2,599 tr.l 
282 0605854M ~RINE CORPS DEVELOMNT CENTER SUPPORT 4,691 5,246 5,246 5,246 0 5,246 (j 
283 0605857N INTERNATIONAL RDT&E 1,254 3,693 3,693 3,693 0 3,693 0 
284 0605861N RDT&E LABORATORY AND FACILITIES MGT SUPP 53,645 51,751 51,751 51,751 0 51,751 ~ 
285 0605862N RDT&E INSTRLKNTATION AND ~TERIEL SUPP 41,494 29,915 29,915 29,915 0 29,915 t:j 
286 0605863N RDT&E SHIP AND AIRCRAFT SUPPORT 90,726 88,560 86,560 86,560 0 86,560 I 287 0605864N TEST AND EVALUATION SUPPORT 310,000 325,365 325,365 325,365 0 325,365 =c 288 060S865N OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVAL CAPABILITY 8,720 8,591 8,591 8,591 0 8,591 
289 0605871M ~RINE CORPS TACTICAL EXPLOITATION OF NA 958 969 969 969 0 969 0 
290 0605872N PRODUCTIVITY INVEStMENTS 3,213 261 261 261 0 261 c 
291 0305111N ~THER SERVICE 948 879 879 879 0 879 en 
292 0305160N DEFENSE METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITE PROG~ 3,893 2,136 2,136 2,136 0 2,136 tr.l 

293 0708011N INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS 42,331 43,482 43,482 43,482 0 43,482 
2931 RNvF/RTJF 0 0 0 5,000 5,000 

TOTAL RDT&E, NAVY 9,512,917 9,218,200 130,660 9,346,860 58,400 9,274,600 72,260 166,962 9,383,162 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

Attack submarine development 
The amended budget request included 

$13.6 million for the Navy's Attack Subma
rine Development program. 

The House bill would not authorize funds 
for this program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount in the budget requested. 

The House recedes. 
Commend and control systems 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
House report <H. Rept. 100-563> regarding 
the Link Eleven Emprovement project. 
Laser communications systems 

The amended budget request included 
$5.269 million for Satellite Laser Communi
cations <SLCSAT> research and develop
ment. 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would authorize $25.269 mil
lion, $20 million more than the requested 
amount. In addition, the House bill would 
authorize $10 million for Tactical Airborne 
Laser Communications research in the De
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency 
<DARPA> for fiscal year 1989. The Senate 
amendment authorized no additional funds 
for Tactical Airborne Laser Communica
tions research beyond those appropriated in 
fiscal year 1988. 

The conferees reviewed the status of both 
laser communications programs and believe 
that the SLCSAT program is funded at a 
level where engineering studies must exam
ine the tradeoffs required to establish the 
cost of an operational satellite system. Re
sources not needed for engineering studies 
should be devoted to the engineering of 
hardware. 

The conferees agreed that the DARPA 
program can use existing funding to execute 
planned experiments effectively through 
fiscal year 1989 (including uplink experi
ments>. This program also needs to devote 
resources to the development of potentially 
more useful transmitter technologies. If the 
results of experiments warrant, DARPA is 
invited to seek a reprogramming to augment 
the program for a rapid start-up in fiscal 
year 1990. 

Finally, the conferees note that a laser 
communications program, which appears to 
have considerable merit, can be carried 
through a full-scale devlopment decision 
only if it enjoys the support of tactical users 
and resource priority within the Navy. 
Sea lance 

The amended budget request included $50 
million for the Navy's Sea Lance program, a 
submarine-launched rocket that carries a 
MK-50 torpedo as a payload. 

The Senate amendment would add $15 
million to the request. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees recommend authorization 

of $65 million, an increase of $15 million, to 
proceed with flight testing of the Sea Lance 
vehicle with the understanding that the De
partment of the Navy will seek to repro
gram and additional $15 million from funds 
otherwise authorized to preserve the origi
nally projected initial operational capabil
ity. 
Cover and deception 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $1 million to continue the Navy cover 
and deception program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes, and the conferees 
affirm the language in the House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563> on this matter. 
Command and control 

The conferees note that for some years 
the Congress has supported development of 
a supercomputer system titled "S-1". This 
support is continued, and the Navy is re
quested to complete development of the S-1 
hybrid wafer-scale-integrated supercom
puter system. 
Fast sealift development 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) 
stated certain requirements for the Secre
tary of the Navy regarding study and testi
mony on a fast sealift plan. the conferees 
affirm that language, and the Navy is invit
ed to reprogram from funds otherwise au
thorized as necessary for the study of a wide 
range of propulsion and hull technologies, 
including semi-planning hull technology. 

In addition, the conferees direct that both 
the Secretary of the Navy and the Commis
sion on Merchant Marine and Defense pre
pare estimates on the requirement for fast 
sealift under the same planning scenarios 
used by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in the required annual net assess
ments. These estimates shall be submitted 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives no 
later than January 1, 1989. 
Light assault vehicle gun 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) concerning 
the selection of a gun for the Marine Corps 
Light Assault Vehicle. 
Navy oceanography program 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
an additional $3 million for the Navy Ocean
ography Program. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes, and the conferees 
affirm the language in the Senate report <S. 
Rept. 100-326) on this matter. 
Oceanographic and meteorological program 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
an additional $2 million for the Navy's 
Oceanographic and Meteorological Pro
gram. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes, and the conferees 
affirm the language in the Senate report <S. 
Rept. 100-326) on this matter. 
Rapid air defense integration prototype 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326> concerning 
early testing of a prototype of a fully inte
grated ship air defense system. 
RAMP/RTIF program 

The Senate and House reports <S. Rept. 
100-326 and H. Rept. 100-563> would direct 
the Secretary of the Navy to execute lots 1-
6, or their equivalents, in the Navy's Rapid 
Acquisition of Manufactured Parts <RAMP> 
program; however, additional funding to 
support this direction would not be author
ized in either the House bill or the Senate 
amendment. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $5 million to execute lots 1-6 in the 
RAMP /RTIF Step II contract, and direct 
the Secretary of the Navy to report to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by 
February 1, 1989 on a long-range implemen
tation plan for the RAMP program beyond 
fiscal year 1989. 

Sea-based air antisubmarine warfare 
The House bill would authorize $5 million 

for the Navy to investigate the potential of 
the SV-22 tilt rotor aircraft to perform sea 
based air antisubmarine warfare <ASW>. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees share the concern of the 

House of Representatives for sea-based air 
ASW shortfalls, and encourage the Navy to 
investigate not only the SV -22 option but 
follow-on options to the S-3 as well. 
Ship propulsion technology 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
Senate report <S. Rept 100-326) with respect 
to ship propulsion technology. The Confer
ees believe that the economy, power density, 
and signature reduction possible with gas 
turbine improvements and electric drive are 
significant and should be pursued without 
delay. 

Standard embedded computer 
The amended budget request included 

$13.2 million in research and development 
for the Standard Embedded Computer pro
gram. 

The House bill and the Senate amend
ment would authorize the amount request
ed. 

The conferees note that this program has 
received specific congressional attention for 
more than four years. At congressional re
quest in 1984, the Under Secretary of De
fense for Research and Engineering provid
ed a plan to phase out embedded computers 
such as the Department of Navy's AN/UYK 
43/44 and AN/AYK 14s, and to develop by 
January 1990 replacements using next-gen
eration technology, including open architec
ture. Subsequently, the Department of De
fense has failed to implement the plan with 
sufficient funding. As a consequence, not 
only has development of next generation 
computers been delayed, but also delays 
have occurred in the development of up
grades to current computers. This situation 
is perpetuated in the fiscal year 1989 
amended budget request. Only $1.4 million 
is requested for development of next gen
eration computer technology, in spite of the 
fact that as late as last year a request of at 
least $4.9 million had been anticipated for 
this development. No funds were requested 
in fiscal year 1989 for development of up
grades to exisitng computers. 

This year the Department of the Navy no
tified Congress that the date for the avail
ability of next-generation computers has 
slipped to January 1996, a six-year slip for a 
program essentially started four years ago. 
Subsequent to the notification, the Depart
ment of the Navy approved funding and 
milestone plans to meet the January 1996 
date for development of next generation 
computers. The conferees expect the Navy 
to fully fund this plan. 

In view of the funding and milestone 
plans, the conferees recommended authori
zation of the commencement of upgrades to 
current embedded computer systems begin
ning in fiscal year 1989, but such authoriza
tion is only to initiate development of up
grades with reprogrammed funds from 
lower priority programs. Approval of such 
reprogramming is contingent upon prior re
programming and obligation of $3.5 million 
for development of next-generation comput
ers, in addition to the $1.4 million author
ized in fiscal year 1989. The conferees 
expect that all development of upgrades will 
include open architecture operating systems 
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as have now been adopted by all major com
puter suppliers. 

The conferees affirm the language in the 
House report <H. Rept. 100-563) regarding 
the Mass Memory Storage Device project in 
this program. 
Systems support technology 

The House bill would authorize $3 million 
above the amended budget request for Sys
tems Support Technology <PE62234N). This 
additional authorization would be specifical
ly intended to suppport a manufacturing 
process under the Osprey program. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) ad
dressed the Osprey manufacturing process 
in a broader discussion of the Product Eval
uation Activity. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $1 million above the request in this pro
gram element only for the Osprey program. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AIR FORCE 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$14,932.1 million for Air Force research, de-

velopment, test, and evaluation. The House 
bill would authorize $14,713.8 million. The 
Senate amendment would authorize 
$14,721.7 million. The conferees recommend 
authorization of $14,680.8 million, as delin
eated in the following table. Unless noted 
explicitly in the statement of managers, all 
changes are made without prejudice. 
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RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT TEST & EVAL AF 
1 0601101F IN-.n~SE LABORATORY ltiJEPEtiJENT RESEARCH 15,653 10,223 5,000 15,223 10,223 5,000 0 10,223 
2 0601102F DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES 182,748 189,444 189,444 189,444 0 189,444 
3 0601103F UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0602101F GEOPHYSICS 35,832 34,838 34,838 34,838 34,838 
5 0602102F ~TERIALS 54,856 58,367 58,367 58,367 58,367 
6 0602201F AEROSPACE FLIGHT DY~ICS 67,698 69,269 69,269 69,269 69,269 
7 0602202F ~ SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY 48,946 49,801 49,801 49,801 49,801 
8 0602203F AEROSPACE PROPULSION 61,813 64,531 64,531 64,531 14,531 

~ 9 0602204F AEROSPACE AVIONICS 59,773 66,467 66,467 66,467 66,467 
10 0602205F PERSONNEL, TRAINING AND SIMULATION 31,916 31,026 31,026 31,026 31,026 0 
11 0602206F CIVIL ENGINEERING AND ENVIROtMNTAL QUAL 6,640 5,541 5,541 5,541 5,541 z 
12 0602302F ROCKET PROPULSION 38,423 39,152 39' 152 39,152 39,152 ~ 
13 0602601F ADVANCED WEAPONS 34,846 34,685 34,685 34,685 34,685 ~ 
14 0602602F CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS 40,587 44,007 44,007 44,007 44,007 trj 

15 0602702F C(M.W.I) CONTROL AND ~!CATIONS 75,640 85,181 85,181 85,181 85,181 (I} 
(I} 

16 0602703F PERSONNEL UTILIZATION TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
0 

17 0603106F LOGISTICS SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY 9,574 16,436 16,436 18,436 0 16,436 z 
18 0603109F INEWS/ICNIA 85,300 37,423 0 37,423 37,423 0 0 37,423 > 
19 0603202F AEROSPACE PROPULSION SUBSYS INTEGRATION 20,000 21,099 21,099 21,099 0 21,099 t""' 
20 0603203F ADVANCED AVIONICS FOR AEROSPACE VEHICLES 10,030 30,114 30,114 30,114 0 30,114 ~ 
21 0603205F AEROSPACE VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY 20,602 21,439 21,439 21,439 0 21,439 trj 

22 0603208F ADVANCED ELECTRONICS FOR AEROSPACE VEHIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
23 0603211F AEROSPACE STRUCTURE AND ~TERIALS 28,000 27,921 27,921 27,921 0 27,921 0 
24 0603215F AEROSPACE FUELS AND PROPULSION TECH (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
25 0603216F AEROSPACE PROPULSION AND POWER TECH 26,999 32,666 32,666 32,666 0 32,666 0 
26 0603217F WEAPON. SYSTEMS POWER 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
27 0603226F DOD C(J.M)N PROGRMNING LANOOAGE (ADAl AD 15,673 0 0 0 0 0 :r:: 28 0603227F PERSONNEL, TRAINING AND SIMULATION T CH 8,481 8,038 8,038 8,038 0 8,038 
29 0603231F CREW SYSTEMS AND PERS~L PROTECTION TE 18,242 22,259 22,259 22,259 0 22,259 0 
30 0603245F ADVANCED FIGHTER TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION 22,352 23,980 23,980 23,980 0 23,980 c 
31 0603248F CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 (I} 

32 0603250F LINCOLN LABORATORY 22,000 25,132 25,132 25,132 0 (2,000) 23,132 
trj 

33 0603253F ADVANCED AVIONICS INTEGRATION 2,992 14,028 14,028 14,028 0 14,028 
34 0603259F CARTOGRAPHIC APPLICATION FOR TACTICAL AN 0 0 0 0 0 0 
35 0603269F NATIONAL AERO SPACE PLANE TECHNOLOGY PRO 183,000 244,767 244,767 (14,000) 230,767 14,000 (14,000) 230,767 
36 0603270F EW TECHNOLOGY 0 35,667 35,667 35,667 0 35,667 
37 0603302F SPACE AND MISSILE ROCKET PROPULSION 6,259 8,995 8,995 8,995 0 8,995 
38 0603363F HYPERVELOCITY MISSILE 10,626 8,577 6,577 6,577 0 (1,000) 5,577 ' 
39 0603401F ADVANCED SPACECRAFT TECHNOLOGY 4,000 7,995 7,995 7,995 0 7,995 
40 0603410F SPACE SYSTEMS ENVIRONMENTAL INTERACTIONS 3,825 3,930 3,930 3,930 0 3,930 
41 0603452F VERY HIGH SPEED INTEGRATED CIRCUITS 100,000 44,086 10,000 54,086 44,086 10,000 0 44,086 
42 0603601F CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS 11,552 25,301 6,000 31,301 25,301 6,000 0 25,301 
43 0603605F ADVANCED WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY 71,650 74,494 74,494 74,494 0 74,494 
44 0603704F ~OWER AND PERSONNEL SYSTEMS TECH (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
45 0603707F WEATHER SYSTEMS - ADV DEV 5,276 5,334 5,334 5,334 0 5,334 

,.... 
a') 
c.c 
N 
c.c 
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46 0603723F CIVIL AND ENVIROtMNTAL ENGINEERING TECH 11,827 9,014 9,014 9,014 0 9,014 
47 0603726F C31 SUBSYSTEM INTEGRATION 5,220 8,026 8,026 8,026 0 8,026 
48 0603727F ADVANCED COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
49 0603728F ADVANCED COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY 4,128 10,239 10,239 10,239 0 10,239 
50 0603743F ELECTRONIC COMBAT TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 
51 0603745F CHBMICAL ~FARE DEFENSE (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
52 0603750F COUNTER-COUNTE~SURES (COM) (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 0603751F TRAINING SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY 276 470 470 470 0 470 
54 0603752F DOD SOF~RE ENGINEERING INSTITUTE 18,929 0 0 0 0 0 
55 0603789F C31 TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 30,000 18,795 18,795 18,795 0 18,795 

56 0603110F SPECIAL EVALUATION P~ ~ 1 f ~ ~ ~ [-10,0001 ~ ~ (10,0001 0 [ 1 n 
57 0603111F MERIDIAN 0 [ 1 0 58 0603265F LONG RANGE CONVENTIONAL CRUISE MISSILE 50,000 (40,000) 10,000 50,000 (40,000) (20,000) 30,000 z 59 0603311F ADVANCED STRATEGIC MISSILE SYSTEMS 133,640 151,836 151,836 151,836 0 151,836 G1 60 0603312F ADVANCED CONCEPTS [ ] 231~46, [ 1 [ 1 0 [ 1 ~ 61 0603364F SHORT RANGE ATTACK MISSILE II ~S~ II) 174,320 231,467 (30,000) 201,467 30,000 (30,000) 201,467 tr1 62 0603367F RELOCATABLE TARGET CAPABILITY ~ 9,961 19,705 19,705 19,705 0 19,705 00 
63 0603368F AIR DEFENSE BATTLE ~GEMENT TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 
64 0603369F CRUISE MISSILE ENGAGEMENT SYSTEMS TECH 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 

0 65 0603424F CRUISE MISSILE SURVEILLANCE TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 z 66 0603716F A~SPHERIC SURVEILLANCE TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 > 67 0603717F TECHNICAL ON-SITE INSPECTION P~ 10,627 9,291 9,291 9,291 0 9,291 rc 68 0603735F WWMCCS ARCHITECTURE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
69 0603738F ADI SURVEILLANCE TECHNOLOGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
70 0604216F ~NCP SYSTEM REPLACEMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 tr1 
71 0604226F B-18 366,841 221,591 221,591 221,591 0 221,591 n 

71a INTEGRATION ACTIVITIES 0 15,000 15,000 0 
72 0604234F COMMON STRATEGIC ROTARY LAUNCHER 5,693 948 946 946 0 946 ~ 
73 0604240F B-2 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY BOMBER [ ] 1,032~891 732~891 [ ] 0 [ 1 0 
74 0604312F ICBM MODERNIZATION 1,068,268 (300,0001 (242,891) 790,000 (57 ,109~ (242,891) 790,000 I 
74 0604312F (PEACEKEEPER) 38,000 40,000 II, ,109 32,891 40,000 !7,109 0 40,000 :I: 
74 0604312F (~LL ICBM) 700,000 200,000 4 ,000 600,000 (150,000~ 50,000 5 0,000 50,000 250,000 0 
74 0604312F (t« RAIL GARRISON) 332,268 792,891 (692,891) 100,000 (92,891 700,000 (600,000) (542,891) 250,000 c 74 0604312F (lflALLOCATED) 250,000 250,000 00 

tr1 
75 0604326F STRATEGIC CONV STANDOFF CAPABILITY (SCSC 7,969 10,000 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 
76 0604361F AIR LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILE (ALOM) 3,577 957 957 957 .0 957 
77 0604406F SPACE DEFENSE SYSTEM (PY SAVINGS) 131,852 0 (16,000) (16,000) (16,000) (16,000) 0 (16,000) (16,000) 
78 0604711F SYSTEMS SURVIVABILITY ~NUCLEAR EFFECTS) 12,926 8,333 8,333 8,333 0 8,333 
79 0101120F ADVANCED CRUISE MISSIL [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] 0 [ ] 
80 0101135F AIRCRAFT SURVIVABILITY ENHANCEMENTS [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 0 [ 1 
81 0101142F KC-135 SQUADRONS 4,019 3,176 3,176 3,176 0 3,176 
82 0101213F MINUTeMAN SQUADRONS 84,295 61,069 61,069 61,069 0 61,069 
83 0101312F PACCS AND WWABNCP SYSTEM EC-135 CLASS V 939 1,210 1,210 1,210 ·o 1,210 
84 0101313F ~R PLANNING AUT~TED DATA PROCESSING ( 20,321 20,298 20,298 20,298 0 20,298 
85 0101316F SAC COMMUNICATIONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
86 0102310F NOMe - fW/AA SYSTEMS 57,624 70,616 70,616 70,616 0 70,616 ~ 87 0102311F NOMC - SPACE DEFENSE SYSTEMS 23,410 22,982 22,982 22,982 0 22,982 
88 0102313F BALLISTIC MISSILE TACTICAL WARNING/ATTAC 2,256 2,533 2,533 2,533 0 2,533 ~ 
89 0102325F JOINT SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 2,147 1,751 1,751 1,751 0 1, 751 ... ~ 
90 0102411F SURVEILLANCE RADAR STATIONS/SITES 5,204 1,667 1,667 1,667 0 1,667 .._ 

~ 
Oo 
Oo 
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91 0102412F DISTANT EARLY ~lNG ~fW~ RADAR STATIO 8,444 0 0 0 0 0 ~ tr.l 92 0102417F OVER-THE-HORIZON BACKS TT R RADAR 31,326 19,201 19,201 19,201 0 19,201 rJl 
93 0102423F BALLISTIC MISSILE EARLY ~RNING SYSTSM ( 19,112 25,362 25,362 25,362 0 25,362 rJl ...... 
94 0102424F SPACETRAOK 7,600 9,357 9,357 9,357 0 9,357 0 95 0102431F DEFENSE SUPPORT PROG~ 88,462 84,132 84,132 84,132 0 84,132 z 96 0102432F SLBM RADAR WARNING SYSTSM 17,246 10,165 10,165 10,165 0 10,165 > 97 0102433F NUOET DETECTION SYSTSM 7,369 10,922 10,922 10,922 0 10,922 rc 98 0102436F C~ CENTER PROCESSING AND DISPLAY SY 29,437 26,939 26,939 26,939 0 26,939 

~ 99 0102822F LEO 50~40} 41~031 41~03) 41~031 0 [ 1 
100 0303131F MINIMUM ESSENTIAL EMERGENCY COMM NETWORK 0 41,033 n 101 0303152F ~RLD-WIDE MILITARY ~ AND CONTROL 5,087 2,317 2,317 2,317 0 2,317 0 102 0303154F WWMCCS INFO~TION SYSTSM JOINT PROG~ 21,406 66,363 66,363 66,363 0 66,363 
103 0303601F MILSTAR SAT COMM SYSTSM IAF TERMINALS~ 198,226 310,347 310,347 310,347 0 310,347 ~ 
104 0303603F MILSTAR SATELLITE COMMUN CATIONS SYST 

I ) I J I ,J I ) 
0 

I ) 
0 

105 0305124F SPECIAL APPLICATIONS PROG~ [-10,000] [10,000] 0 I 
106 0305172F BERNIE 0 :I: 
107 0305892F SPECIAL ANALYSIS ACTIVITIES 0 0 
108 0401123F MILITARY AIRLIFT GROUP (IF) 9,952 193 0 193 c 

MINUT~ PENAIDS 'PY) 0 0 0 110,000~ ~10,000) 10,000 0 0 rJl 
997 STRATEGIC CLASSIFI D 3,266,829 2,830,236 2,830,236 20,000 2, 10,236 20,000 2,830,236 tr.l 
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109 0603107F TECHNICAL EVALUATION SYSTEM 
110 0603230F ADVANCED TACTICAL FIGHTER 
111 0603239F ~ED AIR REcot-f.IAISSANCE SYSTEM (OARS 
112 0603244F AIRCRAFT NON-NUCLEAR SURVIVABILITY (H) 
113 0603256F CV-22A 
114 0603260F INTElliGENCE ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT 
115 0603261F PAVE RUNNER ADVANCED DEVElOPMENT 
116 0603307F AIR BASE OPERABILITY ADVANCED DEV 
117 0603320F LOW COST ANTI-RADIATION SEEKER 
118 0603437F HAVE DJINN 
119 0603609F MILLIMETER ~VE SEEKERS 
120 0603714F DOD PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT-EXTERIOR 
121 0603742F COMBAT IDENTIFICATION TECHNOLOGY 
122 0603749F C30M ADVANCED SYSTEMS 
123 0603801F SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
124 0604201F AIRCRAFT AVIONICS EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT 
125 0604212F AIRCRAFT EOUIAMENT DEVELOPMENT 
126 0604218F ENGINE MODEL DERIVATIVE PROG~ (EMDP) 
127 0604219F INTEGRATED DIGITAL AVIONICS 
128 0604220F fW COUNTER RESPONSE 
129 0604222F NUCLEAR ~PONS SUPPORT 
130 0604223F ALTERNATE FIGHTER ENGINE 
131 0604231F C-17 PROG~ 
132 0604232F PAVE RUNNER 
133 0604233F TANKER, TRANSPORT, BOMBER TRAINING SYS 
134 0604236F INFRARED SEARCH ANl TRACK SYSTEM 
135 0604237F VARIABLE STABILITY IN-FLIGHT SIMULATOR T 
136 0604241F CONSOLIDATED fW PROG~ 
137 0604242F ADVANCED TACTICAL AIRCRAFT (AlA) 
138 0604247F MODULAR AUT~TIC TEST EQUIAMENt 
139 0604248F MODULAR STANDOFF ~PONS 
140 0604249F NIGHT/PRECISION ATTACK 
141 0604250F INTEGRATED FW/CNI DEVELOPMENT 
142 0604268F AIRCRAFT ENGINE COMPONENT IMPROVE PROG 
143 0604270F fW DEVELOAMENT 
144 0604313F T-46A 
145 0604314F ADVANCED MEDI~RANGE,AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE 
146 0604315F ADVANCED SHORT RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE 
147 0604321F JOINT TACTICAL FUSION PROG~ 
148 0604327F HARDENED TARGET MUNITIONS 
149 0604362F GROUND-lAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILE (GLOM) 
150 0604601F CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE EOU!PMENt 
151 0604602F A~NT/ORDNANCE DEVELOPMENT 
152 0604604F SUBMUNITIONS 
153 0604607F WIDE-AREA, ANTI-ARMOR MUNITIONS 
154 0604617f AIR BASE OPERABILITY 
155 0604703F AEROMEDICAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 

FY 1988 
Estimate 

[ ] 
498,054 

0 
0 
0 

4,058 
[ ] 

2,988 
13,533 

[ d 
908 

0 
0 

[ ] 
16,934 
1,931 

979 
0 
0 

4,427 
76,616 

1,115,550 
[ d 

14,000 
8,225 

179,043 

14~94~ 
0 

19,714 
7,684 

90,658 
0 
0 

23,906 
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13,802 
1,(94 

0 
14,543 
13,800 
4,650 

22,520 
11,953 
6,704 
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Revised 
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[ ] 
702,283 

0 
0 
0 

4,994 
[ ] 

5,128 
12,453 

[ d 
936 

1,949 
0 

[ ] 
19,630 
1,138 

957 
0 
0 

2,177 
28,052 

961,067 

•~sod 
4,872 

11,869 
0 

[ ] 
13,289 
. 0 
4,684 

88,295 
94,510 

127,178 
0 

.0 
4,171 

6~27~ 
0 

17,661 
19,158 
7,326 

26,752 
17,018 
6,097 

[-7,500) 

[-6,500] 

10,000 

[10,000] 

702~2J 
0 
0 
0 

4,994 
[ ] 

5,128 
12,453 

[ ] 
0 

936 
1,949 

0 
[ ] 

19,630 
1,138 

957 
0 
0 

2,177 
28,052 

861,067 
[ ] 

4,500 
4,872 

11,869 
0 

13~28~ 
0 

4,684 
88,295 

104,510 
127,178 

0 
0 

4,171 
[ ] 

8,279 
0 

17,661 
19,158 
7,326 

26,752 
17,018 
6,097 

(15,000) 

[22,000) 

30,000 

[ ] 
687,283 

0 
0 
0 

4,994 
[ ] 

5,128 
12,453 

[ ] 
0 

936 
1,949 

0 
[ ] 

19,630 
1,138 

957 
0 
0 

2,177 
28,052 

961,067 
[ ] 

4,500 
4,872 · 

11,869 
0 

[ ] 
13,289 

0 
4,684 

88,295 
94,510 

127,178 
0 

30,000 
4,171 

[ . ] 
6,279 

0 
17,661 
19,158 

7,326 
26,752 
17,018 
6,097 

House 
+/

Senate 

[-7,500] 
15,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(-6,500d 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

[-22,000d 

0 
0 
0 

10,000 
0 
0 

(30,000) 
0 

(10,000] 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Change to 
Request A~thorized 

0 
(10,000) 

0 

(20,000) 

[22,000) 

0 
(15,000) 

20,000 

[7,000] 

[ ] 
692,283 

0 
0 
0 

4,994 
[ ] 

5,128 
12,453 ll 
[ d 0 
936 z 

1,949 ~ 
0 ~ 

[ ] t.r1 
19,630 ~ 
1,138 ...... 

957 0 
0 z 
0 > 

2,177 t-'4 
28,052 ~ 

941,067 t.r1 
[ ] ll 

4,500 0 
4,872 ~ 

11,869 ~ 

r ~ I 
13,289 :I: 

0 0 
4,684 c:: 

88,295 ~ 
94,510 t.r1 

112,178 
0 

20,000 
4,171 
[ 1 

6,279 
0 

17,661 
19,158 
7,326 

26,752 ~ 
17,018 ~ 
6,097 ~ 

--~ 
~ 
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156 0604704F COMMON SUPPORT EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT 1,639 1,635 1,635 1,635 0 1,635 
157 0604706F LIFE SUPPORT SYSTEMS 12,568 16,914 16,914 16,914 0 16,914 
158 0604708F OTHER OPERATIONAL EQUIPMENT 7,635 8,044 6,044 8,044 0 6,044 
159 0604710F RECONNAISSANCE EQUIPMENT 194 0 0 0 0 0 
160 0604715F DOD PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT-EXTERIOR 11,288 5,144 5,144 5,144 0 5,144 
161 0604724F TACTICAL C3 COUNTERMEASURES 0 0 0 0 0 0 
162 0604725F COMBAT IDENTIFICATION SYSTEMS 34,864 107,196 107,198 107,198 0 107,196 
163 0604733f SURFACE DEFENSE SUPPRESSION 9,961 39,787 39,787 39,787 0 39,787 
164 0604737f AIRBORNE SELF-PROTECTION JAMMER 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
165 0604738f PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS 32,738 0 0 0 0 0 0 
166 0604739F TACTICAL PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS 0 0 0 0 0 0 z 
167 0604740F COMPUTER RESOURCES ~GSMENT TECHNOLOGY 9,961 13,156 13,156 13,156 0 13,156 ~ 168 0604742F PRECISION LOCATION STRIKE SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 169 0604750F INTELLIGENCE EQUIPMENT 5,905 4,875 4,875 4,875 0 4,875 t.r1 
170 0604754F JOINT TACTICAL INFO DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 21,914 64,710 64,710 64,710 0 (24,000) 40,710 C/) 

171 0604756F SIDE LOOKING AIRBORNE RADAR 0 3,650 3,650 3,650 0 3,650 C/) 
loooo4 

172 0604770F JOINT SURVEILLANCE/TARGET ATTACK RADAR S 346,559 238,070 238,070 238,070 0 238,070 0 
173 0604779F JOINT INTEROPERABILITY OF TACTICAL C2 SY 6,017 6,079 8,079 6,079 0 8,079 z 
174 0101133F SR-71 SQUADRONS 3~99~ [ a [ a [20,000] [ a [-20,000] 0 [ ] > 175 0201131F U.S. READINESS COMMAND - COMMUNICATIONS 0 0 roe 
176 0207129F f-111 SQUADRONS 18,926 21,541 21,541 21,541 0 21,541 

~ 177 0207130F F-15A/B/C/D SQUADRONS 105,588 89,058 89,056 89,056 0 89,056 
178 0207133f F-16 SQUADRONS 25,401 26,461 26,461 26,461 0 26,461 t.r1 

~ 
179 0207136F F-4G WILD WEASEL SQUADRONS 15,739 21,287 21,287 21,287 0 (8,000) 13,287 0 180 0207137F CONSTANT HELP [ 

A 
[ a [ a [ 

A 
0 [ 1 ~ 181 0207139F COMPETITIVE FIGHTER PROCUREMENT 0 0 t:j 

182 0207162F TACTICAL AGM MISSILES 2,339 0 0 0 0 0 
183 0207168F F-111 SELF PROTECTION SYSTEMS 19,125 0 0 0 0 0 I 
184 0207169F SEEK CLOCK 69~72A 102~2oA [ ] [ ] 0 [ 1 :I: 
185 0207215F TR-1 SQUADRON 110,000~ 92,208 102,208 (10,000) 102,208 0 
186 0207217f FOLLOWWON TACTICAL RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEM 42,833 56,562 15,000 41,562 (15,000) 41,562 0 (15,000) 41,562 c:: 
187 0207247F AF TENCAP 312 323 323 323 0 323 C/) 

188 0207316F TACIT RAINBOW 79,150 39,323 39,323 39,323 0 39,323 t.r1 
189 0207411F OVERSEAS AIR WEAPON CONTROL SYSTEM 6,920 6,069 6,069 6,069 0 6,069 
190 0207412F TACTICAL AIR CONTROL SYSTEMS 17,9~0 13,356 13,356 13,356 0 13,356 
191 0207417F AIRBORNE ~RNING AND CONTROL SYS (A~CS) 94,630 174,774 174,774 174,774 0 (30,000) 144,774 
192 0207423F ADVANCED COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 29,883 10,808 10,806 10,806 0 10,806 
193 0207424F COPPER COAST 1~9~) [ a [ a [ a 0 [ 1 
194 0207431F TACTICAL AIR INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM ACTIV 0 0 
195 0207433f TACTICAL IMPROVEMENT PROG~ [ ] 1~53} [ ] 1~53} 0 [ 1 
196 0207435F TACTICAL RECONNAISSANCE I~GERY AND EXPL 1,138 1,532 0 1,532 
197 0207579F ADVANCED SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENTS 

I ) I I I J 

f 1 0 f 1 
198 0207582F HAVE TRUMP ~ 0 1 
199 0207584F SEEK AXLE l 0 [ 1 
200 0207585F SEEK SPINNER [50,0001 ~ (50,0001 0 [ 1 
201 0207591F OMEGA [ 0 [ 1 

""""' Q') 
c.c 
~ 
~ 



R-1 
line PE Program 

202 0207595F BASE COMMUNICATIONS- TACTICAL AIR FORCES 
203 0208010F JOINT TACTICAL COMM PROG~ (TRI-TAC) 
204 0208042F HAVE FLAG 
205 0303605F SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS TERMINALS 
206 0305165F NAVSTAR GPS (SPACE AND CONTROL SEGMENTS) 
207 0305887F ELECTRONIC COMBAT INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT 
208 0401129F THEME CASTLE 
209 0401316F SENIOR CITIZEN 
210 0401840F ~C C~ AND CONTROL SYSTSM 
211 0404011F SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES 
212 0502610F A-7 SQUADRONS (ANG) 
213 1110011F FORCE ENHANCEMENTS-ACTIVE 

JOINT INTEGRATED AVIONICS 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION, TACTICAL PROG 

998 TACTICAL CLASSIFIED 

214 0603431F SPACE COMMUNICATIONS 
215 0604238F CONSTANT PISCES 
216 0301305F INTELLIGENCE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES 
217 0301310F FOREIGN TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 
218 0301314F INFRARED/ELECTRG-OPTICAL/DIR ENERGY WEAP 
219 0301315F MISSILE AND SPACE TECHNICAL COLLECTION 
220 0301317F SENIOR YEAR OPERATIONS 
221 0301324F FOREST GREEN 
222 0301357F NUDET DETECTION SYSTSM 
223 0302053F tf.£S .. -WJDE SUPPORT - CGtMJiiCATIONS 
224 0303110F DEFENSE SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 
225 0303126F LONG-HAUL COMMUNICATIONS (DCS) 
226 0303128F INTER-SERVICE/AGENCY AUTOMATEO MESSAGE P 
227 0303144F ELECTR~GNETIC COMPATIBILITY ANALYSIS C 
228 0303401F COMMUNICATIONS SECURITY (COMSEC) 
229 0304111F SPECIAL ACTIVITIES 
230 0305114F TRAFFIC CONTROL, APPROACH, AND LANDING S 
231 0305159F DEFENSE RECONNAISSANCE SUPPORT ACTIVITIE 
232 0305164F NAVSTAR GPS (USER EQUIAMENT) 
233 0305165F NAVSTAR GPS (SPACE AND CONT~Ol SEGMENTS) 
234 0804733F GENERAL INTELLIGENCE SKill TRAINING 

UNOIST REDUCTION (GPS,DSCS,OMSP,DSP) 
999 INTELLIGENCE/COMMUNICATIONS CLASSIFIED 

FY 1988 
Estimate 

0 
9,961 

[ ] 
13,946 

0 
0 

f ~ 
7,969 

0 
59,965 

116,837 

603,183 

0 

0 
43,325 
5,132 
1,28S 
8,083 

l J 
25,891 

[ ] 
40,239 
26,204 

0 
0 

1,981,911 

House Senate 
Revised 
FY 1989 Change to Change to 
Request Request Authorized Request Authorized 

House 
+/

Senate 

0 
4,298 

17~991 
0 
0 

9~011 
0 

83,288 
155,263 

0 

731,013 

0 

38,061 
4,751 

0 
8,427 

25~11) 
( ] 

50,150 
53,232 

0 
0 

1,845,762 

6,000 

50,000 

46,000 

0 
4,298 
[ ] 

23,994 
0 
0 

9~011 
0 

83,288 
155,263 
50,000 

0 
777,013 

0 

0 
38,061 
4,751 

0 
8,427 

[-5,500] l ~ 
25,11A 

[ ] 
50,150 
53,232 

0 
0 

(5,500) 1,840,262 

0 
4,298 
[ 1 

(8,000) 9,994 
0 
0 

9~011 
0 

83,288 
155,263 

0 
(100,000) (100,000) 

42,000 773,013 

0 
0 
0 

14,000 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

50,000 
100,000 

4,000 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

r-s,ooo] [s,oooA 
0 

38,061 0 
4, 751 0 

0 0 
8,·U7 0 

[243,500] l ~ [-249,000J 
2s,11A o 

[ ] 0 
50,150 0 

(5,000) 48,232 5,000 
0 0 

(10,000) (10,000) 10,000 
238,500 2,084,262 (244,000) 

Conference 

Change to 
Request Authorized 

0 

34,700 

29,000 

[-2,500] 

(165,000] 

0 
4,298 
[ 1 

17,994 
0 
0 

( J 
9,015 

0 
83,288 

155,263 
34,700 

0 
760,013 

0 

I 
0 

38,061 
4,751 

0 
8,427 

l ~ 
25,114 

[ ] 

(5,000) 
50,150 
48,232 

0 
(10,000) (10,000) 
162,500 2,008,262 
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235 0603402F SPACE TEST P~ 53,887 72,796 20,000 92,796 (20,000) 52,796 40,000 3,000 75,796 
236 0603438F SATELLITE SYSTEMS SURVIVABILITY 3,264 3,784 3,784 3,784 0 1,516 5,300 

SATELLITE SYSTEMS SURVIVABILITY 5,300 5,300 0 5,300 0 0 
237 0603790F NATO RESEARCH AND DEVELOAMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
238 0604211F ADVANCED AERIAL TARGET DEVELOPMENT 9,848 3,711 3,711 3,711 0 3,711 (j 
239 0604227F FLIGHT SIMULATOR .DEVELOAMENT 56,778 72,800 72,800 72,800 0 72,800 0 240 0604609F R&M ~TURATION/TECHNOLOGY INSERTION 14,942 20,760 20,760 20,760 0 20,760 z 241 0604707F WEATHER SYSTEMS - ENG DEV 12,488 8,761 8,761 8,761 0 8,761 ~ 242 0604735F RANGE IMPROVEMENT 55,782 40,065 40,065 (20,000) 20,065 20,000 (20,000) 20,065 :;:tl 243 0604747F ELECT~GNETIC RADIATION TEST FACILITIE 5,919 5,233 5,233 5,233 0 5,233 1:!1 244 0604755F IMPROVED CAPABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT TEST 52,296 50,708 50,708 50,708 0 50,708 en 
245 0605101F PROJECT AIR FORCE 22,020 21,992 21,992 21,992 0 21,992 en 

""""" 246 0605304F ACQUISITION & COMMAND SUPPORT (ACS) - TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~47 0605306F RANCH HAND II EPIDBMIOLOGY STUDY 5,754 1,747 1,747 1,747 0 1,747 z 248 0605502F ~LL BUSINESS INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 0 0 0 0 0 0 > 249 0605708F NAVIGATION/RADAR/SLED TRACK TEST SUPPORT 24,122 20,545 4,414 24,959 20,545 4,414 0 20,545 r-c 250 0605806F ACQUISITION AND ~ SUPPORT 0 0 0 0 0 0 
251 0605807F TEST AND EVALUATION SUPPORT 295,106 298,087 298,087 298,087 0 298,087 :;:tl 
252 0605808F ADVANCED SYSTEMS ENGINEERING/PLANNING 13,093 14,431 14,431 14,431 0 (1,000) 13,431 1:!1 
253 0605809F DYCOMS 7,471 9,191 9,191 9,191 0 9,191 (j 

254 0605863F RDT&E AIRCRAFT SUPPORT 50,000 57,826 57,826 57,826 0 57,826 0 
255 0605872F PRODUCTIVITY INVESTMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 :;:tl 
256 0605874F PRODUCT PERFO~E AGREEMENT CENTER 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
257 0605894F REAL PROPERTY ~INTENANCE - RDT&E 74,465 81,881 81,881 81,881 0 81,881 I 
258 0605896F BASE OPERATIONS - RDT&E 56,809 61,543 61,543 61,543 0 61,543 :I: 
259 0305110F SATELLITE CONTROL FACILITY 95,458 100,803 100,803 100,803 0 100,803 0 260 0305119F SPACE BOOSTERS 454,865 488,785 488,785 488,785 0 (16 ,000) 472,785 c:: 261 0305130F CONSOLIDATED SPACE OPERATIONS CENTER 39,864 44,085 44,085 44,085 0 44,085 en 
262 0305160F DEFENSE METEOROLOGICAL SATELLITE PROG~ 42,675 53,364 53,364 53,364 0 53,364 1:!1 
263 0305171F SPACE SHUTTLE OPERATIONS 51,205 58,715 58,715 58,715 0 (17,100) 41,615 
264 0701112F INVENTORY CONTROL POINT OPERATIONS 4,329 4,476 4,476 4,476 0 4,476 
265 0702207F DEPOT ~INTENANCE (NON-IF) 0 973 973 973 0 973 
266 0708011F INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS 84,670 97,911 97,911 97,911 0 97,911 
267 0708026F PRODUCTIVITY, RELIABILITY, AVAILABILITY, 14,706 16,398 16,398 16,398 0 16,398 
268 1001004F INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 3,107 3,737 3,737 3,737 0 3,737 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION 5,500 5,500 5,000 5,000 500 0 

TOTAL RDT&E, AIR FORCE 15,165,388 14,932,100 (218,286)14,713,814 (210,391)14,721,709 (7,895) (251,275)14,680,825 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

Ground-based laser technology programs 
The amended budget request contained 

$74.494 million for advanced weapons tech
nology. 

Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment would authorize the requested 
amount. 

Within the advanced weapons technology 
program, the conferees recommended au
thorization of the full amount requested for 
high energy laser technology development. 
Such funds shall be used to maintain a bal
anced competitive technology development 
of various ground-based laser system con
cepts through a concept selection in 1991. In 
addition, the conferees believe that, at a 
minimum, chemical DF and Oxygen Iodine, 
Free Electron Laser, and repetitively and 
single pulsed excimer concepts should be 
continued by the Services and the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency 
<DARPA> through concept selection. 
ICBM modernization studies 

The Senate amendment contained study 
requirements for ICBM modernization re
lated programs <sec. 213), and the House bill 
contained related and different study re
quirements (sec. 223). 

The conferees agreed not to include either 
set of requirements in legislation. However, 
the conferees agreed that the Secretary of 
Defense shall evaluate the feasibility of pro
viding common launch control systems for 
the MX rail-garrison program and the Small 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile <SICBM> 
program. If the evaluation demonstrates 
that such commonality is feasible, the Sec
retary shall preserve such commonality in 
those programs. 

The conferees also agreed that evalua
tions of operational issues (particularly eval
uations of potential vulnerabilities>. and 
technological and logistical issues should 
continue to be an inherent part of ICBM 
Modernization research and development. 
The Secretary of the Air Force should con
tinue the independent review of the SICBM 
program, focusing on ways to reduce the 
costs of that program, that is being carried 
out by a Federally Funded Research and 
Development Center with substantial expe
rience in the analysis of issues related to 

ICBMs. The results of this study are to be 
provided to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives by March 1, 1989. 
C-17 develoi?ment 

The reduction of authorization for the C-
17 development program recommended by 
the conferees is for budgetary reasons only 
and the Department of Defense is invited to 
seek reprogramming of funds, if necessary. 
Joint tactical fusion program 

The amended budget request included 
$.999 million for the Air Force portion of 
the Joint Tactical Fusion Program (JTFP). 

The House bill would add $10 million: (1) 
to prevent termination of the Enemy Situa
tion Correction Element <ENSCE>; <2> to 
match Air Force funding to its commitment 
to provide 12 percent of the joint program 
RDT&E funding; and (3) to ensure that Air 
Force situation assessment equipment is 
functionally compatible with the Army 
system. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $7.999 million for the Air Force por
tion of the JTFP. 
TR-1 program 

The amended budget request contained 
$102.2 million to continue development of 
the TR-1 program. 

The House bill would authorize $92.2 mil
lion. The $10 million reduction was based on 
the apparent lack of progress in supporting 
Army requirements. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the amount requested. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $102.2 million, of which $1 million is to be 
available only for the Air Force to examine 
methods of processing, exploiting and dis
seminating fixed and moving target indica
tor data from the TR-1 Advanced Synthetic 
Aperture Radar System for both Air Force 
and Army applications. 
Follow-on tactical air reconnaissance 

system 
The amended budget request contained 

$56.6 million for continued development of 
the Follow-on Tactical Air Reconnaissance 
System <FOTARS>, which will provide re-

connaissance sensors for use by unmanned 
aerial vehicles as well as in-production fight
er aircraft of the Air Force and the Navy. 

The House bill would reduce the request 
by $15 million, citing an ongoing General 
Accounting Office <GAO> investigation and 
lack of justification for the medium-range 
remotely piloted vehicle <RPV> that would 
carry the sensors. 

The Senate amendment would also reduce 
the request by $15 million. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $41.6 million. 

The conferees note that the FOTARS 
program is an integral component of future 
tactical reconnaissance capabilities, but are 
troubled by inconsistencies in the program. 
For example, the Joint Services Imagery 
Processing System (JSIPS>. a component of 
the FOTARS program, does not include a 
requirement to provide the near-real time 
data to the Army from sensors on manned 
and unmanned aircraft. The conferees re
quest the Services to reassess their plans for 
receipt, exploitation and dissemination of 
tactical data through the JSIPS program. 
Satellite systems survivability 

The amended budget request included 
$3.784 million for satellite systems surviv
ability. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amount for this program. It also 
contained a provision (sec. 201) that would 
authorize an additional $5.3 million for sat
ellite systems survivability. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The House recedes. 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, DEFENSE 

AGENCIES 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained authorization of 
$8,667.8 million for Defense Agencies re
search, development, test, and evaluation. 
The House bill would authorize $7,772 mil
lion. The Senate amendment would author
ize $8,706.2 million. The conferees recom
mend authorization of $8,428.4 million, as 
delineated in the following table. Unless 
noted explicitly in the statement of manag
ers, all changes are made without prejudice. 
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House Senate Conference 
Revised House 

R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to 
Line PE Program Estimate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 

RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT TEST & EVAL DEF AG 
1 0601101E DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES 80,000 89,492 89,492 89,492 0 89,492 
2 0601101W IN-.WSE LABORATORY INDEPEN>ENT RESEARCH 2,442 2,070 2,070 2,070 0 2,070 
3 06011030 UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES 85,000 95,000 95,000 25,000 120,000 (25,000) 25,000 120,000 
4 0601103E UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 06011040 DEFENSE UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 24,608 0 0 25,000 25,000 (25,000) 0 0 n 
6 0602101E TECHNICAL STUDIES 1,700 1,800 1,800 1,800 0 1,800 0 
7 0602301E STRATEGIC TECHNOLOGY 311,500 227,640 69,000 296,640 227,640 69,000 79,000 306,640 z 
8 0602702E TACTICAL TECHNOLGY 116,245 .116,87t 20,000 136,871 116,871 20,000 10,000 126,871 ~ 
9 0602707E PARTICLE · B~ TECHNOLOGY 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 0 14,000 :;:.; 

10 0602708E INTEGRATED COMMAND AND CONTROL TECH 32,000 33,360 33,360 33,360 0 33,360 ~ 
11 0602712E ~TERIALS AND ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY 59,000 20,540 20,540 2,000 22,540 (2,000) 2,000 22,540 en 
12 0602714E NUCLEAR MONITORING 24,330 22,600 15,000 37,600 15,000 37,600 0 15,000 37,600 en 

1-4 

13 0602715H DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 302,888 346,848 348,848 346,848 0 (7,000) 339,848 0 
14 06027168 ~PPING, CHARTING AND GEODESY 300 0 0 0 0 0 z 
15 06027180 ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARD RESEARCH 18,500 0 0 0 0 0 > 

CENTER FOR ADVANCED TECHNOLOGIES 0 0 31,000 31,000 (31,000) 15,000 15,000 roe 

SOl-GENERAL 3,531,224 4,521,121 (1,362,911) 3,158,210 (271,121) 4,250,000 (1,091,790) (804,121) 3,717,000 :;:.; 
~ 

16 0603220C SDI-SURV, ACQ, TRACKING AND kill ASSESS 955,523 1,124,625 0 n 
17 0603221C SOl-DIRECTED ENERGY WEAPONS 832,326 1,029,894 0 0 
18 0603222C SOl-KINETIC ENERGY WEAPONS 791,549 936,294 0 :;:.; 
19 0603223C SDI-SYS CONCEPTS AND BATTLE ~GSMENT/C 503,156 639,894 0 0 
20 0603224C SDI-SURV, LETHALITY, & KEY SUPPORT TECH 448,670 790,414 0 I 21 06032250 JOINT 000-DOE MJ-4JTIONS TECHNOLOGY DEV£l 14,768 7,718 7,716 17,284 25,000 (17,284) 12,284 20,000 
22 0603226E EXPERIMENTAL EVAL Of ~JOR INNOVATIVE TE 215,133 225,048 15,000 240,046 (10,000) 215,046 25,000 5,000 230,046 =c 
23 0603227E RELOCATABLE TARGET DETECTION TECHNOLOGY 5,000 15,400 15,400 15,400 0 15,400 0 
24 0603269E NATIONAL AERO SPACE PLANE TECH PROG~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 
25 0603702D SPECIAL OPERATIONS, SPECIAL TECH OFFICE 0 0 0 0 0 0 en 
26 06037030 COUNTER-INSURGENCY AND SPECIAL TECH 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
27 06037060 MICROWAVE/MILLIMETER WAVE MONOLITHIC INT 45,466 67,064 20,000 87,064 (14,500) 52,564 34,500 0 67,064 
28 0603736D COMPUTER AIDED LOGISTICS SUPPORT 9,845 11,582 11,582 11,582 0 11,582 
29 0603737D BALANCED TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE 200,000 238,000 238,000 100,000 338,000 (100,000) 75,000 313,000 
30 06037380 COOPERATIVE 000_/VA MEDICAL RESEARCH 15,000 0 20,000 20,000 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 
31 0603740D RACER 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 
32 06037560 CONSOLIDATED DOD SOFTWARE INITIATIVES 24,567 37,120 8,000 45,120 8,000 45,120 0 8,000 45,120 
33 03051 08K C(M.W.(J AND CONTROL RESEARCH 2,541 2,371 2,371 2,371 0 2,371 
34 11100110 FORCE ENHANCEMENTS-ACTIVE 10,827 10,405 10,405 10,405 0 10,405 
35 11400110 ADVANCED SPECIAL OPERS RESEARCH, DEV ACQ 12,163 8,862 8,862 8,862 0 8,862 

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY TACTICAL TRANSPORT 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 5,000 5,000 



House Senate Conference 
Revised House 

R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to 
Line PE Program Estimate Request Request Authortzed Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 

36 0603734K ISLAND SUN 49,457 57,018 57,018 57,018 0 57,018 
37 06037410 AIR DEFENSE INITIATIVE 49,224 213,574 (40,000) 173,574 (50,000) 163,574 10,000 (50,000) 163,574 ("') 

38 0302016K NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND SYST~~DE SU 10,616 5,691 5,691 5,691 0 5,691 0 
39 0302019K WWMCCS SYSTEMS ENGINEER 15,573 18,534 18,534 18,534 0 18,534 z 
40 0303131K MINIMUM ESSENTIAL EMERGENCY COMM NETWORK 8,373 9,785 9,785 9,785 0 9,785 ~ 

41 0604702D JOINT STANDOFF ~PONS PROG~ 25,000 15,900 10,000 25,900 15,900 10,000 0 15,900 ~ trJ 
42 0604771D JOINT TACTICAL INFO~TION DISTRIBUTION 78,760 62,076 5,000 67,076 62,078 5,000 0 62,076 Cll 

43 0201135K CINC C2 INITIATIVES 2,067 1._,883 1,883 1,883 0 1,883 Cll ,..... 
44 0208045K C3 INTEROPER (JOINT TACT C3 AGENCYA 61,715 60,264 80,264 60,264 0 60,264 0 
45 02080450 C3 INTEROP (JOINT TACT C3 AG~ (FY 1 AND 0 0 0 0 0 0 z 
46 0208298K MGT HQ ~JOINT TACTICAL C3 AG NCY) 5,000 8,363 8,363 6,363 0 6,363 > 
47 02082980 MGT HQ JOINT TACT C3 AGENCYl (FY 87 AND 0 0 0 0 0 0 t-'1 
48 0305141D JOINT REMOTELY PILOTED VEHIC ES PROG~ 50,291 34,766 (34,766) 0 34,768 (34,766) 12,300 47,066 

~ 
48a AQUILA PRIOR YEAR TRANSFER (25,013] (25,013] trJ 

49 06037018 ~PPING, CHARTING, GEODESY INVESTIGATION 12,168 5,424 5,424 5,424 0 5,424 ("') 
50 06047018 ~PPING, CHARTING, AND GEODESY ENG DEV 3,782 1,380 1,380 1,380 0 1,380 0 
51 0604703D LANDSAT 9,843 0 0 0 0 0 
52 0301011G CRYPTOLOGIC ACTIVITIES 

)51~ 18~27~ 
[13,886) 

18~27~ 
[-19,400] 

18~27~ 
(32,286A [8,486) [ ~ ~ 

53 0301301L GENERAL DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE PROG~ [ 0 
54 0303126K LONG-HAUL COMMUNICATIONS (DCS) 0 18,272 I 
55 0303127K SUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS S 3,574 3,928 3,928 3,928 0 3,928 :I: 
56 0303401G COMMUNICATIONS SECURITY ~COMSEC~ 285~ooA 293~31l 293~31} 293~311 0 293~31l 0 
57 03051398 ~ EXPLOITATION MDDERNI ATION ROG~ 0 c 
58 03051541 AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE SUPPORT PROG~ 87,100 98,561 98,561 (20,000) 78,561 20,000 0 98,561 Cll 

59 03051598 DEFENSE RECONNAISSANCE SUPPT ACTIVITIES 2,853 3,000 3,000 3,000 0 3,000 trJ 
60 0305159G DEFENSE RECONNAISSANCE SUPPT ACTIVITIES 141~38} 38~2ol 38~2oi 38~2oi 0 [ 1 
61 03051591 DEFENSE RECONNAISSANCE SUPPT ACTIVITIES 0 38,206 
62 0305167G COMPUTER SECURITY 

1,168tJ 1,17J,J 1,18J.J I J 
0 [ ~ 63 0305884L INTELLIGENCE PLANNING AND REVIEW ACTIV 0 [ 

64 0305885G TACTICAL CRYPTOLOGIC ACTIVITIES [-4,334) [-4,334] 0 [ ] 
999 INTELLIGENCE/COMMUNICATIONS CLASSIFIED 9,55 (19,400) 1,158,721 28,952 6,486 1,184,607 
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House Senate Conference 
Revised House 

R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to 
line PE Program Estimate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 

65 0603739D SEMICONDUCTOR ~FACTURING TECHNOLOGY 98.~50 44,785 55,215 100,000 55,215 100,000 0 55,215 100,000 
66 0603790D NATO RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 147,675 200,598 200,598 200,598 0 200,598 
67 0605104D TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO USO(A) 17,295 18.~67 18.~67 18,467 0 18.~67 
68 0605106D GENERAL SUPPORT FOR PA&E 2,179 2,353 2,353 2,353 0 2,353 
69 0605107D GENERAL SUPPORT FOR POLICY 5,~70 5,7~7 5,7U (5,7~7) 0 5,7~7 (1,7~7) 4,000 n 70 06051080 GENERAL SUPPORT FOR NET ASSESSMENT 3,515 3,812 3,812 3,812 0 3,812 

0 71 0605109D GENERAL SUPPORT FOR AM&P 1,531 1,631 1,631 1,631 0 1,631 
72 06051100 TECH SUPPORT TO USD(A)--CRITICAL TECH 3,175 3,968 3,968 3,968 0 3,968 z 
73 0605112D RAND NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INST 16,259 17,531 17,531 17,531 0 17,531 ~ 
7~ 060511~E BLACK LIGHT 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 0 3,600 ~ 
75 0605116D GENERAL SUPPORT TO C31 2,35~ 2,568 3,000 5,568 2,568 3,000 3,000 5,568 t.r1 

(J) 
76 0605117D FOREIGN ~TERIAL ACQUISITION AND EXPLOIT 9,845 10,363 10,363 10,363 0 10,363 (J) 

77 0605119D GENERAL SUPPORT FOR P&L 2,558 2,865 2,865 2,865 0 2,865 ~ 
78 0605502E ~LL BUSINESS INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
79 0605711S CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS 29,019 ~.~oo 35,000 39.~00 4.~00 35,000 27,000 31,400 z 
80 0605801S DEFENSE TECHNICAL INFO~TION CENTER 19,792 23,82~ 23,824 23,824 0 23,82~ > 
81 0605802S INFORMATION ANALYSIS CENTERS 4,883 5,200 5,200 5,200 0 5,200 rc 
82 0605872E PRODUCTIVITY INVESnMENTS 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
83 0605898C ~GEMENT HEADQUARTERS ~SOl) 19,776 24,790 24,790 (3,790) 21,000 3,790 (3,790) 21,000 t.r1 
8~ 0605898E ~GBMENT HEADQUARTERS RSCH AND OEV) 15,034 15,497 15,497 15,497 0 15.~97 n 
85 07028070 INFRARED FOCAL PLANE ARRAY 1,969 23,589 23,589 23,589 0 23,589 0 
86 0708011S INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS 8,326 10,800 10,800 10,800 0 10,800 ~ 
87 10010150 TECHNOLOGY SECURITY FUNCTIONS 484 441 441 441 0 441 tj 

CASET 6,000 6,000 0 . 6,000 3,000 3,000 I ADVANCED SUBMARINE TECHNOLOGY 114,000 114,000 0 114~000 65,000 65,000 0: ADVANCED ASW TECHNOLOGY 40,000 40,000 0 40,000 15,000 15,000 0 AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE 8,000 8,000 0 8,000 0 0 c TECHNOLOGY EXPLOITATION 4,000 4,000 0 4,000 2,000 2,000 (J) 
ADVANCED TORPEDO PROG~ 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 0 0 t.r1 
CLASSIFIED 54,000 54,000 (75,000) (75,000) 129,000 40,000 40,000 
OSD CLOSE AIR SUPPORT 0 15,000 15,000 (15,000~ 10,000 10,000 
EXTENDED AIR DEFENSE 0 50,000 50,000 ro.ooo 25,000 25,000 
THREAT SIMJLATOR DEVELOPMENT 0 60,000 60,000 60,000) 60,000 60,000 
PRODUCT EVALUATION ACT 0 17,500 11 ,5oo· 17,500~ 17,500 17,500 
OPTOELECTRONIC ~TERIALS 0 14,500 14,500 14,500 14,500 14,500 
DARPA ~TECH 0 106,000 106,000 (106,000) 0 0 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION 11,114 11,114 (33,500) (33,500) 44,614 0 0 

TOTAL RDT&E, DEFENSE AGENCIES 7,661,825 8,667,800 (895,796) 7,772,004 38,441 8,706,241 (934,237) (239,373) 8,~28.~27 
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House Senate Conference 0 

Revised House z 
R-1 FY 1988 FY 1989 Change to Change to +I- Change to ~ 
Line PE Program Eat imate Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized ~ 

t!1 

DIRECTOR OF TEST & EVAL DEFENSE 
rll 
rll 

1 0604940D TEST INSTRUMENTATION DEVELOPMENT 30,100 30,000 30,000 30,000 0 30,000 ....... 
0 2 0604941D SPACE SYSTBM TEST CAPABILITIES 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,000 0 2,000 z 3 0605111D FOREIGN WEAPONS EVALUATION 29,811 12,864 5,000 17,864 12,864 5,000 0 12,864 

4 0605130D NATO COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT TESTING 43,000 42,813 42,813 42,813 0 42,813 > 
5 0605131D LIVE FIRE TESTING 6,700 5,000 10,000 15,000 5,000 10,000 5,000 10,000 ~ 
6 0605132D JOINT TECH COORD GROUP FOR AIRCRAFT SURV 7,086 7,086 7,086 7,086 0 7,086 ~ 
1 0605804D DEVELOPMENT TEST AND EVALUATION 63,919 67,137 67,137 (16,000) 51,137 16,000 (16,000) 51,137 t!1 

n 
TOTAL DIRECTOR TEST & EVALUATION 182,116 166,900 15,000 181,900 (16,000) 150,900 31,000 (11,000) 155,900 0 

~ 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION 0 

1 0604340D OT&E CAPABILITY IMPROVEMENT 59,000 121,166 121,166 121,166 0 (10,000) 111,166 I 
2 0605118D OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 11,221 12,234 12,234 12,234 0 12,234 :I: 3 0605133D SDS OT&E ORGANIZATION 0 10,000 (10,000) 0 (10.000) 0 0 (10,000) 0 0 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION 70.221 143.400 (10,000) 133.400 (1,0.000) 133.400 0 (20.000) 123.400 c:: 
rll 
t!1 
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

National aerospace plane 
The amended budget request included 

$244.767 million for the National Aerospace 
Plane technology demonstration program. 

The House bill would authorize the re
quested amount. 

The Senate amendment would reduce the 
request by $14 million. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $230.767 million. This reduction is 
made without prejudice, for budgetary rea
sons. The conferees express their support 
for the National Aerospace Plane program 
and expect the Department of Defense to 
incorporate adequate funding for this pro
gram into its Five Year Defense Program 
for fiscal years 1990 to 1994. 
Air defense initiative 

The amended budget request contained 
$213.574 million for the Air Defense Initia
tive, an increase of approximately $180 mil
lion over the amount appropriated for fiscal 
year 1988. Last year, the conferees attempt
ed to improve the coordination and manage
ment of this joint program by vesting the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense <OSD> 
with oversight responsibility and stressing 
that priority should be placed on developing 
surveillance technologies and exploiting to 
the ·fullest extent relevant research con
ducted under the Strategic Defense Initia
tive. 

The conferees believe some progress has 
been made in properly focusing this re
search effort, but are not confident that an 
integrated program plan enjoying the sup
port of Service participants has been 
achieved. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $163.574 million for the Air Defense 
Initiative; related actions are described in 
the classified annex to this statement of 
managers. 

The House bill contained a legislative pro
vision <sec. 237) that would describe the pur
pose of the Air Defense Initiative and re
quire an annual review of the program and 
its progress toward deployment. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees believe 
that this information is already contained 
in present and planned Department of De
fense reports. 
Joint stand-off weapons program 

The amended budget request contained 
$15.9 million for the Joint Standoff Weap
ons Program, which includes the Air Force's 
Modular Stand-off Weapon <MSOW> pro
gram and the Navy's Advanced Interdiction 
Weapon System <AIWS> program. 

The House bill would authorize $25.9 mil
lion, and would direct that not less than 
$15.9 million be available for the AIWS pro
gram. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $15.9 million. The conferees under
stand that the MSOW program is likely to 
be revised substantially in light of the deci
sion by France to withdraw from participa
tion in the program. The Department of De
fense is developing a master plan that will 
incorporate a revision to both the MSOW 
program and the AIWS program. The con
ferees direct that none of the amounts au
thorized be obligated until the Department 
has reported to Congress on the new plan 
for short-range stand-off weapons. 

Projects of the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency 

In addition to other changes, the House 
bill would authorize increases in the 
amounts requested for the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projected Agency 
<DARPA> accounts as follows: 

(1) $69.0 million for Strategic Technology 
to include $15.0 million for high tempera
ture superconductor manufacturing; $20.0 
million for advanced manufacturing tech
nology for microelectronic components, ad
vanced materials and concurrent design 
tools; $2.0 million for hybrid hi-static radar 
research; $7.0 million for gallium arsenide 
manufacturing technology; and $25.0 mil
lion to continue the development of the 
single pulse excimer laser. 

<2> $20.0 million for Tactical Technology 
associated with anti-armor applications uti
lizing smart weapons. 

(3) $15.0 million for experimental evalua
tion of the tactical laser communications 
program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$106 million more than the amended budget 
request-in addition to other inreases-in an 
account entitled DARPA MANTECH. This 
$106 million increase would be apportioned 
as follows: $46.0 million for gallium arsenide 
manufacturing technology and insertion; 
$27.0 million for high temperature super
conductor manufacturing; $18.0 million for 
the DARPA Initiative in Concurrent Engi
neering; $8.0 million for the EXCIMER 
Laser-Semiconductor Device Manufactur
ing; and $7.0 million for the "smart skin" 
design effort. 

In addition to provisions relating to 
DARPA in other sections of this statement 
of managers, the conferees agree to recom
mend an increased authorization of $94.0 
million for DARPA as follows: 

{1) $79.0 million for Strategic Technology 
to include $21.0 million for high tempera
ture superconductor manufacturing tech
nology; $18.0 million for advanced manufac
turing technology for microelectronic com
ponents, advanced materials, and concur
rent engineering design tools; $18.0 million 
for gallium arsenide manufacturing technol
ogy; $7.0 million for excimer laser semicon
ductor device manufacturing technology; 
and $15.0 million to continue the develop
ment of the single-pulse excimer laser. 

(2) $10.0 million Tactical Technology asso
ciated with anti-armor applications using 
smart weapons. 

<3> $5.0 million for Experimental Evalua
tion of Major Innovations for a follow-on 
forces attack prototype. 

Although the conferees did not recom
mend authorization for research in hybrid 
hi-static radars as would be authorized by 
the House bill, the conferees agree as would 
be authorized by the House bill, the confer
ees agree that such a program merits sup
port and urges the Department to pursue 
this promising technlogy. 

The conferees are concerned that funding 
for artificial intelligence and robotics re
search the DARPA has been decreasing de
spite marked progress in this area in recent 
years, including, for example, tremendous 
productivity gains as the result of the intro
duction of expert systems. Therefore, the 
conferees direct that the DARPA Informa
tion Science and Technology Office allocate 
at least $47 million of funds authorized to 
AI/Robotics research. 

The conferees also recommend that of the 
funds authorized for the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency for fiscal year 
1989, $15.0 million should be made available 

for a program of research in advanced 
microelectronic, optoelectronics, and materi
als. 

The conferees note and continue to sup
port DARPA funding and management in 
technology thrusts for basic research not 
explicitly directed to ongoing weapons de
velopment programs. Included among these 
thrusts, which the conferees continue to 
support, have been those encompassing di
rected energy programs. The current man
agement challenge to DARPA is to execute 
both these basic technology programs and 
the prototype programs. 
Advanced technology tactical transport 

The House bill would authorize $10 mil
lion to initiate a prototyping program for 
the Advanced Technology Tactical Trans
port to continue the program initiated by 
the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $5 million. The conferees emphasize 
that any further development of the Adv
naced Technology Tactical Transport 
should proceed on the basis of open compe
tition among all qualified competitors. 
Advanced torpedo technology 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $10 million for Advanced Torpedo 
Technology. This matter is addressed in the 
discussion of the Advanced ASW Technolo
gy program elsewhere in this statement of 
managers. 
Anti-submarine warfare technology 

The amended budget request did not in
clude funds for authorization of an antisub
marine warfare <ASW> initiative. 

The House bill would authorize $40 mil
lion for this purpose. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recognize that the capabili

ties of Soviet submarines are increasing at a 
rate not previm~sly predicted. To counter 
this trend and to enlarge the nation's anti
submarine warefare options, the conferees 
wish to ensure that the antisubmarine war
fare research and development program en
compasses a balanced range from conserva
tive product improvement investments to 
vigorous high risk/high pay-off ventures. 
The conferees direct the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency to conduct a 
thorough review of the national ASW re
search and development programs with the 
purpose of targeting high pay-off areas for 
investment. The conferees affirm the re
porting requirements of the House report 
(H. Rept. 100-563). 

The conferees recommended authoriza
tion of $15 million for the ASW Technology 
program, of which $10 million shall be allo
cated for advanced torpedo technology. 
Advanced rotorcratt 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) di
rected that $45 million of funds provided for 
the Balanced Technology Initiative <BTI> 
be used only for purposes of establishing an 
advanced rotorcraft technology program. 
The purpose of the program is to accelerate 
the development of advanced designs and 
materials to develop a low-observable heli
copter. 

The Senate report <8. Rept. 100-326> had 
no similar language. 

The conferees note that there would be 
many positive features to an advanced 
rotorcraft program. The conferees do not 
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believe, however, that it is appropriate to 
earmark funds authorized for the Balanced 
Technology Initiative for this purpose. In 
accordance with the program established by 
Congress and administered by the Depart
ment of Defense over the past three years, 
the Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering has the discretion as to funding of 
projects within the BTl program. The Di
rector is welcome to fund projects for ad
vanced rotorcraft technology if the Director 
judges that such projects meet the criteria 
for which the BTl program was established. 
Anti-jam tactical communications 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) im
posed certain restrictions on Department of 
Defense plans for anti-jam tactical commu
nications. In addition, the House report di
rected that $3 million be used only for Have 
Quick 2A development in the Navy and that 
$6 million be used only for development of a 
Universal Modem. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326> con
tained no similar restrcitions. 

The conferees are concerned that the 
Services' commitment to the establishment 
of joint Service anti-jam standards is not 
progressing in a well-defined manner. The 
conferees note that significant progress has 
been made since the Grenada operation; 
however, serious questions have been raised 
in the area of ultra high frequency <UHF 
225-400 MHZ> anti-jam techniques. The 
conferees understand that the HAVE 
QUICK technique has been established as 
the U.S. standard, although the Navy has 
continued to equip existing aircraft with 
LINK 4A anti-jam protection. 

The conferees direct the Secretary of De
fense to submit a report to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives by January 15, 1989, de
scribing the Department's plans with re
spect to tactical anti-jam communications. 
This report should outline the Depart
ment's plans as to how interoperability will 
be achieved within each Service as well as 
between Services and allies, and should take 
into account the equipping of current air
craft as well as future aircraft. 
Electronic warfare master plan 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563> di
rected that the Department of Defense im
prove its master plan for electronic warfare 
<EW>. The conferees recognize the consider
able effort put forth by the Military De
partments in preparation of the Electronic 
Warfare Master Plan. The current docu
ment represents a substantive improvement 
over previous versions. However, in order to 
increase the utility of the document, the 
conferees direct that the following changes 
and clarifications be implemented in the 
next submission of the plan set for Febru
ary 1, 1989: 

< 1 > The plan shall insure that the threat 
and operational assessment information in
clude inputs from the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Unified Commanders in Chief, as 
well as those of the Services. 

<2> The plan shall clarify the relationship 
between electronic warfare programs de
scribed in the plan and threats they are to 
counter, explaining the deficiencies these 
programs are to address. 

(3) For each major electronic warfare pro
gram, the plan shall identify RDT&E and 
procurement funding appropriated in fiscal 
year 1989 and the amount requested in 
fiscal years 1990 and 1991. The plan should 
include the procurement quantities for each 
year of funding and the major milestones of 
each program. 

< 4 > The plan shall provide guidance and 
direction for acquisition of EW systems that 
are common to as many platforms and mis
sions as feasible. 

Further, the conferees direct, as a matter 
of DOD policy, that when common require
ments exist and potential cost savings can 
be quantified, commonality be maximized to 
the extent possible in all electronic warfare 
acquisitions. Commonality assessments 
should consider inter-Service, intra-Service 
and operational aspects including logistics/ 
maintenance support and maintenance/op
erator training. 
Fibrous carbon thermal insulation 

The House and Senate reports <H. Rept. 
100-563 and S. Rept. 100-326) contained 
nearly identical language addressing the 
status of export controls on, and the strate
gic military importance of, fibrous carbon 
thermal insulation. The conferees endorse 
this language and affirm the reporting re
quirements contained therein. 
Follow-on forces attack prototype 

The House bill would add $5 million to the 
RDT&E authorization for the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency <DARPA) 
for the purpose of developing, evaluating, 
and demonstrating a prototype that could 
enhance the first- and second-echelon target 
development and nomination process. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $5 million for the proposed Follow-On 
Forces Attack <FOFA) prototype and en
dorse the language contained in the classi
fied annex to the House report <H. Rept. 
100-591, Part I) on H.R. 4387, the fiscal year 
1989 Intelligence Authorization Act. The 
conferees believe that this initiative could 
address the Army tactical reconnaissance, 
surveillance, and target acquisition short
falls for both ground targets and air de
fense. The conferees are mindful of the out
year funding implications of this initiative 
and urge its consideration in the fiscal year 
1990 budget deliberations and as a candidate 
for inclusion in the Balanced Technology 
Initiative <BTI> program, if appropriate. Co
ordination with the Joint Unmanned Aerial 
Vehicles <UAV> program office may also be 
appropriate. 
Low intensity conflict 

The House bill would authorize $2 million 
for the National Security Agency to evalu
ate and, if appropriate, to procure off-the
shelf signals intelligence-related <SIGINT> 
items of equipment to support Special Oper
ations Forces or U.S. Central Command con
tingency forces in the event of low-intensity 
conflict. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees agree to provide $2 million 
in support of low-intensity conflict capabili
ties for the reasons and the purposes de
scribed in the classified annex to the House 
report <H. Rept. 100-591) on H.R. 4387, the 
fiscal year 1989 Intelligence Authorization 
Act. 
Low intensity conflict planning and pro

gramming 
The House bill would authorize $3 million 

for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Command, Control Communica
tions, and Intelligence to establish a plan
ning and programming activity to ensure 
that low-intensity conflict intelligence ini
tiatives can be developed planned, and pro
grammed to meet the requirements of all 
the Services. The House bill would further 

direct that $1 million of the $3 million be 
provided to the Defense Intelligence Agency 
<DIA> for certain purposes. Finally, the 
House bill would request that the Secretary 
of Defense present, With the biennial fiscal 
year 1990 budget, a report on the status of 
low-intensity conflict initiatives and any 
out-year funding requirements. 

The Senate amendment would not author
ize funds for this purpose. 

The conferees recommend $3 million for 
this initiative. 
Management of electronic warfare programs 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563> di
rected the Secretary of to consolidate man
agement of electronic warfare <EW> pro
grams and to submit a report outlining the 
delegation of responsibilities of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition for all 
electronic warfare programs. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) con
tained no similar direction. 

For several years, the Congress has ex
pressed its concern in the area of electronic 
warfare and electronic component common
ality, and has taken several legislative steps 
to improve management and commonalty. 
The conferees believe it is essential that the 
Department of Defense avoid unnecessary 
duplication with attendant logistics and 
training requirements both within the indi
vidual military Services and among the mili
tary Services, consistent with the unique 
operational requirements of each of the 
Services. The conferees believe these steps 
were required, and progress to date has been 
limited, because of a diversity of manage
ment authority and oversight responsibility 
not only in the military Services but also in 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

The conferees believe that centralized 
oversight of electronic warfare and avionics 
programs in the Office of Secretary of De
fense, and execution control under the Serv
ice Acquisition Executives, is essential to 
minimize proliferation and duplication in 
electronic warfare programs. Accordingly, 
the conferees direct the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition to submit a report 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by De
cember 1, 1988, outlining the delegation of 
oversight responsibilities by the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition for all 
electronic warfare programs, and an analy
sis on how responsibility for all EW pro
grams might be consolidated in one office 
under the direction of the Secretary. 
National bone marrow donor registry 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $21.108 million for the Navy Medical De
velopment program, of which $2.5 million is 
to be available only for the National Bone 
Marrow Donor Registry program. 
Radar warning receiver test and evaluation 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563> di
rected the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence to develop a joint Service 
integrated plan for fielding a single radar 
warning receiver for all Service uses, and to 
establish a test and evaluation program 
under the direction of the Director of Oper
ational Test and Evaluation to manage a 
common "test bed" for radar warning re
ceivers <RWR>. 

The conferees support the need to provide 
updated radar warning capability to counter 
the steadily improving threat. The confer
ees are concerned by the number of differ
ent radar warning receivers used by the var
ious Military Departments. Over the past 
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several years, Congress has urged the Serv
ices to work toward a more integrated ap
proach in developing common effective 
radar warning receivers. 

The conferees believe the Integrated Elec
tronic Warfare/Integrated Communication 
Navigation Identification Avionics <INEWS/ 
ICNIA> program offers the best opportunity 
for maximizing commonality in electric war
fare systems for future aircraft. For current 
platforms, the conferees recognize that the 
large number of radar warning receivers al
ready installed in combat aircraft precludes 
wholesale near-term replacement. However, 
to minimize perpetuation of mulitple types 
of systems and make best use of funds, the 
conferees direct the Services to limit spend
ing on older RWRs to operationally essen
tial reliability and maintainability upgrades 
and capability upgrades that are justified by 
a Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analy
sis <COEA>. In the case of the ALR-67 up
grade or the Advanced Special Receiver 
<ASR> program, the COEA should consider 
the utilization of modules common with 
other RWR programs to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

The conferees believe it is essential to es
tablish a viable test and evaluation program 
for RWR updates. The conferees therefore 
direct that all future operational test results 
for RWR update programs be reviewed and 
approved by the Director of Operational 
Test and Evaluation, prior to obligation of 
production funds. 

The Director should develop a uniform set 
of standards and criteria for measuring all 
RWRs. Tests should include a comprehen
sive, validated RWR threat base that uses 
identical simulations and field testing for all 
services. All field testing should evaluate 
RWRs in similar threat environments. 
Remotely piloted vehicle 

The amended budget request contained 
$34.8 million for research, development, 
test, and evaluation of Remotely Piloted Ve
hicles <RPV>. 

The House bill would deny authorization 
of the amount requested for this program 
until the Department of Defense submitted 
the required reports, restructured the man
agement of RPV programs, and explained 
the tasks for which fiscal year 1989 appro
priations would be obligated. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount and did not contain 
any similar restriction. 

The conferees received a draft Depart
ment of Defense Master Plan for Unmanned 
Aerial Vehicles <UAV> during the confer
ence that is supposed to address the man
agement of and planned expenditures for 
RPVs in fiscal year 1989. The conferees be
lieve that a viable near-term and far-term 
RPV program could evolve from the Master 
Plan. However, the outyear implications, in
cluding the operating and support costs 
which must be incurred by the individual 
Services, could present an impediment to 
expeditious fielding of RPV systems that 
would compete for resources against cur
rently fielded manned systems such as the 
RF-4 or proposed follow-on manned recon
naissance capabilities. The conferees, there
fore, expect the Department of Defense 
UAV Executive Committee, in conjunction 
with the UAV Program Officer, to ensure 
that outyear funding is programmed by the 
Services and that objective reviews are con
ducted to examine the roles and cost-bene
fits of UAVs with respect to all other sys
tems. 

The conferees also believe that total pro
gram visibility is necessary to preclude a du-

plication of effort. Efforts currently reflect
ed in the Master Plan as "related UAV pro
grams" and others that could evolve from 
special assess programs should be under the 
management oversight of the Executive 
Committee and the Department of Defense 
UAV Program Manager. The conferees re
quest the Executive Committee to review all 
RPV-related and special access programs, 
and, if appropriate, include them in future 
UAV program budget submissions. 

The conferees support the proposal for a 
Joint Technology Center, with the under
standing that the center is not limited tore
search and development tasks but is char
tered to conduct tests, evaluation, and train
ing programs. The conferees believe that 
such a center, supported by all four Serv
ices, will provide the baseline in technology 
and concepts of operations for future UAVs. 

The conferees agreed that funds request
ed in the research, development, test, and 
evaluation account are insufficient to exe
cute the UAV Master Plan. Accordingly, 
$47.1 million is recommended for authoriza
tion. Additional funds are available from re
programming request FY 88-14 PA <$25 mil
lion), which is approved. 

Further discussion of RPVs is contained 
in Title I, Procurement, of this statement of 
managers. 
ICBM modernization (sec. 202) 

The amended budget request contained 
$1,032,891,000 for ICBM Modernization, 
which consists of $40 million for continued 
development and flight testing of the MX 
missile system, $792,891 million for develop
ment of the rail-garrison MX system, and 
$200 million for development of the small 
ICBM system. The Department of Defense 
initially intended not to request funds for 
the small ICBM program in its amended 
fiscal year 1989 budget request, and to 
cancel the small ICBM program on grounds 
of unaffordability. However, following dis
cussions with various congressional leaders, 
the Department agreed to include $200 mil
lion in the amended fiscal year 1989 request, 
in order to permit the next administration 
to determine the future course for ICBM 
modernization programs. 

The House bill would authorize $32,891 
million for the MX missile system, $100 mil
lion for the rail-garrison MX program and 
$600 million for the small ICBM program. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount for MX missile devel
opment, $700 million for the rail-garrison 
MX program, and $50 million for the small 
ICBM program. 

The conferees agreed to fund the contin
ued development and flight testing of the 
MX missile at the requested amount, and to 
authorize a total of $750 million for the rail
garrison MX and small ICBM programs, 
subject to certain constraints. The conferees 
agreed to permit up to $250 million to be ob
ligated for each of those two programs 
through March 31, 1989, and direct the Sec
retary of Defense not to terminate either 
program prior to January 21, 1989. Within 
these funding limitations, the conferees 
direct the Secretary to exercise his best 
management efforts to keep the contractor 
base for each program as intact as possible, 
and to continue studies and analyses of 
other ICBM basing and operational modes. 
The conferees further direct the Air Force 
not to obligate any fiscal year 1989 Rail
Garrison MX funds for the procurement of 
MX missiles for flight tests; the Air Force 
should plan to utilize MX missiles already 
being procured for follow-on testing and 
spares. Within the funding limits for the 

small ICBM program, the conferees also 
direct the Air Force to carry out the sched
ule of activities it has planned under the 
amended budget request, plus any addition
al activities to facilitate transition to a more 
rapidly paced program, should the Presi
dent choose that course. 

The conferees direct the Air Force to 
submit a report by October 1, 1988, to the 
Committees on Armed Services and Appro
priations of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives setting forth a detailed breakout 
of its plans for when and for what purpose 
funds will be obligated for the rail-garrison 
MX and small ICBM programs through 
March 31, 1989. 

The conferees further intend that the 
next President shall choose after his inau
guration but before March 31, 1989 whether 
to continue neither, both, or one of the two 
ICBM modernization programs-the rail
garrison MX program and the small ICBM 
program-and that he shall direct the Sec
retary of Defense to reallocate the unobli
gated balance of the $750 million provided 
so as to best support his programmatic deci
sions. Should the President choose to cancel 
both programs, the conferees would expect 
the unobligated funds to be allocated to an 
accelerated program of research on ICBM 
modernization options; should the President 
elect to continue both programs, the confer
ees recognize that available unobligated 
funds may not be sufficient for the balance 
of fiscal year 1989 and invite reprogram
ming actions by the Secretary of Defense. 
In any event, the next President shall notify 
the Committees on Armed Services and Ap
propriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives promptly of his decision. 
Nuclear monitoring (sec. 203) 

The amended budget request contained 
$22.6 million for nuclear monitoring activi
ties in the Department of Defense. 

The House bill (sec. 203(a)) would direct 
that $37.6 million be available only for the 
nuclear monitoring program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision, but would also authorize 
$37.6 million. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agree 
that the increased authorization may be 
used to support activities such as those de
scribed in the House report <H. Rept. 100-
563). 
Grant for semiconductor cooperative re

search program (sec. 204) 
The amended budget request contained 

$44.785 million for the Semiconductor Man
ufacturing Technology program <BEMA
TECH). 

The House bill included a provision <sec. 
204) that would authorize $100 million only 
for this program, an increase of $55.215 mil
lion above the amended budget request. 

The Senate amendment would also au
thorize $100 million, but did not include a 
legislative restriction specifying that the 
funds would be authorized only for BEMA
TECH. 

The Senate recedes. 
Airship program (sec. 205) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
207) that would authorize not more than 
$40 million for the airship program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that the Secretary of 
Defense may make available an amount not 
to exceed $25 million for the airship pro
gram. The conferees include this funding in 
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the Navy RDT&E account; however, the 
Secretary of Defense may transfer this 
funding to another RDT&E account if ap
propriate. 
Anti-tactical ballistic missile system and ex

tended air defense (sec. 206) 
The House bill contained a provision <Sec. 

214) that would require that not less than 
$75 million of the funds available for the 
Strategic Defense Initiative program be 
made available for the joint development, 
on a matching fund basis, of an anti-tactical 
ballistic missile system with NATO allies 
and other countries that the United States 
has invited to participate in the Strategic 
Defense Initiative program. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi. 
sion <Sec. 214(c)) that would authorize $50 
million for the Defense Agencies for a re
search and development program to be ap
proved by the Director of Defense Research 
& Engineering in connection with the anti
tactical missile system. The Senate provi
sion would stipulate that if any funds were 
made available to firms in allied countries, 
such funds would be available for obligation 
only after the Secretary of Defense had en
tered into a cooperative program with such 
allied countries for that purpose. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees support the Administra

tion's plans for theater defense activities 
within the Strategic Defense Initiative, and 
recommend an additional authorization of 
$25 million for the Defense Agencies for the 
purpose of research and development in 
connection with anti-tactical missile sys
tems. 
Product evaluation (sec. 207) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 816) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to establish a product eval
uation activity for the purpose of demon
strating and evaluating promising items of 
equipment developed by private industry. 
Section 220B of the Senate amendment 
would also authorize $17.5 million for eval
uation of those products that were not in
cluded in the amended budget request. The 
Senate provision also would require that the 
evaluation cost be shared on an equal basis 
between the contractor and the govern
ment. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that this type of prod
uct evaluation activity would be beneficial 
to the Department of Defense; however, the 
Senate provision was not intended to estab
lish a separate office to administer the ac
tivity. The conference agreement clarifies 
this intent, and also includes language con
cerning cost-sharing by small businesses. 

The conferees direct that the Department 
of Defense set up a procedure whereby a 
"user" point of contact be assigned to each 
potential product. That point of contact 
should approve the potential usefulness for 
that product before it is considered for eval
uation under this section. The conferees 
further agree that this product evaluation 
activity is only for products that could be 
used to satisfy a need of the Department of 
Defense. 

The conferees have learned of many 
promising programs that could well be dem
onstrated through the product evaluation 
activity. The following projects were 
brought to the attention of the conferees. 

Multi-Helicopter External Lift System. 
Ruggedized Plastic Material for Ammuni

tion Packaging. 

30/30 Engineering Vehicle. 
High-Speed Assault Landing Craft. 
Navy Advanced anti-Ship Seeker /Guid

ance Program. 
DP-2 Vector Thrust Project. 
Hardened buried and low-profile broad

band antennae. 
Optoelectronics materials center (sec. 209) 

Section 214<a> of the Senate amendment 
would authorize $14.5 million to establish 
an Optoelectronics Materials Center at a 
major university in the United States, and 
for associated facilities. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Trident II missile (sec. 211) 

The amended budget request contained 
$1,865,609,000 for RDT&E on the Trident II 
missile. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 212) that would authorize the re
quested level, making such amount available 
only for RDT&E for the Trident II missile. 
This provision would also prohibit reduc
tions to Trident II missile RDT&E to 
achieve any undistributed reductions. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Balanced technology initiative (sec. 212) 

Section 215 of the Senate amendment 
would authorize $338 million for the Bal
anced Technology Initiative <BTI> program. 
Of this amount, $288 million would be au
thorized for those programs initiated in 
fiscal years 1987 and 1988, and $50 million 
would be available only for new and innova
tive projects begun in fiscal year 1989. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that would delete the provision in which the 
relationship between BTl and the Conven
tional Defense Initiative <CDI) is addressed, 
and that would delete the restriction on ob
ligation authority. The conferees note that 
CDI is no longer a distinct program sepa
rately identified in the bill. The conferees 
agree to an authorization of $263 million for 
those programs initiated in fiscal years 1987 
and 1988, and $50 million only for new and 
innovative programs begun in fiscal year 
1989. 

The conferees strongly support the BTl 
program and believe that it offers signifi
cant opportunities to improve the combat 
capability of the conventional forces. The 
conferees also believe that a link should 
exist between BTl and the NATO Coopera
tive Research and Development program to 
maximize alliance resources, and urge the 
Department of Defense to pursue greater 
cooperation with our allies in this regard. 

Oversight management of the BTl pro
gram has been assigned to the Director, De
fense Research and Engineering <DDR&E>. 
The conferees are satisfied at this time that 
the DDR&E will provide strong leadership 
and centralized focus to the program, irre
spective of whether the program is executed 
by the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency <DARPA> or within the Services. 

The conferees note that the House report 
<H. Rept. 100-563) identified certain pro
grams and mission areas such as Close-in 
Battlefield Surveillance, Countermine Tech
nologies, and Advanced Rotorcraft and 
Traffic Control/ Approach Landing System 
<TRACALS) for specific support under the 
BTl program. As established by the Con
gress and administered by the Department 
of Defense, the Director of Defense Re-

search and Engineering has sole responsibil
ity for determining the distribution of funds 
appropriated for the Balanced Technology 
Initiative. This provision was included so 
that the limited BTl funds are available to 
the most promising advanced technology 
available to the Department. While the con
ferees agree that many programs are 
worthy of support, they believe that BTl 
should compete programs and projects 
based on merit, opportunity, and need as de
termined by the DDR&E, and therefore 
leave the funding of the House proposed 
projects to the discretion of the DDR&E. 
Advanced tactical aircraft and advanced 

tactical fighter (sec. 213) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 216) that would stipulate that not 
more than 50 percent of the funds provided 
to the Navy for the Advanced Tactical Air
craft may be obligated until the Secretary 
of Defense certifies that the Navy has budg
eted sufficient funds to participate in the 
demonstration and validation phase of the 
Air Force's Advanced Tactical Fighter Pro
gram. Section 216 would also provide that 
the Air Force may obligate not more than 
$350 million for the advanced Tactical 
Fighter until the Secretary of Defense certi
fies that the Air Force has budgeted sufi
cient funds to participate in the full scale 
development of the Navy's Advanced Tacti
cal Aircraft. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Air-to-air missile project office (sec. 214) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 218> that would require the Secre
tary of the Navy and the Secretary of the 
Air Force to establish joint program offices 
for the co-development of the Advanced Air
to-Air Missile <AAAM> and the Product Im
proved Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air 
Missile <AMRAAM>. The Senate amend
ment would also authorize $40.4 million for 
the AAAM program and $30 million for the 
Product Improved AMRAAM, and further 
specify that not more than half of the funds 
could be obligated until the joint project of
fices had been established. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that authorizes $20 million for a Product 
Improved AMRAAM program and $40.4 mil
lion for the AAAM program, and requires a 
single program office for these two pro
grams. 
Training in advanced manuJacturing tech

nologies (sec. 215) 
The Senate amendment included a provi

sion <sec. 220> that would authorize up to 
$31 million in fiscal year 1989 for the pur
chase of high technology manufacturing 
equipment and the installation of such 
equipment in a center for advanced manu
facturing technology training. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
limiting the total authorization to no more 
than $15 million. 
Space defense system (sec. 216) 

The amended budget request contained no 
funding for the F-15 launched Miniature 
Homing Vehicle anti-satellite <MHV ASAT) 
program. 

The House bill (section 202) would prohib
it the obligation of $16 million in prior-year 
funds for this program. 
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The Senate amendment contained no 

similar legislative provision; however, it 
would also deny the obligation of these 
prior-year funds. 

The Senate recedes. 
Long-range conventional cruise missile pro

gram (sec. 217) 
The amended budget request contained 

$50 million for research and development 
for the Long-Range Cruise Missile Program. 

The House bill would authorize $10 mil
lion. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The conferees support the Long-Range 
Conventional Cruise Missile program and 
recommend authorization of $30 million. If 
program execution requires additional 
funds, the Department of Defense may re
quest additional funding through the 
normal reprogramming process. 

The Senate amendment also contained a 
provision <sec. 231) that would require the 
Department to submit a report on the Long
Range Conventional Cruise Missile. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Seek spinner (sec. 218) 

The House bill would authorize $50 mil
lion in research and development to contin
ue the development of the Seek Spinner 
anti-radiation lethal drone. The House bill 
also would authorize $15 million in advance 
procurement for Seek Spinner. 

The Senate bill would not authorize funds 
for this program. 

The conferees recommend that no funds 
be authorized for continued development or 
procurement of Seek Spinner. The confer
ees also recommend a provision prohibiting 
the Department of Defense from obligating 
any funds for research and development or 
procurement of Seek Spinner. 

The conferees note that the Department 
of Defense recommended termination of 
Seek Spinner three years ago when Con
gress directed that the Department consoli
date redundant cruise missile programs. The 
Department selected the Tacit Rainbow 
program for further development and pro
curement because it could be operated by 
each of the Services. By contrast Seek Spin
ner could not be operated by the Navy or 
the Army, and only the Tactical Air Com
mand had a requirement for it in in the Air 
Force. 

Last year Congress directed the Depart
ment to conduct a study of all stand-off mu
nitions, and develop a stand-off munitions 
master plan. That plan has been delivered 
to Congress and recommends that Seek 
Spinner be terminated. 

The conferees note that limited budget re
sources do not permit continuation of pro
grams that are redundant to approved De
partment programs. Consequently, the con
ferees recommend authorization of the full 
request for the Tacit Rainbow program and 
termination of Seek Spinner. Further, the 
conferees encourage the Air Force to take 
such actions as are required to recover 
funds already obligated for the Seek Spin
ner program. 
Moratorium on flight testing of depressed 

trajectory ballistic missiles (sec. 219) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

209) that would establish a moratorium in 
fiscal year 1989 on the testing of depressed 
trajectory ballistic missiles. 

The Senate amendment contained no such 
provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that changes the effective date of the mora
torium and requires the Secretary of De
fense, in coordination with the Director of 
Central Intelligence <DCI), to submit to 
Congress a report by April 1, 1989 that de
fines in quantitative terms a depressed tra
jectory ballistic missile. In addition, this 
report must also contain an evaluation of 
the United States' capability to monitor 
Soviet testing of depressed trajectory ballis
tic missiles, a description of past ballistic 
missile testing practices of the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and an evalua
tion of the possibility that the Soviet Union 
could deploy depressed trajectory ballistic 
missiles in the absence of future depressed 
tradjectory ballistic missile flight testing. 

The conferees note that a depressed tra
jectory ballistic missile is a ballistic missile 
whose time of flight is less than the time of 
flight of the same ballistic missile on a mini
mum-energy trajectory of the same range. 
However, the specific quantitative definition 
of a depressed trajectory ballistic missile is a 
matter of judgment. Accordingly, the con
ferees have directed the Secretary of De
fense, in coordination with the DCI, to 
supply such a definition. The conferees fur
ther direct that the report explicitly state 
all assumptions made in the descriptions 
and evaluation contained therein. Specifi
cally, in evaluating the possibility that the 
Soviet Union could deploy depressed trajec
tory ballistic missiles without further flight 
testing, the conferees direct that the report 
state whether or not it assumes a deviation 
from established Soviet flight test practices. 
If such a deviation is assumed, the conferees 
direct that the report state the magnitude 
of the deviation. In addition, the conferees 
direct that the report include a discussion of 
reentry vehicle, guidance system, and rocket 
booster characteristics essential to de
pressed trajectory ballistic missile flight in 
the section of the report assessing the 
Soviet Union's ability to develop confidence 
in a depressed trajectory ballistic missile, 
without conducting full-up flight tests of 
such a weapon. 
University research initiative fsec. 220) 

The amended budget request contained 
$95 million for the University Research Ini
tiative <URI). 

The House bill would authorize $95 mil
lion and included a provision <sec. 238) that 
would broaden the geographic distribution 
of the funds. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$120 million and included a provision (sec. 
235) that would allow funds to be obligated 
in any state without limitation. 

The conferees agree to delete both the 
House and Senate provisions and recom
mend an alternative provision that will pro
hibit earmarking of research funds for col
leges and universities unless the provision is 
specifically set aside in each and every case 
where the set-aside is intended for a specific 
school. In agreeing to this provision, the 
conferees express their strong belief that 
ear marking research funds is not an accept
able practice and has an adverse effect on 
support efforts for creative, energetic basic 
research. The conferees believe that Federal 
funding should be awarded to academic in
stitutions under a competitive process, and 
have therefore included a provision that 
will require specific action to circumvent a 
competitive environment. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $120 million for the URI. 

The goal of the URI is to enhance on a 
nationwide basis the quality of science and 

engineering graduate education. The cur
rent focus of the URI program is multidisci
plinary research. Although multidiscipli
nary research is a viable concept for further 
enhancing existing research centers of ex
cellence, it does little to improve the overall 
nationwide science and engineering gradu
ate education infrastructure. Of the funds 
authorized for the URI, at least $25 million 
are authorized only for initiating a new pro
gram that is focused on improving the over
all nationwide science and engineering grad
uate education infrastructure. All awards 
under this program will be competitive, with 
priority being given to concepts employing 
cost sharing or cooperative agreements with 
the state and local governments, national 
and defense laboratories, industry, and ex
isting research centers of excellence. The 
conferees wish to emphasize that awards 
under this new program should not be re
stricted on the basis of the geographical lo
cation of participating institutions. 

By October 1, 1988, the Secretary of De
fense shall provide Congress a plan for initi
ating the new program and for the eventual 
transition of the URI program from its cur
rent focus of multidisciplinary research to 
the broader focus of enhancing the nation
wide quality of science and engineering 
graduate education balanced with multidis
ciplinary research. 
Limitation on SDI programs (sec. 221) 

The amended budget request contained 
$4,546 billion for the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative <SDI) for research, development, 
testing, and evaluation. 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
211) that would authorize $3.183 billion for 
SDI. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 22l<a)) that would authorize 
$4,271 billion for SDI. 

The conferees agree to authorize $3.738 
billion for SDI. 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
215> that would limit authorization of Phase 
I and related SDI programs to 40 percent of 
the SDI funds for fiscal year 1989. The 
Senate amendment contained a provision 
<sec. 221 (b)) that would authorize specific 
funding allocations for the Advanced 
Launch System, the Boost Surveillance and 
Tracking System, the Exoatmospheric Re
entry Vehicle Intercept System, the High 
Endoatmospheric Defense Interceptor 
System, and the Gallium Arsenide Integrat
ed Circuit Technology program. 

Both the Senate and the House provisions 
stem from concern about the direction and 
priorities of the Strategic Defense Initiative 
program, particularly the Phase I architec
ture. The conferees are encouraged by the 
ongoing reassessment of the SDI program 
by the Administration. The conferees be
lieve that the SDI program should be struc
tured to obtain a balance among the follow
ing priorities. 

First, there should be research on technol
ogies that will lay the basis for an informed 
decision as to whether the long-term objec
tives of the SDI program can be realized. 
This should include research on directed 
energy weapons <such as the Free Electron 
Laser (FEL) and the Neutral Particle Beam 
<NPB)), survivability techniques, discrimina
tion, and battle management software. 

Second, the SDI program should explore 
defense technologies consistent with the 
ABM Treaty that might be developed in the 
near-term to defend against accidental mis
sile launch. In this regard, the conferees 
agreed to establish a floor of $350 million on 
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fiscal year 1989 funding for ground-based ki
netic intercept technologies <such as the Ex
oatmospheric Reentry Vehicle Intercept 
System <ERIS> and the High Endoatmos
pheric Defense Interceptor, <HEDI». The 
conferees also agreed that the Space-Based 
Interceptor <SBI) should not be considered 
for early deployment, and established a ceil
ing of $85 million for the SBI. The confer
ees recognize that sensor and propulsion 
technologies being developed under the SBI 
program element may be promising for 
ground based intercepts and would expect 
any overall program restructuring to take 
this into account. The conferees also agreed 
that the force of the space-based chemical 
laser program should be on ground-based 
experiments. 

Third, the program should give emphasis 
to sensor technologies, especially to those 
programs within the SDI that are essential 
for other national security missions <such as 
the Boost Surveillance and Tracking System 
<BSTS> and the Space Surveillance and 
Tracking System <SSTS» and to those tech
nologies with significant military applica
tions in addition to strategic defenses (in
cluding advancements in space launch cost 
reduction, lasers, software development, and 
sensor, optics and integrated circuit develop
ment>. 

Finally, the conferees note the value of 
some SDI technologies for spinoff or com
mercial applications. The conferees note es
pecially the progress of the medical free 
electron laser program which has been sup
ported by both the Administration and the 
Congress in fiscal year 1989. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that authorizes at least $350 million for 
ground-based kinetic interceptor systems, at 
least $225 million for the Free Electron 
Laser technology integration experiment, 
and not more than $85 million for the 
Space-Based Interceptor program. 
Strategic defense system OT&E organiza

tion fsec. 221) 
The amended budget request included $10 

million to establish a formal strategic de
fense system <SDS> operational test and 
evaluation <OT&E> organization. 

The House bill would provide no authori
zation for this organization. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 221(d)) that would prohibit the es
tablishment of an SDS OT&E activity. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The House report <H. Rep. 100-563) ex
pressed the view that investment in oper
ational test and evaluation of a strategic de
fense system is premature. The conferees 
endorse this view, and authorize no funds 
for fiscal year 1989 for an SDS OT&E activ
ity. The conferees note, however, that this 
action does not alter the responsibilities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua
tion and the Service operational test agen
cies to provide timely assessments necessary 
to support milestone decisions. 
Report on allocation of SDI funding for 

fiscal year 1989 (sec. 222) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 222) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to report to the Committees 
on Armed Services and Appropriations of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
within 90 days of the enactment of legisla
tion appropriating funds for the Strategic 
Defense Initiative <SDI> on how that fund
ing has been apportioned among each pro
gram, project and activity of the SDI within 
each appropriation account. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees agrees 
that this provision, similar to a provision in 
the fiscal years 1988 and 1989 Defense Au
thorization Act <Public Law 100-180), pro
vides a useful baseline for how the SDI Or
ganization allocates those funds that are fi
nally appropriated to the SDI for RDT&E 
and other purposes during fiscal year 1989. 
In the absence of this report, the Congress 
would not receive such detailed allocation 
information until the submission of the 
fiscal year 1990 budget request. 
Development and testing of ABM systems or 

components (sec. 223) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 223 > that specified that funds pro
vided to the Defense Department for fiscal 
year 1989 and previous years for the devel
opment or testing of anti-ballistic missile 
<ABM> systems or components may not be 
obligated or expended unless such develop
ment or testing is consistent with the devel
opment and testing described in the March 
1988 Strategic Defense Initiative Organiza
tion <SDIO> report. 

At a hearing of the Strategic Forces and 
Nuclear Deterrence Subcommittee of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on April 
18, 1988, Dr. Robert B. Costello, the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
the senior DOD official responsible for re
viewing the compliance of DOD programs 
with U.S. legal obligations, testified that 
statements contained in Appendix C of the 
March 1988 SDIO report ("SDI Compliance 
with the ABM Treaty") meant that the Ad
ministration has no requirement or plan for 
any SDI development or testing-including 
for any long lead acquisition of unique ma
terial or equipment for such development or 
testing-in fiscal year 1989 that would con
flict with a similar restriction <sec. 225) in 
the fiscal years 1988/1989 Defense Authori
zation Act <Public Law 100-180). 

The House bill contained a virtually iden
tical provision <sec. 212> that would specify 
that funds provided to the Defense Depart
ment for fiscal year 1989 and previous years 
may not be obligated or expended for any 
experiment, test, or purchase of equipment 
that is inconsistent with the April 18, 1988 
testimony of Dr. Costello. · 

The House recedes. 
Accidental launch protection (sec. 224) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
216) that would express the sense of Con
gress that the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Organization <SDIO> should concentrate de
velopment efforts for the first phase of a 
strategic defense system on an Antiballistic 
Missile <ABM> Treaty-compliant system ca
pable of protecting the United States from 
the accidential launch of an intercontinen
tal ballistic missile <ICBM>. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
expressing the sense of the Congress that 
the Secretary of Defense should direct the 
SDIO to give priority to development of a 
deployment option for an ABM Treaty-com
pliant accidental launch protection system. 
B-1B bomber program (sec. 231) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
221> that would <1> limit the obligation of 
funds for RDT&E on the B-1B bomber 
pending receipt of a required report; (2) re
quire a report on the total cost of planned 
and programmed enhancements to the B-
1B; and (3) direct the Air Force to evaluate 
and flight test alternatives to the trouble
plagued ALQ-161 defensive avionics system 
on the B-1B. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree with the general 

thrust of the House provision, but do not 
believe a decision to embark on a commit
ment to installation and flight testing of al
ternatives to the ALQ-161 is justified at this 
time. On the other hand, the conferees 
remain concerned about whether the Air 
Force two-year "recovery plan" for the 
ALQ-161 will be successful in restoring a 
meaningful electronic warfare capability. 
While the conferees agree that the combi
nation of lower radar cross-section, higher 
penetration speed, and better low-altitude 
flight capabilities represent important ad
vancements in penetration capability rela
tive to the B-52 fleet, the conferees contin
ue to believe that electronic countermeas
ures will play an increasingly important role 
in the B-1B's ability to carry out its pene
tration missions. 

Last year, the conferees directed the Air 
Force to develop a comprehensive, two-year 
recovery plan for the ALQ-161, and to 
report bimonthly on the progress achieved. 
While some progress has been achieved, the 
ultimate success of the program is not clear, 
and, therefore, the conferees believe it is 
prudent to direct the Air Force to establish 
a modest fallback effort. Accordingly, the 
conferees recommend authorization of $15 
million, which shall be used only to conduct 
detailed evaluations, including "form, fit, 
and function" analyses of the applicability 
of existing electronic warfare systems to re
place some or all of the ALQ-161 system. 
The conferees intend this action to provide 
options for the Committees to review in con
junction with the budget request for fiscal 
years 1990 and 1991 and the progress on the 
Air Force's ALQ-161 recovery plan next 
year. Should the Air Force or the Congress 
determine that the ALQ-161 recovery plan 
is not succeeding, this action should serve 
both to identify other feasible options and 
their costs and to shorten the lead-time for 
the implementation of one of the options. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
Advanced technology bomber (B-2) (sec. 232) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
222) that would require: A full performance 
matrix to be included as part of the B-2 
cost, performance, and management initia
tive required in last year's Authorization 
Act; a report on total program cost of the B-
2 in current and constant dollars; an inde
pendent GAO cost audit and analysis; and a 
review of the current system for monitoring 
and tracking the costs of the B-2 program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to accept the general 
thrust of the House provision but with cer
tain modifications, emphasizing an inde
pendent GAO cost review and the concern 
of the conferees for the ability of the Air 
Force and the DOD to control the costs of 
the program. The conferees endorse the 
continued development and low-rate produc
tion of the aircraft, because of its revolu
tionary penetration capabilities. However, 
the conferees continue to be concerned by 
the potential for programmatic cost growth 
on the part of the prime contractor and the 
two major subcontractors to affect the over
all schedule and affordability of the pro
gram. 
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Sense of Congress on strategic missile mod

ernization fsec. 233) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 232> that would express the sense 
of the Senate that the authorization of 
funds in this Act for research and develop
ment for both the Small ICBM and the rail
garrison MX missile systems does not con
stitute a commitment or express an intent 
to provide funds to procure and deploy 
either or both systems. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
changing the provision to the sense of Con
gress. In addition, the amendment deletes 
the findings from the Senate provision, be
cause these findings had been previously 
stated in a similar provision <sec. 220) con
tained in the fiscal year 1988/1989 Defense 
Authorization Act <Public Law 100-180). 
Advanced submarine technology (sec. 241) 

The amended budget request did not in
clude funds for the Advanced Submarine 
Technology Program. 

The House bill would authorize $114 mil
lion for this purpose, with accompanying 
language concerning the execution of the 
program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recommend authorization 

of $65 million for the Advanced Submarine 
Technology Program under the manage
ment of the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency. The conferees agree that 
this program should be funded at $100 mil
lion per year in order to maintain a desired 
level of effort; however, since the program 
was initiated in fiscal year 1988 and funding 
obligations were delayed six months due to 
the inertia inherent in a program start-up, 
$65 million is considered adequate in fiscal 
year 1989 to maintain a $100 million annual 
program. The conferees agree that the De
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency 
should actively manage this program in a 
manner to ensure that the broadest range 
of technological disciplines and expertise 
will be brought to bear. Accordingly, the 
language of the House report <H. Rept. 100-
563) concerning program execution, as re
vised, is affirmed and should stand as final 
guidance for this program, which is antici
pated to have a life of approximately five 
years. 

The Secretary of Defense is directed to 
act in the future to fund this program at 
levels that will ensure that the congression
al intent is carried out. 
EMPRESS II fsec. 242) 

Both the House bill <sec. 235 > and the 
Senate amendment <sec. 212(c)) would pro
hibit the Secretary of the Navy from con
ducting tests of electromagnetic pulses in 
the Chesapeake Bay area in connection 
with the Electromagnetic Pulse Radiation 
Environment Simulator Program for ships 
<EMPRESS>. The House bill would effect a 
permanent prohibition; the Senate amend
ment would limit the prohibition only to 
fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate recedes. 
Space control (sec. 243) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
939) that would require the Secretary of the 
Navy to submit a comprehensive plan to 
counter Soviet satellites used to locate, 
target, and destroy U.S. naval vessels. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 236) that would require a compre
hensive report that includes the require-
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ments underlying the space control mission, 
a net assessment of U.S. and Soviet space 
control capabilities, and a plan to satisfy 
space surveillance requirements. 

The House recedes. 
Advanced tactical reconnaissance system 

competition fsec. 244) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 927 > that would require the Secre
tary of the Air Force to submit a report out
lining his plans for establishing competition 
in the development and procurement of 
components for the Advanced Tactical Re
connaissance System. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

High temperature superconductivity 
The House bill continued two provisions 

<sees. 203<c> and 203(e)) that would direct 
that certain amounts be available to the De
fense advanced Research Projects Agency 
<DARPA> only for high temperature super
conductivity work. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision; however, it would author
ize $27 million to DARPA for high tempera
ture superconductor manufacturing tech
nology. 

The House recedes on both provisions. 
The conferees affirm their intent that addi
tional authorization be provided for re
search in high temperature superconductiv
ity. Further discussion of this issue is in
cluded under the section of the statement of 
managers that addresses the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency. 
Vector thrust project fDP-2) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
203(d)) that would urge the Secretary of De
fense to transfer funds to continue the DP-
2 Vector Thrust Project of the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency if the re
sults of on-going tests warrant the continu
ation of the project. 

The Senate amendment included no simi
lar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees agree, 
however, that the Vector Thrust Project 
<DP-2) may offer significant improvements 
to military aircraft performance. According
ly, the conferees affirm the intent of the 
House provision, and urge that the Secre
tary of Defense transfer funds to continue 
the program should test results warrant. 
The conferees have also included this pro
gram as a possible candidate in the Product 
Evaluation Activity addressed elsewhere in 
this statement of managers. 
Block 2 upgrade for Army tactical missile 

system 
The House bill contained a provision <Sec. 

206> that would require that $20 million be 
provided only for the development of a Ter
minally Guided Sub Munition <TGSM> for 
the Army Tactical Missile System 
<ATACMS>. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees recom
mend an authorization of $10 million. 

The conferees believe that the Army 
should be developing anti-armor capability 
for modern weapon systems, and especially 
those weapons designed for follow on forces 
attack. The conferees fully support the 
speedy development of a block upgrade to 
the Army Tactical Missile System, which 
should feature, but not be limited to, im
proved terminally guided submunitions. 

Red team analysis of SDI program 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

213) that would direct the Secretary of De
fense to conduct an independent adversarial 
<or so-called red team) analysis of the Stra
tegic Defense Initiative <SDI) program, in 
order to enhance the credibility of SDI 
plans and programs. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees agree 
that it would be highly desirable for the 
Secretary of Defense to establish an inde
pendent "red team" -one wholly outside the 
direction, control, or influence of the SDI 
organization-to review the range of poten
tial Soviet responses, both political and 
technical, to the current SDI program 
plans. The analyses should examine a broad 
range of potential Soviet responses and U.S. 
countermoves and assess the potential effec
tiveness of those moves and countermoves. 
The conferees strongly urge the Secretary 
to establish such an independent group, and 
to direct the necessary resources from the 
SDI Organization to support such an activi
ty. 

Joint integrated avionics 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

232) that would require the Secretary of De
fense to designate a Director of Joint Serv
ice Avionics to head a Joint Service Avionics 
Management Office. The Director would 
oversee the incorporation of joint avionics 
systems into future aircraft systems cur
rently under development in the Military 
Departments. The Director would control 
the distribution of funds for avionics devel
opment for future weapon systems. 

The House bill also contained a provision 
<sec. 205 > that would provide authorization 
of not less than $50 million for engineering 
development of the joint Integrated Com
munications Navigation Identification Avon
ics <ICNIA> program. Further, the House 
provision would specify that $3 million of 
the funds authorized shall be available to 
the Army only for a helicopter test bed for 
the ICNIA program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The House recedes with the following lan
guage. 

The conferees support the concept of 
Service execution and management of a 
joint avionics process through the Joint In
tegrated Avionics Plan and the Joint Inte
grated Avionics Working Group (JIAWG>. 
The conferees believe JIA WG, as supervised 
by the Service acquisition executives, is suf
ficient to develop integrated avionics tai
lored to specific aircraft, while maximizing 
commonality and fulfilling the intent of 
streamlined acquisition as described in the 
Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986; however, over
sight by the Office of the Secretary of De
fense <OSD> should be more focused to pro
vide explicit guidance. The conferees note 
the current JIA WG is undergoing a restruc
turing, and the funding for integrated avi
onics in the fiscal year 1989 amended 
budget request was not sufficient. There
fore, the conferees direct the Under Secre
tary of Defense <Acquisition) to submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, by 
December 1, 1988, a report on the feasibility 
of centralizing and strengthening existing 
OSD oversight of joint avionics develop
ment within the current OSD organization. 

To address funding shortfalls, the confer
ees recommend additional authorization of 
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$34.7 million for the Air Force for joint inte
grated avionics. Of the $34.7 million recom
mended for authorization, $5.7 million is to 
be utilized for implementation of JIA WG 
avionics; $26 million is to be utilized for full 
scale development of common modules for 
integrated communication, navigation, and 
identification avionics; and $3 million is to 
be utilized for testing integrated communi
cations, navigation, and identification avion
ics is a helicopter test bed such as an Army 
UH-60 Blackhawk. 

This program initiative is not intended to 
delay the Air Force's Advanced Tactical 
Fighter <ATF), the Navy's Advanced Tacti
cal Aircraft <ATA>, or the Army's light heli
copter <LHX> program. Rather, this ap
proach provides for the concurrent develop
ment of modules and the supporting archi
tectural elements of the JIA WG standard 
integrated avionics suites to reduce risk in 
meeting the ATF, ATA, and LHX aircraft 
schedules. In view of this objective, the con
ferees expect the Department of Defense to 
include sufficient funding in future budget 
requests. 
Live fire testing programs 

Section 236 of the House bill would amend 
section 2366<b><3> of title 10, United States 
Code, to allow the Secretary of Defense to 
conduct live fire testing and to evaluate 
such testing using appropriations available 
for procurement of the systems being 
tested. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees agree 
with the intent of the House provision to 
allow the Secretary of Defense to repro
gram up to one third of one percent of the 
total funds approved by Congress for the 
procurement of a specific system that has 
been identified as a live fire testing candi
date, for the purpose of conducting neces
sary vulnerability /lethality live fire tests 
and evaluations in compliance with the 
fiscal years 1987 and 1988 Defense Authori
zation Acts (Public Laws 99-661 and 100-
180). The conferees agree to provide this 
discretionary authority to the Secretary of 
Defense through this statement of manag
ers. 
National Center for ManuJacturing Sciences 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 213(a)) that would authorize $5 
million from the Air Force Manufacturing 
Technology <MANTECH> program only for 
the National Center For Manufacturing Sci
ences <NCMS>. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion; however, the House report <H. Rept. 
100-563) contained language that would 
direct the Air Force to obligate $5 million 
from the Air Force MANTECH program 
(identified as the Air Force Industrial Pre
paredness program> to support NCMS. The 
House report would also provide $10 million 
within the Air Force Industrial Prepared
ness program to complete a two phase pro
gram for modernizing the MARQUAnT jet 
laboratory <MJL> facility and for meeting 
demanding requirements for ongoing and 
future hypersonic ramjet and scramjet pro
grams such as the National Aerospace Plane 
<NASP> technology program. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees direct 
that the Air Force obligate $5 million from 
the Air Force Industrial Preparedness pro
gram to support NCMS; however, the con
ferees do not agree with the House report 
language directing $10 million from the Air 
Force Industrial Preparedness account to 
MJL. The conferees support the require
ment to enhance the nation's hypersonic 
testing facilities, but are concerned about 
utilizing industrial preparedness funds and 
the specific designation of a facility on a 
noncompetitive basis to receive these funds. 
The conferees, therefore, agree to authorize 
up to $10 million within the National Aero
space Plane technology program to estab
lish a program to enhance industrial hyper
sonic testing facilities. 
Consolidated DOD software initiatives pro

gram 
Section 214(b) of the Senate amendment 

would authorize $45.12 million ($8 million 
above the amended budget request> only for 
the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency for the Consolidated Department of 
Defense Software Initiatives program. 

The House bill contained no similar legis
lative restriction, but would also authorize 
$45.12 million. The Senate and House re
ports <S. Rept. 100-326 and H. Rept. 100-
563) both specifically would direct that of 
the $45.12 million, at least $18.9 million 
would be available only for the Department 
of Defense Software Engineering Institute 
<SEI). 

The Senate recedes. The conferees recom
mend an authorization of $45.12 million and 
direct that at least $18.9 million be available 
only for the DOD Software Engineering In
stitute. 
Mark XV identification friend or Joe 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 217) that would limit the amount 
the Department of Defense could obligate 
on combat identification systems until the 
Secretary of Defense made certain certifica
tions to the Congress concerning combat 
identification systems. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees concur with the Senate po

sition that combat identification persists as 
one of the most important deficiencies in 
the NATO Alliance. NATO identified 
combat identification as one of its key defi
ciencies twenty years ago, but little progress 
has been made to correct that deficiency. 
The conferees share the concern that the 
Department's program to rectify combat 
identification problems is inadequate. Fur
ther, the conferees understand that the cur
rent program is subject to even further re
ductions and delays in the Department's 
planning for the Five Year Defense Pro
gram for fiscal years 1990 to 1994. 

The conferees intend to focus on the prob
lem of combat identification during consid
eration of the Five Year Defense Program 
for fiscal years 1990 to 1994. To that end, 
the conferees direct the Department of De
fense to take the following action: 

<1> The Secretary of Defense shall con
duct a comprehensive fratricide assessment 
of U.S. forces, to include air-to-air and sur
face-to-air fratricide. The fratricide assess-

ment shall consider combat identification 
capabilities and force levels in three time 
periods: 1990, 1995, and 2000. The fratricide 
assessment should indicate which programs 
and capabilities produce changes over these 
periods. 

<2> The Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. 
European Command shall report to the Sec
retary his assessment of the adequacy of 
NATO's combat identification systems, and 
the extent to which the Five Year Defense 
Program removes the deficiencies in combat 
identification for U.S. forces. The Com
mander-in-Chief shall also report on the 
adequacy of the plans of other members of 
the NATO alliance to redress deficiencies in 
combat identification. 

<3> The Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering shall conduct a comprehensive 
evaluation of all non-cooperative combat 
identification programs. That evaluation 
shall include an assessment of the technical 
status and risk of each program, as well as 
the Services' management of those pro
grams. 

The conferees direct that the Department 
not obligate more than 50 percent of the re
search and development funds appropriated 
pursuant to authorization for combat identi
fication until the Secretary has submitted 
to the Congress the reports and studies 
noted above. The programs included in the 
obligation limitation are P.E. 603706A, 
604709A, 604211N, 603724F, and 604725F. 
Satellite R&D 

The Senate amendment <sec. 219) would 
apply an undistributed reduction to the 
Global Positioning System <GPS), the De
fense Satellite Communications System 
<DSCS), the Defense Meteorological Satel
lite Program <DMSP>, and the Defense Sup
port Program <DSP> satellite R&D pro
grams. 

The House bill would authorize the 
amounts contained in the amended budget 
request. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agreed 
to the Senate position and to the rationale 
contained in the Senate report <S. Rept. 
100-326) but see no need for a legislative 
provision. 
TITLE III-OPERATION AND MAINTE

NANCE AND WORKING CAPITAL 
FUNDS 

OVERVIEW 

The House bill would authorize 
$85,700,879,000 for Department of Defense 
Operation and Maintenance accounts and 
$768,500,000 for Working Capital Fund ac
counts, an increase from the amended 
budget request of $51,879,000 and 
$5,000,000, respectively. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$85,521,280,000 for Department of Defense 
Operation and Maintenance accounts and 
$693,500,000 for Working Capital Fund ac
counts, a reduction of $127,700,000 and 
$70,000, respectively. 

The conferees agree to authorize 
$85,497,500,000 for Department of Defense 
Operation and Maintenance accounts and 
$688,500,000 for Working Capital Fund ac
counts, as reflected in the following tables. 
This level of authorization represents a re
duction from the amended budget request 
of $151,500,000 and $75,000,000, respectively. 
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July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16959 
ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

Morale, weTJare and recreation 
The conferees generally endorse the rec

ommendations and direction issued by the 
House report <H. Rept. 100-563) and urge 
the Department of Defense to continue its 
efforts to manage morale, welfare, and 
recreation <MWR> activities in a more uni
form and efficient manner. The conferees 
wish to clarify a number of points in the 
report and provide additional guidance to 
the Department of Defense. 

The conferees believe that MWR activities 
in the Department of Defense should be di
vided into three categories in lieu of the 
four categories advocated by DOD. For 
those activities that were in the category 
that is being disestablished and that are 
being assigned to the business activity cate
gory (for which no direct appropriated fund 
support is provided), the Department of De
fense may submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives by October 1, 1988, a list of 
activities by base, supported by appropriate 
justification, to be exempt from assignment 
to this category and to be assigned instead 
to the basic community support category 
<for which a combination of appropriated 
and non-appropriated fund support is au
thorized>. The conferees expect the Depart
ment of Defense to exercise this option judi
ciously on the basis of the location of these 
activities, such as isolated, remote locations 
or locations that are exceptional because of 
conditions which make them practically 
identical to isolated, remote locations in 
terms of MWR. The exemption will be sub
ject to the approval of the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

With respect to the phase out of appropri
ated fund civilian employees and military 
personnel from business activities, the con
ferees direct the Department of Defense to 
expedite the action to provide portability of 
benefits between civil service and non-ap
propriated fund employees. The conferees 
also direct the Department of Defense to 
identify those military personnel who are 
currently serving in the activities being re
ligned to the business activities category 
who have been assigned a primary skill with 
the reasonable expectation of retaining this 
skill as a career skill. The conferees expect 
the Department of Defense to provide for 
retraining of those personnel to other skills. 
In the case of personnel who are within four 
years of retirement or completion of an 
active duty service commitment, the Depart
ment of Defense may develop a plan for the 
utilization of these personnel in business ac
tivities until October 1, 1992. The Depart
ment of Defense will submit this plan by 
December 31, 1988 to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives for approval. 

With respect to the reimbursement of 
non-appropriated fund Services with appro
priated funds, the conferees are disappoint
ed at the apparent inability of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense to provide defini
tive, uniform guidance to the military Serv
ices. Therefore, the conferees direct the De
partment of Defense to cease this practice 
by October 1, 1990. 

Finally, with respect to the transfer of 
package store activities to the exchanges, 
the conferees expect the Department of De
fense to provide a reasonable employment 
transition option for personnel currently 
employed by package stores. 

Joint use of Selfridge AFB, Michigan 
The conferees from the House of Repre

sentatives note that, given the opposition of 
the Air Force to making Selfridge Air Force 
Base, Michigan, a joint use facility, it would 
require an act of Congress to direct such 
joint use. The House conferees state their 
opposition to any such joint use and to any 
such future act of Congress. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Humanitarian assistance (sec. 303) 
Both the House bill and the Senate 

amendment contained a provision <section 
303) that would continue a program of 
transportation of humanitarian aid to per
sons who are refugees because of the inva
sion of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union 
and to the non-Communist resistance orga
nization at or near the border between 
Thailand and Cambodia. Both provisions 
would provide that of the amount author
ized in section 301 for humanitarian aid <$13 
million>. $10 million would be for the 
Afghan programs and $3 million would be 
for the Southeast Asia program. As in previ
ous years, the transportation provided 
under this section would be under the direc
tion of the Secretary of State. 

The only differences between the two pro
visions were minor differences in the report
ing requirements to Congress. The confer
ees believe the Senate version is preferable. 
Therefore, the House recedes. 
Tripler Army Medical Center fsec. 304) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 305) that would direct the Depart
ment of Defense to establish a video tele
conferencing center for the Tripier Army 
Medical Center. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Assistance to the 1990 Goodwill Games fsec. 

305) 
The House bill would authorize $5 million 

for Defense Department security support 
for the 1990 Goodwill Games in Seattle, 
Washington. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar authorization. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agreed to authorize the 

Secretary of Defense to provide logistical 
support and personnel services on a reim
bursable basis to Federal, State and local 
government entities in connection with the 
1990 Goodwill Games to be held in Seattle, 
Washington. The Secretary of Defense, 
under specified circumstances, may waive 
the requirement for reimbursement for lo
gistical support and personnel services to 
the Goodwill Games to ensure the security 
of persons and property in connection with 
the Games. In order for the Secretary to ex
ercise this waiver authority, the Attorney 
General must (1) certify to the Secretary 
that there are significant potential threats 
to the security of persons or property, or 
both, at the Games, and that other Federal, 
State and local entities concerned do not 
have the capability to deal adequately with 
such potential threats; and <2> recommend 
that the requirement for reimbursement be 
waived because such reimbursement is in 
the national interest and unusual circum
stances make it impractical for Federal, 
State and local entities to reimburse the 
Secretary. 

The provision requires that waivers for re
imbursement be made by the Secretary on a 

case-by-case basis. The conferees included 
this requirement to ensure that a blanket 
waiver is not given by the Secretary for the 
entire range of security support services 
provided by the Department of Defense. 
Rather, it is the intent of the conferees that 
the waiver authority be used for particular 
categories of equipment and services on the 
basis of specific demonstrated need. 

This provision also authorizes up to $5 
million to be appropriated for DOD support 
to the Goodwill Games in fiscal year 1989. 
In computing the amount that has been ex
pended to carry out this provision, the Sec
retary shall include the pay and allowances 
of Members of the Reserve Components 
called to active duty to provide support to 
the Goodwill Games and exclude the pay 
and non-travel related allowances of active 
duty military members supporting the 
Games. 
Inaugural assistance (sec. 306) 

The conferees are concerned that the au
thority contained in section 2543 of title 10, 
United States Code, for the Secretary of De
fense to provide support to the Inaugural 
Committee may not provide sufficient flexi
bility to encompass the full range of sup
port that the military Services have tradi
tionally and customarily provided to the 
ceremonies marking the inauguration of the 
President. Accordingly, the conferees have 
included a provision giving the Secretary of 
Defense additional authority during fiscal 
year 1989 to lend materials or supplies and 
provide materials, supplies or services of 
personnel to the Inaugural Committee 
under conditions prescribed by the Secre
tary. 

The conferees believe that in providing 
this increased flexibility, the Inaugural 
Committee should reimburse the Secretary 
of Defense for the materials, supplies or 
services of personnel provided to it in con
nection with any event that is not a public 
event. The conferees also believe that when 
providing the services of members of the 
armed forces to the Inaugural Committee 
for any event that is not a public event, the 
Secretary should utilize only members of 
the armed forces who have volunteered for 
service with the Inaugural Committee. 
Prohibition on financing certain activities 

by direct appropriations fsec. 311) 
The House bill contained a provision <Sec. 

311> that would prohibit the conversion of 
the Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis, In
diana; the Naval Air Engineering Center, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey; and the Naval Civil 
Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, 
California, from industrial funding to direct 
operation and maintenance funding. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 311). 

The House recedes. 
Prohibition on joint use of Dobbins Air 

Force Base with civil aviation fsec. 312) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

312) that would prohibit the Secretary of 
the Air Force from entering into an agree
ment to allow joint use of Dobbins Air Force 
Base in Marietta, Georgia, with civil avia
tion. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Prohibition on purchases of Toshiba prod

ucts for resale in military exchange 
stores fsec. 313) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
313> that would prohibit the Department of 
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Defense from purchasing any product man
ufactured or assembled by Toshiba America, 
Incorporated <or any of its affiliates or sub
sidiaries) for the purpose of resale, either di
rectly or by concessionaire, in a military ex
change store or in any other morale, welfare 
or resale activity operated by the Depart
ment of Defense. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to an exception to the 
prohibition in the House provision for 
microwave ovens manufactured or assem
bled in the United States. The conferees 
also agree to make the House provision ef
fective for three years after the date of en
actment. 
Limitation on funding tor United States 

Southern Command airlift (sec. 314) 
The House bill contained a provision <Sec. 

30l<d)) that would provide that of the 
amounts authorized for the Operation and 
Maintenance, Air Force account in fiscal 
year 1989, $11.5 million would be available 
only for contracting for aircraft with short 
takeoff and landing <STOL) capability for 
the United States Southern Command. The 
provision would also prohibit obligation of 
fiscal year 1989 Operation and Mainte
nance, Air Force funds for a contract for 
STOL-capable aircraft until the Secretary 
approves and submits to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a requirements document 
and acquisition plan, including costs and 
schedule information, for an aircraft with 
short takeoff and landing capability for the 
United States Southern Command. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to require a require
ments document and acquisition plan from 
the Secretary of Defense before obligation 
of any fiscal year 1989 funds from the Oper
aton and Maintenance, Air Force account 
for a contract for STOL-capable aircraft. 
One-year extension of limitation on Army 

depot maintenance funding (sec. 315) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

314) that would extend to fiscal year 1989 
the requirement contained in section 314 of 
the fiscal year 1988/1989 Defense Authori
zation Act <Public Law 100-180) that no less 
than 60 percent of the appropriations for 
Army depot maintenance may be used to 
perform workload in-house, unless the Sec
retary of the Army submits a report indicat
ing that this objective cannot be met and 
the reasons for this deviation. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Operation of SR-71 depot rework facility 

(sec. 316) 
The Senate amendment would authorize 

an additional $20 million for SR-71 squad
rons, directing that the Air Force use those 
funds to maintain the existing rework facili
ty at Palmdale, California, which serves as 
the depot for the SR-71 fleet. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees note that the funding for 

the rework facility should occur through 
the operations and maintenance account. 
The conferees recommend that the Air 
Force retain operation of the existing 
rework facility through fiscal year 1989. 

Management of civilian personnel during 
fiscal year 1990 (sec. 317) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
330 > that would repeal the requirement for 
the authorization of civilian personnel ap
propriations by end-strength, as requested 
by the administration. The House provision 
would also require the Secretary of Defense 
to submit an annual report on funds spent 
for civilian personnel, and exempt "indirect
ly funded government employees" from this 
reporting requirement. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 431> that would authorize civilian 
personnel end-strengths for each compo
nent of the Department of Defense for 
fiscal year 1989 as required by section 115 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agreed to extend for two 

more years the lifting of congressional end 
strength ceilings and to continue the prohi
bition of Department of Defense manage
ment of civilian personnel or related meth
odology through fiscal year 1990. 

The conferrees also agreed to change from 
quarterly to semi-annually the reporting re
quirements on the number and dollar obli
gations associated with Department of De
fense civilians. 
Limitations on operation of existing Posei

don-class submarines (sec. 318). 
In view of the severe budgetary con

straints faced by the Department of De
fense, the conferees agree to prohibit the 
expenditure of funds to overhaul, maintain, 
operate, or deploy the USS James Monroe 
<SSBN 622) after September 1, 1989. The 
conferees expect the Navy to dispose of the 
submarine in a manner consistent with the 
disposition of previous Poseidon-class sub
marines that were withdrawn from service. 
The conferees also agree to prohibit the ex
penditure of funds to overhaul, operate or 
deploy the USS Henry Clay <SSBN 625> 
after September 1, 1989. The conferees 
expect the Navy to withhold the submarine 
from operations in a manner consistent with 
the normal handling of ballistic missile sub
marines in a non-deployed status. 
Limitation on private operation of commis-

sary stores (sec. 321) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

321> that would prohibit any full-store pri
vatization or contracting out of procure
ment functions for military commissaries. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision (sec. 321). 

The House recedes. 
Allowable costs with respect to certain serv

ice contracts performed overseas (sec. 
322) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
322) that would prohibit the Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of a Military De
partment from entering into any overseas 
contract that allows for the payment of sev
erance pay greater than the typical rate of 
severance pay in the United States or con
tracts that require the Government to reim
burse a contractor for overseas banking 
services for bad debt expenses. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree with that part of the 
House provision prohibiting the entering 
into any overseas contract allowing for the 
payment of severance pay greater than the 
typical rate of severance pay in the United 
States. The conferees do not agree with the 
bad debt expense segment. The conferees 
direct the Secretary of Defense to pursue 

aggressively the Department of Defense 
program to assign overseas military banking 
program bad debts to the U.S. Government 
and to initiate involuntary collection of 
these debts. The conferees also direct the 
Secretary of Defense to determine the feasi
bility and to develop an implementation 
plan to transfer overseas military banking 
activities to military exchanges in line with 
the recommendations put forth in the No
vember 1987 report entitled, "DOD Study of 
Overseas Financial Services." The feasibility 
and implementation plan is to be submitted 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives six 
months after enactment. 
Authority to continue support of scouting 

activities overseas (sec. 323) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

323) that would permit, for locations outside 
of the United States, scouting professionals 
to travel at the expense of the Government 
while providing scouting services and would 
provide without charge office, warehouse, 
and recreational facilities and communica
tion equipment. Additionally, the provision 
would permit supplies of the Boy Scouts of. 
America and the Girl Scouts of America to 
be used in the furtherance of scouting pro
grams for the armed forces to be transport
ed at Government expense. This provision 
would also allow the Secretary of the Mili
tary Department concerned to reimburse 
the Boy Scouts of America and the Girl 
Scouts of America from available nonappro
priated funds for all or part of the pay of an 
employee of these Scouting organizations 
who are performing scouting services in a 
foreign country in support of the armed 
forces. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Transfers and exchanges of certain docu

ments, historical artifacts and con
demned and obsolete combat material 
(sec. 324) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
324) that would include historical societies, 
historical institutions, veterans' organiza
tions and foreign museums on the list of eli
gible recipients for loan or donation of 
books, works of art, drawings, plans, models, 
and condemned or obsolete combat material 
that are no longer needed by the Depart
ment of Defense. Additionally, the provision 
would permit the Secretary concerned to ex
change such items with individuals and 
public and private organizations, institu
tions, or agencies. 

The · Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Qualifications tor head of auditing function 

in Military Departments (sec. 325) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

325) that would establish minimum qualifi
cations for auditors general within each 
Service and would give the Department of 
Defense Inspector General authority to ap
prove each new auditor general selectee. In 
adition, this provision would prohibit the 
use of military personnel in certain key su
pervisory positions within the Naval Audit 
Service. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to establish minimum 

qualifications for auditors general within 
each Service, and agree to prohibit the use 
of military personnel in certain key supervi-
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sory positions within the Naval Audit Serv
ice. The conferees also agree that the Navy 
should replace the militiary officers serving 
in these key supervisory positions within 
one year with highly skllled and profession
al civilian audit managers. The conferees 
direct the Navy to conduct a thorough and 
extensive search for candidates to flll these 
positions. The conferees do not agree that 
approval by the Department of Defense In
spector General of each auditor general se
lectee should be required. 

Performance of /irefighting and security for individuals directly responsible for the 
guard Junctions at Amchitka, Alaska caring, safekeeping, managing and reporting 
(sec. 332) of DOD supply system material." 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 304> authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to contract for the performance of 
firefighting and security guard functions re
quired by the Navy at Amchitka, Alaska. 

The House blll contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

The House recedes. 
Inventory investigations (sec. 343) 

Defense supply management studies and 
Prohibition on certain depot maintenance modernization plan (sec. 341) 

workload competitions fsec. 326) 

The House blll contained a provision <sec. 
343 > that would express the sense of Con
gress that the use of undercover investiga
tive techniques by the Department of De
fense enhances the ability of the Depart
ment to detect and investigate theft of gov
ernment property from the DOD supply 
system. The provision would urge the Secre
tary of Defense to continue conducting such 
undercover investigations. The House blll contained a provision <sec. 

326> that would prohibit the Secretary of 
Defense from requiring the Secretary of the 
Army or the Secretary of the Air Force 
from competing depot workloads between 
themselves or with private contractors. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Report on manpower, mobility, sustainabil

ity and equipment fsec. 327) 
The House blll contained a provision <sec. 

328> that would make permanent the 
annual reporting requirement contained in 
section 317 of the fiscal year 1988/1989 De
fense Authorization Act <Public Law 100-
180). Under this requirement, the Secretary 
of Defense must submit a report to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives on the 
status of Department of Defense efforts to 
identify and measure readiness and to relate 
such indicators and measurements to the 
budget process. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. However, the Senate 
report <S. Rept. 100-326) directed the Secre
tary of Defense to submit a consolidated 
report on manpower, mobilization, sustain
ability and readiness to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives not later than February 15, 
1988. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to require a report 
from the Secretary of Defense for fiscal 
year 1989 as outlined in the Senate report. 
Lease of aircra.tt tor fleet electronic warfare 

support group activities (sec. 328) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 919) that would authorize the 
lease of an aircraft to support fleet electron
ic warfare activities. 

The House blll contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Requirements tor certain Circular A-76 pro

cedures (sec. 331) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

316> that would require the Secretary of De
fense to include retirement system costs of 
both the Department of Defense and the 
contractor in any comparison of the cost of 
performing commercial activities in the De
partment of Defense under Office of Man
agement and Budget <OMB> Circular A-76. 
The provision would also require DOD offi
cials responsible for determining under 
OMB Circular A-76 whether to convert to 
contractor performance any commercial ac
tivity in DOD to consult monthly during 
the review process with the civilian employ
ees who will be affected by the determina
tion. 

The Senate blll contained no similar pro
vision. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 

The House blll contained a provision <sec. 
341> that would require the Secretary of De
fense to carry out and complete within one 
year after enactment a comprehensive study 
to determine the effectiveness of Depart
ment of Defense procedures for ensuring se
curity and control for supplies at DOD 
depots. This study would be submitted to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives 18 
months after enactment, and would be re
viewed by the General Accounting Office. 
This provision would also require the Secre
tary of Defense to conduct a cost-benefit 
analysis of the practice of selling surplus 
DOD munitions to the public; to develop 
methods for the identification and account
ing for individual items of ammunition, ex
plosives and other DOD supplies that are 
susceptible to pilferage; and to prepare a 
plan for the modernization of the supply fa
cilities and supply distribution procedures 
of each of the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 331>. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to modify the require
ment for the Secretary of Defense to con
duct a cost-benefit analysis of the practice 
of selling surplus munitions to the public to 
include licensed dealers. 
Supply security and control improvements 

(sec. 342) 
The House blll contained a provision (sec. 

342> that would require the Secretary of De
fense to submit a report to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives on security and control 
of Department of Defense supplies. This 
provision would also direct the Secretary of 
Defense to require an investigation of each 
discrepancy in an accounting for supplies of 
the Department of Defense involving an 
amount exceeding the amount determined 
under procedures prescribed by the Secre
tary; direct the Secretary. to the extent fea
sible, to require that the job functions of 
supply ordering and supply receiving be per
formed by different offices and individuals; 
and require the Secretary to ensure that an 
individual's performance in accounting for 
supplies of the Department of Defense is 
taken into account in evaluating an individ
ual's job performance and fitness for promo
tion or assignment to a position of com
mand. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 332), but did not include 
the requirement relating to individual's per
formance in accounting for supplies. In
stead, the Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) 
urged Defense Department managers to 
comply with DOD Instruction 4140.35, 
"Physical Inventory Control for DOD 
Supply System Material", which requires 
that the heads of DOD Components shall, 
"Ensure that materiel accountability and in
ventory accuracy are mandatory elements in 
military and civilian personnel performance 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 333). 

The House recedes. 
Reports to the Secretary of the Treasury of 

losses of munitions (sec. 344) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 334) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to report the theft or other 
loss of any ammunition, destructive device, 
or explosive material from Department of 
Defense stocks to the Secretary of the 
Treasury within 24 hours after the discov
ery of such theft or loss. 

The House blll contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to require the Secre

tary of Defense to report the theft or other 
loss of any ammunition, destructive device, 
or explosive material from DOD stocks to 
the Secretary of the Treasury within 72 
hours after the discovery of such theft or 
loss. The conferees further agree that items 
determined to be of low risk and of minimal 
utility to criminal elements may be ex
cluded from this reporting requirement 
based on a Memorandum of Agreement be
tween the Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of the Treasury. 
Study of Department of Defense sa.tety 

standards tor transportation of hazard
ous materials (sec. 351) 

The House blll contained a provision (sec. 
353 > that would require the Secretary of De
fense to submit to Congress a report on the 
adequacy of Department of Defense safety 
standards for the transportation of hazard
ous materials not later than one year after 
the date of enactment. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Report on the use of degradable plastic 

items by the Defense Department (sec. 
352) 

Section 944 of the Senate amendment 
would direct the Secretary of Defense to 
conduct a study to identify the types of dis
posable plastic items used in fiscal year 1989 
by the Department of Defense; to determine 
which items were biodegradable and which 
were not; and to report on the feasibility 
and costs of substituting agricultural com
modity-based biodegradable plastic items 
for nonbiodegradable items. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that broadens the types of degradable plas
tics to be considered beyond agricultural 
commodity-based biodegradable items. The 
conferees have learned of other means of 
producing degradable plastic, and believe 
the study and report should not be limited 
to biodegradable plastic items. The confer
ees also understand that the Department of 
the Navy may have undertaken a study of 
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degradable plastic products. The conferees 
believe that if such studies exist, the De
partment of Defense should make use of 
these studies to prevent unnecessary dupli
cation of effort. 
Navy participation in feasibility study of 

Sunset Harbor Project, CaliJornia (sec. 
353) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
327> that would require the Navy to contrib
ute $100,000 to study the feasibility of an al
ternate navigable ocean access at Sunset 
Harbor in San Diego, California. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

Funding for Defense agencies 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

30l<c» that would reduce the amounts au
thorized for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Washington Headquarters 
Service by $5 million from the amounts re
quested, and increase the amount author
ized for the Defense Investigative Service by 
$10 million from the amount requested. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees agree 
to include the adjustments made by the 
House provision in the amounts authorized 
for Operation and Maintenance, Defense 
Agencies. 
Authorization for school district assistance 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
305 > that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to use not more than $1.5 million 
to provide assistance to the Tinton Falls 
School District, Tinton Falls, New Jersey, 
for the purpose of supporting the education 
of dependents of Navy personnel who are 
stationed at Naval Weapons Station Earle 
during the 1989-1990 school year. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees note that Title II of the re

cently enacted Elementary and Secondary 
School Improvement Amendments of 1988 
(Public Law 100-297) includes a provision 
authorizing the Department of Defense to 
provide financial assistance to local school 
districts otherwise unable to provide for 
public education of children whose parents 
live or work on federal property. This provi
sion would apply to the situation in Tinton 
Falls, New Jersey. The conferees note that 
in correspondence with Senator Lautenberg, 
Senator Bradley and Representative Smith, 
the Navy has indicated that it will seek au
thority from the Secretary of Defense to 
provide funds after concurring with the 
Tinton Falls and State Boards of Education 
that a deficit exists. The conferees endorse 
this effort. 
Prohibition on contracting out certain 

maintenance Junctions 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

315) that would prohibit the Secretary of 
Defense from reviewing, in accordance with 
Office of Management and Budget <OMB> 
Circular A-76, or converting to contract per
formance any organizational or intermedi
ate level maintenance function for trainer 
equipment or trainer aircraft now being per
formed by active-duty military personnel. 
The House bill <sec. 315(b)) would also ter
minate any ongoing reviews under OMB 
Circular A-76 and revert back to perform
ance by active duty military personnel any 
organizational or intermediate level mainte
nance function for trainer equipment or 

trainer aircraft that had been converted to 
Department of Defense civilian personnel in 
contemplation of such a review. Finally, the 
House bill <sec. 315<c» would require the 
Secretary of Defense to convert back to per
formance by active duty military personnel 
any organizational or intermediate level 
maintenance function for trainer equipment 
or trainer aircraft that had been converted 
to contractor performance after January 1, 
1985 at the expiration of the contract or 
upon the option to renew the contract. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees direct the Comptroller 

General to submit a report, not later than 
April 1, 1989, to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives concerning contracting out of 
maintenance of trainer aircraft and trainer 
equipment at Lowry Air Force Base, Colora
do and Columbus Air Force Base and Merid
ian Naval Air Station, Mississippi. This 
study should provide an independent assess
ment of the following issues associated with 
the contracting out of these functions: 

(1) the validity of projected cost savings 
from contracting out, to include costs of 
functions formerly performed by mainte
nance personnel (e.g., ramp and facility se
curity performed on a duty roster, flexibil
ity to use military personnel for emergency 
duty>; 

(2) the potential impact on personnel and 
equipment readiness from contracting out; 

(3) the economic impact, if any, on the 
local communities; 

<4> the impact on wartime mobilization re
quirements; 

(5) the impact on the ship-to-shore rota
tion schedule for Navy maintenance person
nel and the overseas rotation schedule for 
Air Force maintenance personnel; and 

(6) other impacts on base functions caused 
by the reduction of the military population 
<reduction of base medical facilities, com
missary, exchange, and morale, welfare, and 
recreation facilities>. 
Limitation on funds for depot maintenance 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
317> that would prohibit the use of funds 
for depot maintenance of equipment in the 
Army during fiscal year 1989 unless such 
funds provide for civilian personnel 
strengths at the Army depots performing 
tank repair or tank rebuilding within the 
continental United States in an amount 
above the strengths assigned to those 
depots on September 30, 1986. 

The Senate bill contained no similar pro
vision. 

The House recedes. 
Study on conversion to district, direct natu

ral gas, and other heating systems in 
West Germany 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
318) that would require the Secretary of De
fense, in conjunction with the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Commerce, to 
conduct a study of the economic and nation
al security implications of the conversion of 
United States military installations in West 
Germany to district heat and direct natural 
gas systems. This study would be submitted 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives not 
later than February 1, 1989. This provision 
would also probihit the Secretary of De
fense or the Secretaries of the Military De
partments from entering into any agree
ment or contract to convert a heating facili
ty at a military installation to district heat, 

direct natural gas, or other sources of fuel 
between April14, 1988 and July 1, 1989. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Prohibition on the use of Coast Guard re

sources in the Persian Gulf 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

354) that would permanently prohibit the 
use of any vessels, assets, personnel, or 
other resources of the Coast Guard in the 
Persian Gulf region. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Report on mobilization and deployment 

delays for NATO and Warsaw Pact 
forces 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
351> that would require, no later than 60 
days after enactment, the Secretary of De
fense to submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report concerning the 
length of time required for the military 
forces of the United States and the Warsaw 
Pact to enter combat at the inter-German 
border in the event of a major conflict in 
Europe. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. However, the confer
ees believe that the report required by the 
House provision should be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress. Therefore, no 
later than six months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense is directed to submit to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives an unclassified 
report <with classified annexes as necessary) 
concerning the length of time required for 
the ground and air forces of the United 
States to enter combat at the inter-German 
border in the event of a major conflict in 
Europe. The Secretary shall include in such 
report, for each major combat unit (divi
sions and separate brigades> and major ele
ment of their combat service support in the 
active and reserve components that is likely 
to be involved in such a conflict, an estimate 
of the minimum time delay between the de
cision of the United States to mobilize and 
the entry of that unit into battle. Assess
ments shall be consistent with current levels 
of readiness and equipment inventories. For 
each unit, the report shall give the current
ly existing fraction of the unit's total equip
ment inventory, the fraction of active and 
reserve manning, the average number of 
days of training for reserve personnel in 
that unit during the previous year, and the 
transit time from the unit's peacetime loca
tion to the inter-German border. 

The Secretary shall include in the report 
an unclassified report (with classified an
nexes as necessary> concerning the length 
of time required for the ground and air 
forces of Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Feder
al Republic of Germany, France, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, and the United King
dom to enter combat at the inter-German 
border in the event of a major conflict in 
Europe. The Secretary shall include in such 
report, for each major combat unit (divi
sions and separate brigades> and major ele
ment of their combat service support in the 
active and reserve components that is likely 
to be involved in such a conflict, an estimate 
of the minimum time delay between the de
cision of each nation to mobilize and the 
entry of each unit of that nation's forces 
into battle. Assessments shall be consistent 
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with current levels of readiness and equip
ment inventories. For each unit, the report 
shall give the best estimate of the currently 
existing fraction of the unit's total equip
ment inventory, the fraction of active and 
reserve manning, the average number of 
days of training for reserve personnel in 
that unit during the previous year, and the 
transit time from the unit's peacetime loca
tion to the inter-German border. 

Finally, the Secretary shall include in the 
report an unclassified report <with classified 
annexes as necessary> concerning the length 
of time required for the ground and air 
forces of the Soviet Union, the German 
Democratic Republic, Poland and Czecho
slovakia to enter combat at the inter
German border in the event of a major con
flict in Europe. All active and reserve forces 
of these nations currently in the NATO · 
Guidelines Area and the Western Military 
District of the Soviet Union shall be includ
ed. For each major combat unit (divisions 
and separate brigades) and major element 
of their combat service support, the report 
shall give the best estimate of the minimum 
time delay between the Warsaw Pact deci
sion to mobilize and the entry of that unit 
into battle. Assessments shall be consistent 
with current levels of readiness and equip
ment inventories. For each unit, the report 
shall give the best estimate of the current 
existing fraction of the unit's total equip
ment inventory, the fraction of active and 
reserve manning, the average number of 
days of training for reserve personnel in 
that unit during the previous year and the 
transit time from the unit's peacetime loca
tion to the inter-German border. 
Report on availability of equipment and 

personnel 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

352) that would require, no later than 90 
days after enactment, the Secretary of De
fense to submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report concerning exist
ing major conventional military equipment 
and trained personnel of the U.S. and its 
NATO allies in central Europe that are not 
currently organized into combat or support 
units. Not later than six months after enact
ment, the Secretary of Defense would 
submit to Congress a plan for the more ef
fective use of this manpower and equip
ment. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. However, the confer
ees believe that the report and plan re
quired by the House provision should be 
prepared and submitted to the Congress. 
Therefore, no later than six months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense is directed to submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives an un
classified report <with classified annexes as 
necessary> concerning existing major con
ventional military equipment and trained 
personnel in the ground and air forces of 
the United States and its NATO allies in 
central Europe which are not currently or
ganized into combat or support units. The 
report shall include the following: 

< 1 > An inventory of all existing major 
equipment possessed by the United States 
(including tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, 
artillery, antitank and air defense weapons, 
and helicopters and tactical aircraft> that is 
in storage, in war reserve material stocks, in 
training units, or otherwise not assigned to 
combat units. 

<2> The members and former members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States who 
have received military training or per
formed a tour of duty in ground or air 
forces within the past five years and who 
are not currently assigned to any active or 
reserve combat or combat support unit. 

(3) The current plans of the Department 
of Defense for use of the equipment listed 
in paragraph < 1 > and persons listed in para
graph (2) in the event of a major conflict in 
Western Europe. 

(4) An estimate of the equipment and 
manpower inventories, as defined in para
graphs <1> and (2), in Belgium, Denmark, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, France, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the 
United Kingdom and, if known, the current 
plans of those nations for use of that equip
ment and personnel in the event of a major 
conflict in Western Europe. 

The Secretary shall include in the report 
a plan for the use of the manpower and 
equipment described in paragraphs < 1 > and 
<2> above to increase the military force 
which could be available for the defense of 
Western Europe in a time period consistent 
with the estimate of the warning time of an 
attack and the duration of such a conflict 
given in the 1987 Military Net Assessment 
made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff <or any 
subsequent revision thereof>. The Secretary 
shall include in such report comments from 
the Reserve Component Chiefs. 
Additional authority of base commanders 

over contracting for commercial activi
ties 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
810) that would amend section 1111 of the 
fiscal year 1988/1989 Defense Authorization 
Act <Public Law 100-180) to give installation 
commanders the authority to decline to ex
ercise an option to extend a commercial ac
tivities contract and to exclude a contractor 
from consideration of a future contract in 
any case where the base commander has 
reasonable cause to believe that the contrac
tor in question is violating Federal law in 
the performance of that contract. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Applicability of commander authority to on

going and future reviews of commercial 
activities 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
813) that would amend section 1111 of the 
fiscal year 1988/1989 Defense Authorization 
Act <Public Law 100-180) to extend the au
thority provided to military base command
ers in section 1111<a> to reviews of commer
cial activities involving civilian employees 
that are being conducted on December 4, 
1987, and to reviews of commercial activities 
that begin after such date. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
PART A-ACTIVE FORCES 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

End strengths of active forces (sec. 401) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

401> that would authorize active force mili
tary end-strengths for the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps and Air Force at the levels re
quested by the Administration for fiscal 
year 1989. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 401) that would authorize active 
force officer, enlisted, and cadet end-

strengths for the Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Air Force. The aggregate end
strengths for the Navy and Marine Corps 
would be authorized at the levels requested 
by the Administration for fiscal year 1989. 
The aggregate end-strengths for the Army 
and Air Force would be authorized at levels 
500 below levels requested by the Adminis
tration for each of these Services for fiscal 
year 1989. These reductions would be con
sistent with an officer end-strength reduc
tion plan submitted by the Department of 
Defense that would reduce officer strengths 
in these two Services by 4,100 over two 
years beginning in fiscal year 1989. 

The House recedes with an amendment es
tablishing officer strength ceilings for each 
of the military Services within the total 
active end-strengths authorized. The confer
ees believe that the ceilings on separate 
active force officer end-strengths are con
sistent with the concern of the Congress re
garding the disproportionate growth of the 
officer corps in recent years. The following 
table summarizes the conference agreement: 

Request House Senate r::-
Army: 

OffiCefS ................................ ............................................ 106,927 106,927 

~~:::::::::: : :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::: ::: :::::: ::: :::: : :: 66~::~ :::::::::::::: 

Total... ......................................... 772,300 772,300 771,800 771,800 

Navy: 
OffiCerS ............................................................................ 72,610 72,610 

~~~::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::::::::::: 51~:m :::::::::::::: 

Total... ......................................... 593,200 593,200 593,200 593,200 

Marine Colps: 
OffiCerS ............................................................................ 20,120 20,120 
Enlisted ............................................................................ 177,080 ............ .. 

Total... ......................................... 197,200 197,200 197,200 197,200 

Air Force: 
OffiCerS ........ .................................................................... 105,038 105,038 
Enlisted ............................................................................ 465,645 ............ .. 
Cadets.............................................................................. 4,417 ............ .. 

Total... ......................................... 575,600 575,600 575,100 575,100 

Repeal of mandatory reductions in strength 
of active duty officer corps (sec. 402) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
402) that would repeal the requirement for 
the Department of Defense to reduce offi
cer strength by 2 percent in fiscal year 1989 
and another 2 percent in fiscal year 1990 
calculated on the fiscal 1986 officer end
strength base. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 402) that would repeal the man
dated 2 percent reduction in fiscal year 1989 
and instead require a reduction of 1,000 offi
cers, 500 in the Army and 500 in the Air 
Force, from the fiscal year 1988 level. The 
Senate amendment would retain the man
dated 2 percent reduction for fiscal year 
1990. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
repealing the mandated 2 percent reduction 
for fiscal year 1990 and instead requiring a 
reduction of 3,100 officers, 500 in the Army 
and 2,600 in the Air Force, from the fiscal 
year 1989 level. The conferees emphasize 
that this compromise accepts the officer re
duction plan submitted by the Department 
of Defense for fiscal years 1989 and 1990 
only as the first initiative taken by the De
partment to control officer strength. The 
conferees have received a study on the man
ning of unified and specified commands and 
supporting component headquarters from 
the Secretary of Defense which indicates a 
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potential surplus of 7,200 spaces. In his 
letter transmitting the study, the Secretary 
of Defense indicated that he was " ... confi
dent some manpower savings will be possi
ble, and I will take steps to reduce our man
power request for FY 1990-1991 according
ly." The conferees intend to follow the 
action the Secretary of Defense takes and 
emphasize that the savings identified by the 
Secretary as a result of this report are to be 
in addition to the reductions approved by 
the conferees in this Act. 
Temporary reduction in number of Air 

Force colonels (sec. 403) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 403) that would reduce the 
number of colonels that the Air Force is au
thorized to have on active duty in fiscal 
years 1989 and 1990 by 125 and 250, respec
tively, below the numbers that would other
wise be authorized under section 523 of title 
10, United States Code, for those years. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees expect 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense to 
review critically the field grade officer 
strengths of the military Services in all 
future budget submissions to ensure that 
the strengths requested support valid re
quirements and are not merely a reflection 
of the numbers allowed by the grade tables 
in section 523 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

PART B-RESERVE FORCES 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

End strengths tor Selected Reserve (sec. 411) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

411) that would authorize Selected Reserve 
end-strengths for fiscal year 1989 at the 
levels requested by the Administration, 
except for the Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve which would be authorized 
290 and 399 above the requested levels, re
spectively. 

The Senate bill contained a provision <sec. 
411> that would authorize Selected Reserve 
end-strengths for fiscal year 1989 at the 
levels requested by the Administration for 
all components. 

The House recedes. 
The following table summarizes the con

ference agreement: 

Request House Confer-
ence 

Army National Guard .................................... 457,300 457,300 457,300 
Army Reserve ............................................... 320,600 320,600 320,600 
Naval Reserve ............................................... 152,600 152,600 152,600 
Marine Corps Reserve ................................... 43,600 43,600 43,600 
Air National Guard ........................................ 115,200 115,490 115,200 
Air Force Reserve ......................................... 83,600 83,999 83,600 
Coast Guard Reserve .................................... 13,000 13,000 13,000 

Total.. .............................................. 1,185,900 1,186,589 1,185,900 

End strengths tor reserve on active duty in 
support of the reserves (sec. 412) 

The House bill (sec. 412> and the Senate 
amendment <sec. 412> would authorize full
time manning in the National Guard and 
Reserve components at the levels requested 
by the Administration for fiscal year 1989, 
except that the House bill would authorize 
the Air National Guard to increase its 
strength by 17 more than the level request
ed by the Administration. 

The House recedes. 
The following table summarizes the con

ference agreement: 

Request House Confer-
ence 

5fl ~=:~:~:~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
25,725 25,725 25,725 
13,329 13,329 13,329 
21,991 21,991 21,991 

~~r:t~G~:~:: : : : :: : ::::: ::: : : : :::::: ::: :: : ::: : 1,945 1,945 1,945 
7,948 7,965 7,948 

Air Force Reserve ......................................... 657 657 657 
Coast Guard Reserve .................................... 13,000 13,000 13,000 

Total... ............................................. 71,595 71,612 71,595 

Clarl.tication of applicability of prtor 
amendments relating to number of mem
bers in certain grades authorized to be 
on active duty in support of the reserve 
fsec. 413) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
413) that would authorize full-time support 
grade ceilings for the E-9, E-8, 0-6, 0 -5, 
and 0-4 grades in the National Guard and 
Reserve components at the levels requested 
by the Administration. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 413) that would authorize full
time support grade ceilings authorized for 
fiscal year 1989 in the fiscal years 1988/1989 
Defense Authorization Act. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
striking the House provision and clarifying 
the applicability of the full time support 
grade ceilings authorized for fiscal year 1989 
in the fiscal years 1988/1989 Defense Au
thorization Act. 
PART D-AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISION ADOPTED 
Authorization of appropriations tor mili

tary personnel tor fiscal year 1989 (sec. 
431) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
431> that would authorize <1> 
$78,453,300,000 for military personnel for 
fiscal year 1989; and (2) $21,776,900,000 for 
Air Force military personnel, reserve per
sonnel and national guard personnel. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that authorizes $78,461,000,000 for military 
personnel during fiscal year 1989 and strikes 
the separate Air Force authorization. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISION NOT ADOPTED 
Repeal of prtor fiscal year 1989 personnel 

authorizations 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

432) that would repeal prior fiscal year 1989 
personnel authorizations. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
TITLE V-MILITARY PERSONNEL 

POLICY 
PART A-OFFICER PERSONNEL POLICY 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 
Selection boards (sec. 501) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 501> that would make the follow
ing changes to Defense Officer Personnel 
Management Act <DOPMA> promotion pro
visions: <1> limit the delegation of the au
thority of the President to approve, modify, 
or disapprove selection board reports to offi
cials in the Office of the Secretary of De
fense; <2> delete the President's existing au
thority to modify selection board reports as 
that authority is unnecessary; <3> provide 
explicit authority to the Service Secretaries 
to establish minimum numbers of selections 
by skill within a competitive category; <4> 
prohibit the modification of the maximum 
number to be selected by a selection board 
and other binding guidance to a board after 

a selection board has made its report; and 
(5) provide clarification on the procedures 
available to a Service Secretary in reviewing 
a board report. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees believe 
these changes will strengthen the credibility 
of the officer promotion process and pre
clude previous differences in interpretation 
and irregularities in the application of offi
cer promotion statutes. 
Removal from promotion list (sec. 502) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 502) that would clarify that the 
President has the authority to remove 
names from reserve officer promotion lists 
of the Navy and Marine Corps. · 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Selective early retirement tor certain pre

DOPMA Navy and Martne Corps officers 
(sec. 503) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
515) that would subject pre-Defense Officer 
Personnel Management Act <DOPMA> offi
cers of the Navy and Marine Corps to the 
same selective retirement rules that apply 
to their Army and Air Force counterparts. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Technical revision of section 638 of title 10, 

United States Code (sec. 504) 
In concert with their action on the tempo

rary Defense Officer Personnel Manage
ment Act <DOPMA> relief provisions in the 
House bill, the conferees agreed to a techni
cal revision to section 638<a> of title 10, 
United States Code, governing selective 
early retirement, to improve the clarity of 
that section. 

PART B-JoiNT OFFICER PERsoNNEL PoLICY 
Joint officer personnel policy (sees. 511-519) 

The House bill contained provisions <sees. 
702, 703, 704, 706, 707(b), 707(c) and 707(d)) 
that would amend the joint officer manage
ment policies of title IV of the Goldwater
Nichols DOD Reorganization Act of 1986 
<Public Law 99-433) to: 

< 1 > extend for one year the transition 
period <until October 1, 1989) for filling 50 
percent of joint duty assignments by joint 
specialty officers or nominees; 

(2) require that a critical joint duty as
signment be filled by a joint specialty offi
cer only when a vacancy occurs in such as
signment after January 1, 1989; 

(3) permit officers to be awarded the joint 
specialty during the transition period with 
one year (instead of two years> of joint duty 
service; 

<4> extend for one year the transition 
period <until October 1, 1989) for award of 
the joint specialty; 

(5) make a technical change to the date of 
enactment references in section 
406<b><l><B><UD of Public Law 99-433; 

<6> suspend the joint duty prerequisite for 
promotion to general or flag rank for all of
ficers serving in, or selected for, the rank of 
colonel or Navy captain as of September 30, 
1988; 

<7> direct the Secretary of Defense to use 
the requirements of section 619<e><l> of title 
10, United States Code, as a guideline, 
where feasible, in managing the group of of
ficers for whom the joint duty prerequisite 
for promotion to general or flag rank has 
been suspended; 
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(8) permit the Secretary of Defense 

during the transition period to January 1, 
1992 to credit officers with joint duty serv
ice, for purposes of promotion to general or 
flag rank, for service in joint duty assign
ments that involved significant experience 
in joint matters; 

<9> reduce to 15 percent <from 33 percent> 
the number of officers serving 2-year criti
cal occupational specialty joint tours who 
may count toward the requirement that 50 
percent of all joint duty assignments must 
be filled by joint specialty officers or nomi
nees; 

(10) provide joint duty service credit for 
captains or Navy lieutenants who serve in 
joint duty assignments; 

(11) require an annual report on progress 
in implementing joint officer management 
policies with respect to Navy nuclear pro
pulsion officers; 

<12) require that an officer must have 
completed a full tour of duty in a joint duty 
assignment as a general or flag officer to 
qualify for appointment as JCS Vice Chair
man, combatant commander, or Service 
chief of staff and make technical changes 
relating to statute references; and 

(13) make a technical change in section 
668 of title 10 to redesignate subsection (f) 
as subsection <c>. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 701) that would amend title IV of 
Public Law 99-433 to: 

(1) increase to 10 percent <from 5 percent) 
the number of officers who may annually be 
awarded the joint specialty by other than 
the prescribed manner and prerequisites; 

<2> require that only 80 percent <instead 
of 100 percent> of all critical joint duty as
signments must be filled by joint specialty 
officers at all times; 

(3) require promotion tracking of officers, 
other than joint specialists, only until first 
in-zone consideration following reassign
ment from a joint duty assignment; 

(4) set the promotion policy objectives for 
officers serving, or having served, in joint 
duty assignments <other than those serving, 
or having served, on the Joint Staff or with 
the joint specialty) to be not less than for 
the Service-wide rate, less officers serving, 
or having served, on the Service headquar
ters staff; 

(5) reduce the minimum joint tour length 
from 3 to 2 years for general and flag offi
cers and 3% to 3 years for other officers; 

(6) eliminate the requirement for an ad
vance joint specialty nomination for a 2-
year critical occupational specialty joint 
tour; 

(7) delete the restriction on eligibility for 
a 2-year critical occupational specialty joint 
tour to an officer on his initial joint duty as
signment; 

(8) delete the limitation on the number of 
2-year critical occupational specialty joint 
tours that may be excluded annually from 
the average joint tour length computation; 

(9) provide full joint duty tour credit for 
an overseas joint duty assignment pre
scribed by regulation to be at least two 
years in length; 

(10) authorize appointment to general or 
flag rank of an officer in a joint duty assign
ment who has served at least two years, but 
not a full Joint duty tour; 

(11) simplify the joint duty cumulative 
credit provision by eliminating the prerequi
site that at least one of the cumulated tours 
must have been served overseas or terminat
ed for hardship, medical, reorganization, or 
promotion reasons; 

(12) further simplify the joint duty cumu
lative credit provision by eliminating the re-

quirement that the applicable tour length 
must be accumulated within an 8-year 
period; 

(13) permit constructive credit without a 
waiver for an officer reassigned from a joint 
duty assignment for reasons of military ne
cessity within 60 days of completing joint 
tour length criteria; 

<14> permit designation as joint duty as
signments of up to 250 in-Service billets 
filled by officers of the same Service; 

<15> exempt Navy nuclear propulsion offi
cers from the joint duty prerequisite for 
promotion to flag rank; 

(16) permit officers to be awarded full 
joint duty tour credit, for purposes of pro
motion to general or flag rank, for service in 
joint duty assignments that began before 
January 1, 1987, which were considered as 
full tours of duty under the policies and reg
ulations in effect at the time the assignment 
began; 

<17> extend for one year <until October 1, 
1989) both the transition period during 
which the Secretary of Defense may waive 
certain prerequisites for award of the joint 
specialty and the date by which critical 
joint duty assignments and certain other 
joint duty assignments must be filled by 
joint specialty officers or nominees; 

<18> permit officers to be awarded full 
joint duty tour credit, for purposes of award 
of the joint specialty during the transition 
period, for service in joint duty assignments 
or joint equivalent assignments that began 
before January 1, 1987, which were consid
ered as full tours of duty under the policies 
and regulations in effect at the time the as
signment began; and 

(19) require a report by February 1, 1990 
from the Secretary of Defense, after consul
tation with the JCS Chairman, comprehen
sively addressing the principles that should 
guide joint officer management policies, the 
goals that should be established for joint of
ficer management policies, the detailed con
cepts that support these principles and 
goals, progress in implementing title IV of 
Public Law 99-433, and modifications to 
statutory requirements. 

The conferees agree to make a compre
hensive series of modifications to the joint 
officer management policies of title IV of 
the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The conferees 
approve all of the modifications to title IV 
requested in the DOD legislative proposal of 
March 22, 1988. In addition, the conferees 
approve a number of other initiatives in
cluded in either the Senate or House provi
sions. The conferees are fully convinced 
that the amendments made to title IV by 
this Act will provide for effective steady 
state implementation of the joint officer 
management policies. The conferees, there
fore, do not expect to make or be asked to 
make additional modifications to title IV for 
the foreseeable future. 

The conferees remain concerned about 
the degree of bureaucratic opposition within 
DOD to the requirements of title IV of the 
Goldwater-Nichols Act. As the amendments 
made by this Act resolve all of the problems 
and adopt all of the better approaches iden
tified by DOD, in addition to providing in
creased management flexibility through a 
number of congressionally initiated modifi
cations, there is no acceptable reason for 
continued opposition within DOD. The con
ferees expect senior civilian officials and 
military officers to expand their leadership 
role, to give more attention to effective im
plementation of title IV, and to promote the 
change in attitudes that must accompany 
increased emphasis on joint officer manage
ment. 

The basic themes of the modifications ap
proved by the conference committee are to: 
(1 > increase the length and to provide more 
flexible rules for the transition period lead
ing to full implementation of title IV; <2> 
provide more equitable policies for crediting 
officers with joint duty service, especially 
assignments served prior to enactment of 
the Goldwater-Nichols Act; <3> shorten joint 
duty tour lengths; (4) provide more flexibil
ity in the selection and assignment of joint 
specialty officers; and (5) provide more 
flexibility regarding the joint duty prerequi
site for promotion to general or flag rank. 

The House bill and the Senate amend
ment contained two similar provisions 
<items <1> and (4) below> which were not 
issues during the conference. Of the 26 dif
ferences between the House bill and the 
Senate amendment, two House provisions 
<items <6> and <7> in the above description of 
the House provisions> were deleted by the 
conference committee, and four Senate pro
visions (items (4), <7>, <14> and <19> in the 
above description of the Senate provisions> 
were deleted. Specific modifications to title 
IV approved by the conference committee, 
including resolution of the 20 remaining dif
ferences, were: 

(1) extend for one year the transition 
period <until October 1, 1989) for filling 50 
percent of joint duty assignments by joint 
specialty officers or nominees <not a confer
ence issue>; 

<2> require that a critical joint duty as
signment be filled by a joint specialty offi
cer only when a vacancy occurs in such as
signment after January 1, 1989 <House pro
vision>; 

(3) permit officers to be awarded the joint 
specialty during the transition period with 
one year <instead of two years> of service in 
joint duty assignments (begun before Janu
ary 1, 1987) and joint equivalent assign
ments <begun before October 1, 1986) which 
were considered full tours of duty under the 
policies and regulations in effect on Septem
ber 30, 1986 <conference substitute provi
sion>; 

(4) extend for one year the transition 
period <until October 1, 1989) for award of 
the joint specialty <not a conference issue>; 

(5) make a technical change to the date of 
enactment references in section 
406(b)(l)(B)(iii) of Public Law 99-433 
<House provision>; 

(6) permit officers to be awarded full joint 
duty tour credit, for purposes of promotion 
to general or flag rank, for service in joint 
duty assignments that began before Janu
ary 1, 1987 which were considered full tours 
of duty (but not less than 12 months> under 
the policies and regulations in effect on Sep
tember 30, 1986 (conference substitute pro
vision>; 

<7> extend until January 1, 1994 (from 
January 1, 1992) the transition period 
during which officers may be awarded full 
joint duty credit, for purposes of promotion 
to general or flag rank, for service in joint 
equivalent assignments which began before 
October 1, 1986 and were considered full 
tours of duty <but not less than 12 months) 
under the policies and regulations in effect 
on September 30, 1986 (conference substi
tute provision>; 

(8) reduce to 25 percent <from 33 percent) 
the number of officers serving 2-year criti
cal occupational specialty joint tours who 
may count toward the requirement that 50 
percent of all joint duty assignments must 
be filled by joint specialty officers or nomi
nees <House provision with Senate amend
ment>; 



16966 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
(9) provide joint duty service credit for 

captains or Navy lieutenants who serve in 
joint duty assignments <House provision>; 

<10) require an annual report on progress 
in implementing joint officer provisions 
with respect to Navy nuclear propulsion of
ficers <House provision); 

(11) extend to January 1, 1994 <from Janu
ary 1, 1992) the period during which Navy 
nuclear propulsion officers may be promot
ed to rear admiral <lower half) without 
meeting the joint duty prerequisite <confer
ence substitute provision>; 

<12> require that an officer must have 
completed a full tour of duty in a joint duty 
assignment as a general or flag officer to 
qualify for appointment as JCS Vice Chair
man, combatant commander, or Service 
chief of staff and make technical changes 
relating to statute references <House provi
sion>; 

(13) make a technical change in section 
668 of title 10 to redesignate subsection (f) 
as subsection <c> <House provision>; 

<14) increase to 10 percent <from 5 per
cent> the number of officers who may annu
ally be awarded the joint specialty by other 
than the prescribed manner and prerequi
sites with the limitation that not more than 
10 percent of the officers in each grade may 
be annually awarded the joint specialty pur
suant to this exception <Senate provision 
with House amendment>; 

<15> require until January 1, 1994 that 
only 80 percent (instead of 100 percent> of 
all critical joint duty assignments must be 
filled by joint specialty officers at all times 
and, thereafter, authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to waive the requirement in the 
case of an individual joint duty assignment 
and to delegate this authority to the JCS 
Chairman <Senate provision with House ad
mendments>; 

(16) require promotion tracking of offi
cers, other than joint specialists, only until 
first in-zone consideration following reas
signment from a joint duty assignment 
<Senate provision>; 

<17> reduce the minimum joint tour 
length from 3 to 2 years for general and flag 
officers and 3¥2 to 3 years for other officers 
<Senate provision>; 

<18) include overseas joint duty assign
ments which are at least as long as the mini
mum joint tour length in the computation 
of the average joint tour length <conference 
substitute provision>; 

(19) eliminate the requirement for an ad
vance joint specialty nomination for a 2-
year critical occupational specialty joint 
tour <Senate provision>; 

(20) increase to 12.5 percent <from 10 per
cent> the number of 2-year critical occupa
tional specialty joint tours that may be ex
cluded annually from the average joint tour 
length computation <conference substitute 
provision>; 

(21) provide full joint duty tour credit for 
an overseas joint duty assignment pre
scribed by regulation to be at least two 
years in length with the limitation that not 
more than 6 percent of all joint duty assign
ments may be credited under this exception 
<Senate provision with House amendment>; 

<22) authorize until January 1, 1994 ap
pointment to general or flag rank of an offi
cer in a joint duty assignment who has 
served as least two years, but not a full joint 
duty tour <Senate provision with House 
amendment>; 

<23) authorize the Secretary of Defense to 
grant credit for a full tour of duty when he 
waives the length of a joint duty assignment 
in the case of an individual officer <confer
ence substitute provision>; 

<24) simplify the joint duty cumulative 
credit provision by eliminating the require
ment that the applicable tour length must 
be accumulated within an 8-year period 
<Senate provision>; and 

<25) permit constructive credit without a 
waiver for an officer <other than a general 
or flag officer) reassigned from a joint duty 
assignment for reasons of military necessity 
within 60 days of completing joint tour 
length criteria, but require any shortened 
tours to be included in the average joint 
tour length computation <Senate provision 
with House amendments>. 

With respect to the joint duty prerequisite 
for promotion to general or flag rank, the 
conferees determined that the DOD regula
tion imposing this requirement, which has 
been in effect for more than 30 years, was 
more widely circumvented than previously 
understood. Failure to meaningfully imple
ment the joint duty promotion prerequisite 
means that a significant portion of current 
field grade officers, especially more senior 
ones, may have great difficulty in meeting 
the current statutory requirements of sec
tion 619<e> of title 10, United States Code. 

The conferees do not intend that officers 
be disadvantaged for service in a personnel 
system that did not adequately enforce the 
DOD regulation. For this reason, the con
ferees agree to grandfather all service in 
joint duty assignments prior to the date of 
enactment of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, 
provided that such service was at least one 
year in length and was considered a full 
tour of duty under the policies and regula
tions in effect on Septemer 30, 1986. The 
conferees also agree to extend by two years 
<until January 1, 1994) the transition period 
during which officers may be credited, for 
purposes of promotion to general or flag 
rank, for service in joint equivalent assign
ments which were at least one year in 
length and were considered a full tour of 
duty. 

The conferees, however, recognize that 
many senior field grade officers have had no 
joint duty or joint equivalent assignments 
whatsoever. While the conferees are com
mitted to equitable treatment for such offi
cers, the Senate conferees believe that the 
House provision <items (6) and (7) above) to 
suspend the joint duty prerequisite for pro
motion to general or flag rank for senior 
field grade officers might be interpreted as 
a lessening of congressional support for 
joint duty. Consequently, the conferees 
agree to set aside the House provision in 
favor of a transition provision that address
es the equity issue while providing an incen
tive for senior field grade officers to serve in 
a joint duty assignment. The transition pro
vision permits officers to be selected for 
general or flag rank while serving in a joint 
duty assignment if they have served at least 
two years. 

Despite the approval of these reduced 
standards, the transition to the more rigor
ous requirements of title IV concerning the 
joint duty prerequisite for promotion may 
pose difficulties for many officers. The con
ferees urge the Secretary of Defense to 
carefully monitor the situation and to use 
his waiver authority to minimize inequities 
and to ensure that the most qualified offi
cers are promoted to general or flag rank. 

With respect to Navy nuclear-propulsion 
officers, the conferees recognize that signifi
cant personnel management changes will be 
required to comply with the requirements of 
title IV. Last year, the Congress exempted 
until January 1, 1992 Navy nuclear-propul
sion officers from the joint duty prerequi-

site for promotion to flag rank. The confer
ees agree to extend this exemption period 
by two years <to January 1, 1994). At the 
same time, the conferees determine that 
service in this specialized and somewhat iso
lated field is inadequate preparation for the 
responsibilities of flag rank, especially serv
ice in joint duty assignments. The conferees 
urge the Secretary of Defense to ensure 
that Navy nuclear propulsion officers are 
better prepared for assignments outside of 
their specialty. Given the substantial 
changes required, the conferees agree to re
quire an annual report on progress in imple
menting joint officer provisions with respect 
to Navy nuclear propulsion officers. 

Current law requires that all critical joint 
duty assignments must be filled with joint 
specialty officers at all times. The conferees 
recognize that this absolute requirement 
cannot be met, especially in the near term. 
The conferees agree to a transition proVi
sion <until January 1, 1994) that would re
quire that only 80 percent of such assign
ments must be filled by joint specialists. 
After the transition period, the conferees 
expect that around 95 percent of critical 
joint duty assignments can be filled by joint 
specialists. For the small percentage of posi
tions that may need to be excepted from the 
requirements of the law, the conferees agree 
to provide the Secretary of Defense the au
thority to waive the requirement in the case 
of an individual critical joint duty assign
ment. Based upon experience during the 
transition period, the Secretary of Defense 
is directed to report to the Committees of 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives his expectation on the per
centage of assignments for which this 
waiver may need to be applied after the 
transition period ends. Such report is to be 
submitted by the Secretary not later than 
January 1, 1993. 

Current law requires that an officer be 
nominated for the joint specialty prior to 
beginning a 2-year critical occupational spe
cialty joint tour. The conferees determine 
that this requirement would provide incen
tives for the Services to nominate a large 
number of officers for the joint specialty 
and would undermine efforts to use the 
nomination process as a rigorous screening 
of qualified officers. For these reasons, the 
conferees agree to eliminate the require
ment for an advance joint specialty nomina
tion for a 2-year critical occupational spe
cialty joint tour. The conferees do expect, 
however, that advance nominations will be 
the normal procedure and, consequently, 
that officers will be nominated in advance 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

PART C-MISCELLANEOUS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Testing of new entrants for drug and alcohol 
abuse (sec. 521J 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
501> that would amend the current require
ments for the testing of new entrants into 
the military Services for drug and alcohol 
abuse so that testing could take place at 
basic training installations rather than at 
the Military Entrance Processing Station. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Requirement to accept persons enlisting in 

the Air Force on gender-free basis (sec. 
522) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
502) that would (1) require the Secretary of 
the Air Force to implement a gender neutral 
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enlistment methodology; and <2> repeal the 
22 percent accession standard for women in 
fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 

Military education for Army National 
Guard technicians (sec. 523) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
503) that would require the Army National 
Guard to phase out its requirement that 
Army National Guard civilian technicians 
attend military education program training 
in active component schools as comparable 
state training programs become available. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The Senate recedes with technical and 
clarifying amendments. 

Expansion of military spouse employment 
preference (sec. 524) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 502) that would include all jobs in 
the grades of GS-1 and above among those 
to which the military spouse employment 
preference applies. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

Manpower cost estimate for major defense 
acquisition programs fsec. 525) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 503) that would clarify that man
power cost estimate reporting requirements 
for new systems may be modified when no 
major manpower effects are present and 
during time of war or national emergency. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 
Temporary DOPMA relief 

The House bill contained provisions <sees. 
511-514> that would provide temporary 
relief from certain tenure provisions of the 
Defense Officer Personnel Management Act 
<DOPMA> if the military Services were re
quired to reduce their officer strengths. 
These provisions included: < 1 > authority for 
Service Secretaries to shorten the period of 
continued active-duty for officers previously 
selected for continuation, to relax involun
tary retirement provisions for certain regu
lar officers, and to involuntarily separate 
regular officers regardles of promotion 
status <sees. 511, 512 and 513>; and <2> au
thority for Service Secretaries to reduce 
from 10 to 8 years the minimum period of 
active commissioned service required for vol
untary retirement in commissioned grades 
<sec. 514). 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees believe that these tempo

rary DOPMA relief provisions are now not 
necessary in view of the conference agree
ment to repeal the previously imposed offi
cer reductions for fiscal years 1989 and 1990. 
The conferees expect the Department of 
Defense to be prepared to address the need 
for these temporary authorities in hearings 
on the fiscal year 1990 and 1991 defense au
thorization request next year, especially in 
the context of further officer reductions 
that are expected as a result of the Depart
ment of Defense study on the manning of 
unified and specified commands and sup
porting component headquarters. 

Selective Service registration TITLE VI-COMPENSATION AND 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. OTHER PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

954) that would establish guidelines for the PART A-PAY AND ALLOWANCES 
prosecution Of individuals WhO, according to LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 
Selective Service records only, have not reg- Military pay raise tor fiscal year 1989 (sec. 
istered under the Military Selective Service 601) 
Act. 

The Senate amendment contained no The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
similar rovision. 601) that would provide a military pay raise 

The House recedes. divided as follows: (1) a 4 percent increase in 
basic pay; (2) a 4 percent increase in basic 

Voluntary legal assistance allowance for subsistence; and <3> a 7 per-
The senate amendment contained a provi- cent increase in basic allowance for quar-

sion <sec. 919(a)) that would permit the ac- te~he Senate amendment contained a provi
ceptance by the Armed Services of legal as- sion (sec. 601 ) that would provide a 4.3 per
sistance services on a voluntary basis from cent increase in each of the components of 
attorneys, clerks, or paralegals. Acceptance basic military compensation as requested by 
of such services by the Government is cur- · the Administration. 
rently prohibited by section 1342 of title 31, The Senate recedes with an amendment 
United States Code. Additionally, section that provides: (1) a 4.1 percent increase in 
919(b) would amend section 1054 of title 10, basic pay; <2> a 4.1 percent increase in basic 
United States Code, to bring persons fur- allowance for subsistence; and <3> a 7 per
nishing voluntary legal services within the cent increase in basic allowance for quar
class of persons the Attorney General is au- ters. 
thorized to represent in civil malpractice The 4.3 percent across the board military 
suits. pay raise requested by the Administration 

The House bill contained no similar provi- was based on projected private sector wage 
sion. growth as measured by the employment 

The Senate recedes. Although the confer- cost index (ECI>. At the time the request 
ees agree that the notion of voluntary legal was submitted, the projected ECI was 4.3 
services furnished by retirees, dependent percent. The 4.3 percent pay raise request 
spouses, and the like has appeal, the par- matched the projected ECI increase to keep 
ticulars of the contemplated scheme need to the 11 percent gap between private sector 
be explored before a statutory change would pay increases and military pay increases 

from widening. 
be appropriate. Therefore, the conferees The actual ECI has now been reported as 
direct the Department of Defense to submit 3_5 percent. Therefore, the projection on 
a report to the Committees on Armed Serv- which the Administration's request was 
ices of the Senate and House of Representa- based is overstated by 0.8 of a percentage 
tives on the need for and mechanics of a vol- point. As a result, the conference agreement 
untary legal assistance program. The report will actually close the gap between private 
should include an assessment and discussion sector and military wage growth by 0.6 of a 
of: the existing military legal assistance pro- percentage point, the first time the military 
gram and the extent to which it needs to be pay raise will exceed the ECI since 1981. 
supplemented in order to meet the needs of Allowance tor transportation of increased 
military members, former members, and household goods (sec. 602) 
their dependents; the population of attor- The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
neys, clerks and paralegals who have of-
fered voluntary services in the past and who 602) that would increase the weight allow-

ances for household goods for certain milt
might be expected to volunteer in the tary personnel when they are required to 
future; the qualifications of persons, par- move, effective on May 1, 1989. 
ticularly attorneys, necessary as a prerequi- The Senate amendment contained an 
site to acceptance of their services <i.e. identical provision, effective on July 1, 1989. 
should members of the bar be in good stand- The House recedes. 
ing and in an active status); anticipated SU· PART B-SPECIAL PAY FOR CRITICAL 
pervisory requirements; how to ensure and PERsoNNEL 
enforce the avoidance of self-referral and 
referral to affiliated organizations by per- LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 
sons volunteering their services; and the an- Aviator retention bonus fsec. 611) 
ticipated number of and costs associated The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
with civil lawsuits flowing from the render- 611) that would authorize an aviator reten
ing of voluntary legal assistance. In short, tion bonus. The bonus would be paid to offi
the report should provide a comprehensive cers who <1> are entitled to aviation career 
and detailed explanation of the operational incentive pay; (2) are in pay grades below 0-
parameters of such a program. In addition, 6; (3) are qualified to perform operational 
the report should address the extent to flying duty; (4) have completed at least six 
which acceptance of volunteer services in but less than 13 years of active duty; (5) 
the area of legal assistance would serve as a have completed any active duty service com
precedent for the acceptance of such serv- mitment incurred for undergraduate aviator 

training; and <6> are in an aviation specialty 
ices from physicians, medical specialists and that is designated as critical on the basis of 
others in helping professions. The report 
should further address the nature and scope a current shortage of officers in the special-

ty. The amount of the bonus payments 
of any concomitant need for legal represen- would be limited to: (1) $12,000 for each 
tation by the Attorney General and indem- year covered by a written agreement if an 
nification caused by the acceptance of vol- officer agrees to remain on active-duty to 
unteer services outside the legal field. The complete 14 years of commissioned service; 
report is due no later than February 15, or (2) $6,000 for each year covered by a writ-
1989. The conferees will reconsider this ten agreement of two years or less. The au
issue when the report becomes available and thority to enter into bonus agreements 
will address the question of whether a statu- would expire in three years <September 30, 
tory provision is warranted at that time. 1991). The House provision would also pro-
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vide a two-year "transition" window which 
would allow payments for one and two-year 
extensions for officers between 13 and 16 
years of service, and require a report on the 
implementation of the provision by July 1, 
1990. The House bill would authorize $36.2 
million in fiscal year 1989 for the bonus in 
the Air Force. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 611> but with a number of 
differences: (1) a bonus would be paid to avi
ators in skills designated as retention sensi
tive; (2) the bonus level would be capped at 
$12,000 for each year covered by a written 
agreement but would be subject to the dis
cretion of the Service Secretary; (3) the au
thority to enter into agreements would 
expire in one year <September 30, 1989>; (4) 
there would be no provision for a "transi
tion window"; (5) there would be a require
ment for a report, but it would be on the re
tention, management, and compensation of 
aviators to be accompanied by a legislative 
proposal due by December 1, 1988; and (6) 
the authorization for funding would be $30 
million. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that would: < 1 > adopt the House eligibility 
criteria, including the requirement that re
cipients must be in an aviation specialty 
that is designated as critical on the basis of 
a current shortage of officers in the special
ty; (2) adopt the House limitation on the 
levels of payment authorized for each year 
covered by a written agreement of exten
sion; (3) establish as the period during 
which agreements may be entered into from 
January 1, 1989 to September 30, 1989; <4> 
delete the two-year "transition window" al
lowance that was in the House bill; (5) re
quire a report and accompanying legislation 
that would implement the recommendations 
in the report by December 1, 1988; (6) re
quire that no agreements may be entered 
into if the report is not received by the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by De
cember 1, 1988; and <7> adopt the funding 
authorization in the House bill of $36.2 mil
lion. 

The conferees urge the Department of De
fense to evaluate critically all facets of its 
management of the aviator inventory and to 
also give equal scrutiny to the validity of 
stated aviator requirements, especially in 
non-flying positions. With regard to aviator 
requirements, the conferees received a 
report from the General Accounting Office, 
dated June 1988, entitled "Air Force Pilots
U.S. Air Force Requirements, Inventory and 
Related Data." This report indicates about 
one-third of Air Force pilot requirements 
are in non-flying jobs. The conferees are 
skeptical that so many pilots are required in 
non-flying jobs and caution the Department 
of Defense that these requirements will be 
subject to reduction next year if they are 
not adequately justified on a position by po
sition basis in all Services. The conferees 
expect this issue to be addressed analytical
ly in the report required by December 1, 
1988. 

In addition, the conferees direct the Sec
retary of Defense to evaluate critically the 
capability and desirability of realigning por
tions of the Air Force flying missions, such 
as airlift, to the Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve. The conferees believe that 
the Air National Guard and Air Force Re
serve have demonstrated effective capability 
in performing the flying missions they have 
been assigned. Furthermore, the Air Nation
al Guard and Air Force Reserve have no ap
parent aviator manning problems. Realign-

ment of certain flying missions from the 
active to the reserve force may have the po
tential of averting some of the aviator man
ning problems in the active force and may 
also be cost-effective in the long term. The 
Secretary of Defense is directed to submit a 
report to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives making recommendations, based on his 
evaluation, by January 1, 1989, and to in
clude any realignments proposed in the 
fiscal years 1990/1991 Department of De
fense budget request. 
Medical officer retention bonus (sec. 612) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
612) that would authorize $50 million for 
medical incentive special pay. This authori
zation is $17 million above the level con
tained in the amended budget request. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 612> that would provide the Sec
retary of Defense short term discretionary 
authority to increase, by up to 48 percent, 
certain variable, additional and board certi
fied special pays for physicians who have 
more than eight years of service and who 
have qualifications for which the Secretary 
of Defense determines retention problems 
exist. 

Further, the Senate provision would re
quire the Secretary of Defense to submit a 
comprehensive report on the Department's 
requirement for health care professionals, 
and the adequacy of the current health pro
fessional compensation system, accompa
nied by a legislative proposal providing an 
alternative compensation system linked to 
the civilian sector. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees recognize that the retention 
of health care professionals is difficult. 
While recognizing that compensation is not 
the only factor affecting retention, the con
ferees agree that it is a major consideration. 
The conference agreement directs the Sec
retary of Defense to submit a comprehen
sive report to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives evaluating the adequacy of the 
existing compensation package for health 
care professionals and any recommended 
changes to that structure. That report must 
include justification for future long-term 
specialty requirements, grade levels, train
ing requirements, and levels of non-patient 
care physician positions. If the Department 
is unable to justify its stated requirements 
for those levels during the next budget 
cycle. 

The conference agreement also requires 
that this long-term comprehensive report 
include a legislative proposal that provides 
for one of two approaches to an alternative 
compensation system for health care profes
sionals linked to the compensation of pri
vate sector employed physicians. The De
partment must submit this proposal, and 
should, in addition, submit any other legis
lative proposals the Department of Defense 
deems to have merit in addressing retention 
problems in the medical community, to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives no 
later than December 1, 1988. 

Further, the conferees agree that while 
developing an adequate health professional 
compensation system is the long-term solu
tion, short-term concerns need to be ad
dressed as well. The conference agreement, 
therefore, authorizes $30 million to estab
lish a discretionary physicians' bonus to be 
implemented by the Secretary of Defense 
during fiscal year 1989. 

This temporary medical bonus program is 
to be provided to those physicians deter
mined to be in short supply based either on 
specialty, training, years of experience, or 
other factors determined by the Secretary 
of Defense. This authority is granted only 
for those members who have more than 
eight years of creditable service, who have 
completed service obligations incurred as a 
result of education and/or training, and 
whose total compensation currently falls 
below that of comparable physicians in pri
vate sector employment as determined by 
the Secretary of Defense. The conferees 
suggest that the salaries of physicians em
ployed by civilian Health Maintenance Or
ganizations, or other similar organizations, 
may represent a good comparative bench
mark. The Secretary would have the au
thority to negotiate multi-year service 
agreements with a minimum requirement 
for a two-year commitment period. The 
maximum bonus payable is $20,000 per year 
of commitment. However, the conferees gen
erally expect that the total compensation 
that a military physician receives under this 
limited authority in any one year may not 
exceed a 48 percent increase in the total 
annual amount of variable special and addi
tional special pays to which such a physi
cian is entitled under sections 302(a)(2), 
302(a)(4), and 302(a)(5) of title 37, United 
States Code, during such year. If the Secre
tary believes that a higher amount for any 
physician or category is justified, he should 
provide written notification to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives describing the ra
tionale for his decision. 

This section becomes effective January 1, 
1989, but only if the comprehensive report 
and accompanying legislative proposal de
scribed above is received by the December 1, 
1988, deadline, and the authority shall ter
minate in any case on September 30, 1989. A 
report on the proposed method of imple
mentation of this temporary medical special 
pay program shall be submitted to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives by November 
15, 1988. 
Special pay tor critically short wartime 

health specialists in the Selected Reserve 
fsec. 613) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 613) that would authorize a two
year test program utilizing an affiliation 
bonus, of not more than $10,000 annually, 
for critical wartime health professionals 
who agree to serve in the Selected Reserve 
for one to three years. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
PART C-0THER PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Housing lease indemnity program (sec. 621) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

613) that would make permanent for all 
Services worldwide the pilot rental indemni
ty program established by section 1357 of 
the fiscal year 1987 Defense Authorization 
Act <Public Law 99-661). Under this pro
gram, a service Secretary could guarantee to 
a landlord who leased a rental unit to a mili
tary member compensation for any breach 
of the lease or damage to the rental unit in 
lieu of the military member paying a securi
ty deposit. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 
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The Senate recedes with an amendment 

to ensure due process to the service member 
before reducing that member's pay for such 
breach of the lease or damage to the rental 
unit. 

The conferees note that, in addition to a 
security deposit, service members assigned 
in some overseas locations must purchase all 
of the appliances, plumbing fixtures, and 
even light sockets for their rental units. The 
basic housing unit itself may consist of only 
a shell with no interior fittings. A small por
tion of the monthly Overseas Housing Al
lowance is designed to reimburse the 
member for part of this "upfront" cost. 
While service members may draw an ad
vance on basic pay and housing allowances, 
for many lower-ranking members, the 
$2,000-plus cost of purchasing the basic 
housing "package" places a severe strain on 
their family resources. It is not clear that 
the present Overseas Housing Allowance 
and advance payment mechanisms are suffi
cient to deal with these high out-of-pocket 
expenses. The conferees, therefore, direct 
the Secretary of Defense to submit a report 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives no 
later than February 1, 1989, on the ade
quancy of present programs in assisting 
service members, particularly lower-ranking 
personnel, in dealing with the upfront costs 
of making overseas rental housing habita
ble. 
Retired pay inversions resulting from court

martial punishment (sec. 622) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 614> that would change current 
authority allowing the adjustment of re
tired pay to higher amounts because of so
called "look back" provisions so that this 
authority would not be applicable to person
nel retired in a reduced grade because of 
court-martial. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Travel and transportation allowances tor 

emergency travel (sec. 623) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 616> that would establish the same 
standard for funded emergency travel for 
military personnel assigned overseas on 
temporary duty as exists for military per
sonnel assigned overseas on permanent 
duty. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes. 
Travel and transportation allowances inci

dent to voluntary extension of overseas 
tours of duty (sec. 624) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 619) that would clarify that cer
tain overseas tour extension incentives are 
discretionary. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes. 
Civilian clothing allowance (sec. 625) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 618> that would clarify that civil
ian clothing allowances for duty in certain 
places are limited to officer personnel and 
are discretionary. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes. 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISION NOT ADOPTED 

Study of supply and demand tor child care 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

616> that would require the Inspector Gen-

eral <IG> of the Department of Defense to 
conduct a study on the supply and demand 
for child care on military installations for 
military and civilian families. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The House recedes. The conferees note 
that the General Accounting Office is cur
rently conducting a study on the supply and 
demand for child care on military installa
tions and that an IG study on the same sub
ject is therefore unnecessary at this time. 
PART D-BENEFITS RELATING TO INCAPACITA-

TION OF CERTAIN RESERVE MEMBERS IN 
LINE OF DUTY 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Compensation tor certain reserve members 
(sec. 631) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
621) that would authorize military pay and 
allowances, less civilian earned income, to 
National Guard and Reserve personnel who 
are incapacitated during training and are 
unable to perform military duties as a 
result. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Travel tor dependents of certain members 

(sec. 532) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

622) that would authorize round trip trans
portation for certain family members of re
servists who are killed or become seriously 
ill while serving on active duty for 30 days 
or less or inactive duty for training. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Injury, disability and death compensation 

coverage tor ROTC cadets during mili
tary training activities (sec. 633) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 620(a)) that would authorize medi
cal care coverage for certain ROTC cadets 
injured or disabled and death compensation 
for those who die during or while traveling 
in connection with prescribed training. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
PART E-HEALTH CARE MANAGEMENT 

PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Requirement to submit end strengths tor 
medical personnel (sec. 641) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
631) that would direct the Secretary of De
fense to provide as a part of the annual 
budget submission a separate statement on 
the end strength for all members of the 
armed forces who are medical personnel. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
requiring that a delineation of medical re
quirements and the end strength to meet 
those requirements be included in the De
fense Manpower Requirements Report. The 
conferees expect that the budget justifica
tion books provided by the Department of 
Defense will also provide detailed informa
tion on medical end strengths and note that 
the Health Manpower Statistics report cur
rently prepared by the Department fails to 
provide either accurate or useful data on 
medical staffing. 
Requirements with respect to certain Navy 

medical personnel (sec. 642) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

632) that would require the Secretary of the 

Navy to restore to the level of January 1, 
1986, the number of civilian personnel em
ployed in Navy medical treatment facilities, 
including rehiring of support personnel. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
making $15 million of Navy operation and 
maintenance funds available solely for the 
purpose of paying the civilian salaries of ad
ditional medical support personnel. 

The conferees note that two of the princi
pal reasons given for military physician dis
satisfaction are, first, the inability to prac
tice medicine due to the shortage of medical 
support personnel like nurses and techni
cians and, second, the lack of other support 
personnel to perform clerical duties. Such 
clerical duties are a terrible waste of the 
government's investment in the education 
and special pays of these providers. 

Unfortunately, the Navy made its already 
critical shortfalls in medical care capability 
worse by reducing civilian support personnel 
beginning in early 1986 and substituting 
non-medical enlisted personnel designated 
to support the hospital ships and fleet hos
pitals. 

The conferees believe that adequate num
bers of qualified support personnel are es
sential to the efficient operation of a hospi
tal and to physician satisfaction. The en
hanced retention incentive provided by the 
one year medical bonus retention author
ized by section 612 could be substantially di
luted or even totally negated if the down
ward spiral on support personnel continues. 
The conferees are advised that the Navy is 
working to solve the serious problems that 
have resulted in some areas as a result of 
the implementation of the non-medical sub
stitution program. To assist that effort, the 
conferees set aside funds specifically ear
marked for civilian salaries of medical sup
port personnel and intend to closely moni
tor the progress made on improving support 
staffing during fiscal year 1989. 
Provision relating to Navy end strengths 

and officer in health professions (sec. 
643) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 622) that would repeal the require
ment contained in section 723 of the fiscal 
years 1988/1989 Defense Authorization Act 
(Public Law 100-180> that requires the Navy 
to allocate 25 percent of officer accessions 
and 15 percent of end strength growth to 
health professionals. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that would earmark a portion of the Navy's 
officer end strength for fiscal years 1989, 
1990, and 1991 to be filled only by health 
care professionals. 

The conferees note that section 723 was 
included in Public Law 100-180 because of 
congressional concerns about chronic under
staffing in the Navy medical department. 
Although Congress has approved consider
able end strength growth for the Navy from 
fiscal year 1981 through fiscal year 1988-
64,000 personnel-the Navy made a con
scious decision to devote the bulk of that 
growth to manning the fleet for the future 
600-ship Navy. 

In fiscal year 1986, Navy end strength 
grew by 10,000 over the fiscal year 1985 
level; by contrast, Navy medical staffing de
creased by 183. During the same one-year 
period, non-availability statements issued by 
Navy hospitals sending patients to civilian 
medical facilities under the Civilian Health 
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and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services <CHAMPUS> increased by more 
than 60 percent. In fiscal year 1987, Navy 
end strength grew by 6,000; Navy medical 
staffing decreased by an additional 470. 

In an effort to reverse this downward 
trend in both the level of staffing and the 
availability of care, section 723 of Public 
Law 100-180 required that 25 percent of the 
Navy's officer accessions and 15 percent of 
its end strength growth during fiscal years 
1989 and 1990 be medical personnel. The 
conferees recognize that percentages are not 
the optimal way to ensure growth in the 
Navy's medical strength and, in an effort to 
ensure modest medical growth over the next 
few years, have instead required that a por
tion of the Navy's officer end strength 
during fiscal years 1989, 1990, and 1991 be 
earmarked specifially for medical personnel. 

The conferees emphasize that their con
cern is not growth per se but, rather, im
provement in the quality and accessibility of 
medical care. They recognize that major ef
forts will be necessary and that the Navy 
may need additional tools. As a first step, 
they have authorized a one-year medical of
ficer retention bonus in section 612 and plan 
a comprehensive review of medical person
nel incentives next year following submis
sion of the December 1, 1988, report of the 
Secretary of Defense required in section 
612. 

The conferees understand that the Navy 
is looking at increased numbers of Federal 
civilian employees or expanded contracting 
with the private sector as other options to 
relieving its current staff shortfalls. If the 
Navy succeeds in significantly increasing its 
medical staff by implementing one or both 
options, the conferees will review the medi
cal end strength level allocated by this pro
vision and make appropriate revisions. 

The conferees recognize that recruiting 
and retaining health care professionals are 
challenging tasks and have attempted to set 
realistic goals for growth. Some provider 
categories, like nurses, will be very difficult 
to increase because severe shortages exist in 
the civilian sector as well. The Navy has the 
opportunity, however, for growth in some 
other provider groups, specifically physician 
assistants. If action is taken on commission
ing physician assistants, this program could 
offer the opportunity to increase substan
tially the availability of medical care to the 
current beneficiary population, both aboard 
ship and at fixed medical facilities. 

The conferees will closely monitor the 
Navy's implementation of this medical 
growth plan. Should the requirements of 
section 642 prove unrealistic or unattainable 
in the current environment, after a good 
faith effort by the Navy to achieve those 
goals, the conferees would certainly consid
er any other recommendations from the 
Secretary of the Navy, through the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, for modifica
tion. The conferees note that they view re
versal of the chronic understaffing of Navy 
medical care to be a top priority item in the 
allocation of Navy manpower resources in 
the foreseeable future. 
Sharing of health care resources between the 

Department of Defense and the Veterans, 
Administration (sec. 644) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
633> that would provide authority in title 10 
for Department of Defense/Veterans' Ad
ministration <DOD/VA> sharing agreements 
and permit the use of Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services 
<CHAMPUS> funds to execute such agree
ments. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
deleting the House provision and instead 
providing $20 million of medical operation 
and maintenance funding for such sharing 
agreements. The conferees recognize the 
merit and potential for cost-effective use of 
scarce medical care resources that can result 
from such sharing agreements and expect 
the Department of Defense to continue to 
explore ways to contain rapidly escalating 
medical costs. 

CHAMPUS was established to pay for 
care provided beneficiaries in the civilian 
sector. If the Department of Defense be
lieves that greater cost-effectiveness can be 
achieved in some instances through use of 
CHAMPUS funds for sharing agreements 
with the Veterans' Administration, then a 
number of issues need to be clarified. Before 
authorizing the Department of Defense to 
use CHAMPUS funds for DOD/VA sharing, 
the conferees need further information. 
Therefore, the Secretary of Defense is di
rected to submit a report not later than 
February 15, 1989, addressing the following 
questions: 

1. Would beneficiary freedom of choice be 
limited in any way as a result of a sharing 
agreement? 

2. Would contractors in the region of the 
country covered by the CHAMPUS Reform 
Initiative be liable for the costs incurred by 
a local base commander who negotiates a 
sharing agreement without the contractor 
being allowed to participate in that deci
sion? 

3. On what priority basis would patients 
be seen in DOD and VA facilities? 

4. What types of tracking methods would 
be in place to monitor the use of CHAMPUS 
funds and evaluate the growth and cost-ef
fectiveness of the sharing program? 

5. Would a copayment be required for 
DOD beneficiaries utilizing these agree
ments? 

6. How would patient workloads be used to 
justify expansion of facilities? 

7. Would written referrals be required? 
8. Would cost effectiveness be required? 
9. How would double billings be prevent

ed? 
In addition, the conferees expect the 

report to address the recommendations of 
the General Accounting Office contained in 
the March 1988 report entitled "Further 
Opportunities to Increase the Sharing of 
Medical Resources" and any additional 
issues that the Secretary deems appropri
ate. 

The conferees direct the Department to 
develop a plan for utilization of CHAMPUS 
funds to execute agreements as authorized 
by the Veterans' Administration and De
partment of Defense Health Resources 
Sharing and Emergency Operations Act 
<Public Law 97-174>. This report and plan 
should be submitted to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives not later than February 15, 
1989. 

The Department of Defense is to be com
mended for the more than 240 sharing 
agreements which have already been exe
cuted under current authority. Both cost ef
ficiencies and high quality health care are 
imperative components of delivering medi
cal treatment to beneficiaries of our mili
tary medical system. 

Extension of earliest termination date for 
former Public Health Service hospitals 
and requirement that such hospitals be 
cost effective (sec. 645) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
621) that would extend the earliest possible 
termination date for designation of Uni
formed Services Treatment Facilities to De
cember 31, 1989 and would require that the 
Secretary of Defense certify that more cost
effective care can be obtained prior to ter
mination of the designation. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 634) that would extend the earli
est possible termination date for designation 
of Uniformed Services Treatment Facilities 
to December 31, 1991. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
extending the earliest possible termination 
date for designation of Uniformed Services 
Treatment Facilities to December 31, 1990, 
and requiring the Secretary of Defense to 
certify that more cost effective care can be 
obtained prior to termination of the desig
nation. 
Eligibility of certain institutions to receive 

reimbursement under CHAMPUS (sec. 
646) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
635 > that would authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to waive CHAMPUS co-payment if 
a medical treatment facility does not impose 
a legal obligation to pay for care on all pa
tients. The Secretary of Defense would not 
be permitted to withhold payment to a hos
pital based solely on the fact that the facili
ty imposes no legal obligation for payment 
on its patients. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that permits the Secretary of Defense to 
waive CHAMPUS beneficiary co-payment 
and to make payment to requesting hospi
tals that do not impose legal obligations on 
patients to pay for care, if the requesting 
hospital meets regulations prescribed by the 
Office of the Civilian Health and Medical 
Program of the Uniformed Service. 

PART F-MISCELLANEOUS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Limited extension of certain medical bene
fits for former spouses (sec. 651) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
615) that would authorize a limited exten
sion of certain medical benefits for former 
spouses. Specifically, those former spouses 
who had been married for a minimum of 20 
years to a service member who served for a 
minimum of 20 years with at least 15 years 
of marriage during that military service <the 
so called "20/20/15" group) and whose di
vorces were finalized after the enactment of 
the fiscal year 1989 Defense Authorization 
Act, would become eligible for one year of 
transitional military medical care while de
ciding whether to elect coverage under the 
new Department of Defense conversion 
plan. Those with pre-existing conditions not 
covered in the first year of the conversion 
plan would retain eligibility for military 
medical care for an additional one-year 
period for that pre-existing condition. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Technical correction to survivor benefit 

plan coverage of former spouses (sec. 
652) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
614> that would make a technical correction 
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to ensure that the designated former 
spouses of m111tary retirees, of retirement 
eligible active-duty personnel, or of reserv
ists with at least 20 years service who were 
spouse beneficiaries on or before the date of 
the fiscal year 1986 Survivor Benefit Plan 
changes have their post-age 62 annuities 
calculated under both the previous and cur
rent systems, with entitlement to the higher 
of the two. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Special annuity for certain surviving 

spouses fsec. 653) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 615> that would authorize a $165 
per month survivor benefit payment to sur
vivors of military retirees whose spouses 
died before November 1, 1953. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
requiring this category of survivors to meet 
the eligib1lity under the Department of De
fense Minimum Income Widows' Program in 
order to be eligible for this program. 
Report on definition of dependent tor cer

tain purposes fsec. 654) 
The Senate amendment contained provi

sions that would define "dependent" for 
travel purposes <sec. 617>. for medical care 
purposes <sec. 623>, and for commissary en
titlement purposes <sec. 620). 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
deleting the Senate provisions but requiring 
a report from the Secretary of Defense not 
later than February 15, 1989, that compre
hensively addresses the appropriate benefits 
and entitlements that should accrue to mili
tary dependents, and the appropriate defini
tion of military dependent as a category so 
that this category can be treated uniformly 
for such entitlements and benefits as hous
ing, travel, medical care, commissary privi
leges, schooling, etc. The amendment fur
ther requires that the Secretary of defense 
submit proposed legislation to accompany 
the report which would implement the rec
ommendations in the report. 
TITLE VII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Authority to Establish Position of Assistant 
Secretary of Defense tor Intelligence (sec. 
701) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
951) that would: 

<1> amend section 136<b> of title 10, United 
States Code, by dropping "intelligence" 
from the position title, redesignating the po
sition of Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, and Communications, 
and making a corresponding change to the 
prescription of the responsibility of such po
sition; 

(2) amend section 136(b) of such title to 
designate the position of Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Intelligence and to pre
scribe the responsibility of such position; 
and 

<3> amend section 136<a> of title 10 and 
section 5315 of title 5 to increase the 
number of Assistant Secretaries of Defense 
from eleven to twelve. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 705) that would prohibit the use 
of funds in fiscal year 1989 to establish or 
operate an Office of the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense for Intelligence or to pay the 
salary of an Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Intelligence. 

The conferees agreed to an amendment to 
retain the current position of Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Command, Control, 
Communications, and Intelligence, but to 
authorize the Secretary of Defense, if he so 
chooses, to separate the intelligence func
tion and the command, control, and commu
nications function. The Secretary of De
fense could establish the position of Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence 
and redesignate the current position as the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Com
mand, Control, and Communications. The 
conferees recognize that concerns about the 
current consolidation of these functions 
have been raised and that alternative orga
nizational arrangements are being studied 
within DOD. The conferees agreed to pro
vide the Secretary of Defense with the flexi
b111ty to implement any improved organiza
tional arrangements that he determines 
necessary. The authority granted by the 
provision is consistent with the conferees' 
view that the Secretary of Defense should 
have sufficient flexib111ty to organize his 
office to fit his personal management style 
and DOD functional priorities. 

The conferees agree to require the Secre
tary of Defense to submit, not later than 
November 1, 1988, a report to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives presenting and 
explaining his determination as to the most 
appropriate assignment of the duty of su
pervising the intelligence function. Such 
report should also present and explain the 
Secretary's views on the recommendations 
relating to the intelligence function con
tained in the management studies of the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense <OSD> 
required by section 109 of the Goldwater
Nichols DoD Reorganization Act of 1986 
<Public Law 99-433). In each instance in 
which the Secretary recommends a change 
to the duty of supervising the intelligence 
function, he should explain how relation
ships among OSD officials and between 
OSD officials and intelligence officials in 
other departments and agencies would be 
affected. The Secretary should also include 
his recommendations for other organiza
tional changes in the overall intelligence 
community that are warranted, particularly 
if he decides to create an Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Intelligence. 

Should the Secretary of Defense decide to 
establish the position of Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Intelligence, the report that 
he submits to the Committees on Armed 
Services must include a detailed explanation 
of the duties of, and a draft charter for, 
such position. In addition, the Secretary 
should provide a detailed explanation of the 
duties of, and a draft charter for, the posi
tion of Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, and Communications, 
as redesignated. The conferees intend that 
the Secretary's report will be reviewed by 
the Committees on Armed Services prior to 
any confirmation proceedings for the new 
position and the redesignated position. 

Should the Secretary of Defense decide to 
establish the position of Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Intelligence, he will have to 
do so within the authorized level of eleven 
Assistant Secretaries. If the Secretary be
lieves that a twelfth Assistant Secretary is 
justified, he should include in his report to 
the Committees on Armed Services an ex
planation of the need for an increase in the 
authorized number of Assistant Secretaries. 

Designation in each military department of 
Assistant Secretary with responsibility 
for financial management (sec. 702) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
701> that would-

<1> amend sections 3016(b), 5016<b>, and 
8016<b> of title 10, United States Code, to 
designate an Assistant Secretary for Finan
cial Management in each M111tary Depart
ment and to prescribe the responsib111ty of 
such positions; 

<2> amend chapters 303, 503, and 803 of 
such title to add new sections 3022, 5025, 
and 8022, respectively, prescribing the fi
nancial management activities and oper
ations that the Assistant Secretary for Fi
nancial Management of each M111tary De
partment is to direct and manage; and 

<3> amend section 8016(a) of such title to 
increase the number of Assistant Secretar
ies of the Air Force from three to four. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
to specify the effective dates for the various 
subsections of the House provision. In the 
case of the Departments of the Army and 
the Navy, January 20, 1989 is the effective 
date for subsections <a> and (b), respective
ly. In the case of the Department of the Air 
Force, July 1, 1989 is the effective date for 
subsections <c> and <d>, except that such 
subsections shall take effect on such earlier 
date, but not before January 21, 1989, as 
may be prescribed by the President in ad
vance by Executive Order. 
General Counsels of military departments 

(sec. 703) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 706) that would amend sections 
3019, 5019, and 8019 of title 10, United 
States Code, to require the appointment of 
the General Counsel of a Military Depart
ment by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The Senate provision would 
apply this requirement only to appoint
men1ts made on and after the date of enact
ment of this act. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Deferral of retirement date for Chairman of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff (sec. 704) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 702) that would authorize the 
President to defer the retirement of the cur
rent JCS Chairman to coincide with the end 
of his second term on October 1, 1989. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Assignment of combatant forces (sec. 711) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 703 > that would amend section 
162(a) of title 10, United States Code, to au
thorize the Secretary of Defense to assign 
U.S. combatant forces to the U.S. element 
of binational and multinational military 
commands. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment to 
limit the authority of the Secretary of De
fense to assign U.S. combatant forces, other 
than to combatant commands, only to the 
U.S. Element of the North American Air 
Defense Command. 
Responsibility and authority of commander 

of special operations command (sec. 712) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 704> that would amend section 
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167<e> of title 10, United States Code, to 
clarify which of the functions of the com
mander of the special operations command 
are limited to assigned forces and to clearly 
assign to such commander responsiblllty for 
preparing and submitting to the Secretary 
of Defense program recommendations and 
budget proposals for special operations 
forces. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with two amendments. 
The first amendment would clarify that the 
commander of the special operations com
mand would be responsible for executing 
budgets as well as for preparing and submit
ting to the Secretary of Defense program 
recommendations and budget proposals. 
The conferees agreed that the commander 
of the special operations command shall be 
responsible for budget execution not later 
than for the budget for fiscal year 1992. 

The second House amendment would 
specify that the commander of the special 
operations command would be responsible 
for program recommendations, budgets pro
posals, and budget execution for other as
signed forces as well as for all special oper
ations forces. At present, not all of the 
forces assigned to the special operations 
command are designated as special oper
ations forces. The conferees agreed that the 
commander should have the specified re
source allocation responsibilities for all 
forces assigned to the command. 
Strategic air defense alert mission (sec. 713) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
945) that would prohibit any changes to any 
Air National Guard unit in the strategic air 
defense mission in the northern U.S., or any 
changes to the deployment of those units 
until both the Over-the-Horizon Backscat
ter <OTH-B) radar system and the North 
Warning System are fully deployed and the 
Secretary of the Air Force has reported on 
how these and other systems will perform 
the strategic air defense mission along the 
northern border of the U.S. and in Canada. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 942). 

Neither committee had the opportunity to 
receive testimony on this or other issues re
lated to impending changes in the strategic 
air defense mission as a result of the phase
out of the Distant Early Warning <DEW> 
line of radars and its replacement with the 
OTH-B and North Warning radars, which 
exend the warning and surveillance network 
into the arctic reaches. Accordingly, the 
Senate recedes with an amendment calling 
for an interim report on the effort of this 
provision on planned Department of De
fense operations, and recommendations on 
whether this policy should be continued 
after fiscal year 1989. Both committees plan 
to hold extensive hearings in connection 
with the fiscal year 1990 budget request on 
the effects of this provision. 
Reports on budgets for unified and specified 

commands (sec. 714) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

705) that would amend section 166 of title 
10, United States Code, to require the Secre
tary of Defense to submit a separate budget 
proposal for each unified and specified com
batant command. The House · provision 
would also add "command and control" to 
the list of activities for which funding is to 
be requested in such separate budget pro
posals. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an . amendment 
that requires reports by the Secretary of 

Defense, the JCS Chairman, and the com
manders of the unified and specified com
batant commands on the resource allocation 
provisions, including separate budget pro
posals for the combatant commands, of the 
Goldwater-Nichols DOD Reorganization Act 
of 1986 <Public Law 99-433). The conferees 
express concern that implementation of the 
resource allocation provisions appears to be 
incomplete. The conferees intend that the 
required reports will assist the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives in determining what fur
ther actions may be necessary to ensure full 
implementation of the Goldwater-Nichols 
Act. 
Report on initial Unified Command Plan 

and review of Service roles and missions 
(sec. 715) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
707(a)) that would require the Secretary of 
Defense to submit not later than April 1, 
1989 to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
a report on the implementation of sections 
153<b> and 161<b> of title 10, United States 
Code. Such report would address the initial 
report of the JCS Chairman on the assign
ment of functions <or roles and missions> to 
the Services <as required by section 153(b)) 
and the initial review by the JCS Chairman 
of the Unified Command Plan <as required 
by section 16l<b». 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agreed 
that this report would assist congressional 
efforts to monitor progress in the imple
mentation of the Goldwater-Nichols DoD 
Reorganization Act of 1986 <Public Law 99-
433). 
Regulations for delivery of military person

nel to civil authorities when charged 
with certain offenses (sec. 721) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 936) that would require the De
partment of Defense to promulgate uniform 
regulations to provide for the delivery to ci
vilian authorities of military members ac
cused of civil offenses, including parental 
kidnapping and related offenses, especially 
with respect to those who might otherwise 
remain overseas to avoid stateside civil child 
custody proceedings. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Court of military appeals retirement revi

sions (sec. 722) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 918> that would revise the retire
ment system for judges of the Court of Mili
tary Appeals. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment es
tablishing the retirement system for the 
Court of Mllltary Appeals under the De
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund. Under this provision, a judge may 
elect, at the time of retirement from civil 
service, to receive an annuity under this new 
program in lieu of any other annuity to 
which the judge may be entitled under any 
other retirement system for civilian employ
ees of the Federal government. If the judge 
makes such an election, it would be irrevoca
ble, and the judge would not be entitled to 
any return of retirement contributions. This 
provision, however, does not affect the 
judge's entitlement to any benefits to which 
he is otherwise entitled under the govern
ment's Thrift Saving Plan. 

It is the intent of the conferees that the 
provisions governing cost-of-living increases 
and survivor annuities be implemented, in
sofar as practicable, in a manner consistent 
with the provisions governing such benefits 
for civilian employees and their survivors 
under title 5, United States Code. 
Annual net assessments (sec. 731) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 707) that would clarify the timing 
and content of the annual net assessment 
that is to be transmitted to the Congress by 
the Secretary of Defense under section 
113(j) of title 10, United States Code. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Linkage of national military strategy and 

weapon acquisition programs (sec. 732) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

938) that would express the sense of Con
gress that < 1 > the links between national 
strategy and specific acquisition decisions 
should be better defined; (2) the necessary 
operational capablllties and concepts of op
erations should be more clearly defined 
through the requirements process; <3> the 
requirements process should include alter
natives based on levels of resources likely to 
be approved by the Congress and explicit 
tradeoffs among the Services; <4> the Secre
tary of Defense should ensure that budget 
priorities clearly reflect national strategic 
priorities; and (5) the Secretary should com
mission an independent assessment of the 
DoD process for requirements and planning. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with technical amend
ments to clarify the House provision. 
Ammunition production base requirements 

(sec. 733) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

943 > that would express the sense of Con
gress that the maintenance of the inactive 
portion of the Government-owned ammuni
tion production base is critical to the de
fense of the United States and that suffi
cient funding should be provided to main
tain this base to meet surge requirements 
and mobilization requirements of the Mili
tary Departments. This provision would also 
require the Secretary of Defense to submit 
a report, together with appropriate legisla
tive proposals, to the Committees on Arffied 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives by December 1, 1988 on alterna
tives to the current method of funding the 
ammunition production base to better 
assure that appropriate levels of funds are 
used for the maintenance of the base. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with technical amend
ments. 
Sense of Congress on declassification of 

classified information (sec. 734) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

957> that would express the sense of Con
~ess that the Secretary of Defense should 
take all reasonable measures to declassify 
classified information under the control of 
the Department of Defense that the Secre
tary determines is no longer required to be 
protected in the interests of national securi
ty. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agree 
that too much information is classified in 
the first instance and too much information 
remains classified beyond the time that it is 
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required to be protected. They are aware 
that Executive Order 12356 requires that 
classified information be declassified as 
soon as national security consideration 
permit, and urge the Secretary to take all 
reasonable steps to assure that this policy is 
carried out. 
Advance payment of administrative claims 

(sec. 735) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 916) that would amend current 
law governing advance payment for admin
istrative claims by increasing the maximum 
amount from $10,000 to $100,000. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees note 
that in most instances of death or injury to 
persons or property, the $10,000 limit in cur
rent law will provide sufficient funds to 
enable a claimant to alleviate any immedi
ate hardship and mitigate damages pending 
final settlement. The conferees direct the 
Secretary of Defense to issue rules to ensure 
that the authority to provide advance pay
ments in excess of $10,000 will be exercised 
in a judicious manner. 
Energy efficiency incentive fsec. 736) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 925) that would authorize the De
partment of Defense to establish a program 
to conserve energy. Under this provision, 
the portion of the funds appropriated for 
payment of a military Service's energy ex
penses that is equal to the Government's 
share of the first year's energy cost savings 
resulting from contracts entered into under 
title VIII of the National Energy Conserva
tion Policy Act <42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.) as 
amended in 1986, would be treated as an un
obligated balance. This unobligated balance 
would be available to the Service in the 
fiscal year after the fiscal year in which the 
savings occur, to be used in equal amounts, 
until expended, for additional energy effi
ciency projects by the Service, and appropri
ated Morale, Welfare and Recreation pur
poses and minor construction projects that 
enhance the quality of life at the installa
tion at which the savings are realized. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISION NOT ADOPTED 

Maintenance of selected reserve force stroc
ture 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
932) that would prohibit the secretaries of 
the Military Departments from reducing 
the force structure of the Selected Reserve 
of the reserve components under their re
spective jurisdictions below the fiscal year 
1988 force structure levels. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. However, the confer
ees agree with the $11 million increase in 
the House bill to the Air National Guard 
and Air Force Reserve operation and main
tenance accounts with the understanding 
that this funding is not designated for any 
specific purpose. 
Uniform method tor establishing wage 

schedules and rates 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

949> that would reinstate the effects of the 
so-called "Monroney Amendment" for the 
Department of Defense. The provision 
would require that wage rates for federal ci
vilian blue collar workers be based on local 
prevailing wages for comparable private 

sector positions. If there is an insufficient 
number of comparable private sector posi
tions to provide a representative sample, the 
nearest wage area with similar characteris
tics would be referenced for appropriate 
wage determinations. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
TITLE VIII-ACQUISITION POLICY AND 

MANAGEMENT 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Integrated financing policy (sec. 801) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

821> that would require defense contractors 
to submit an annual profit information 
report containing detailed financial data to 
a firm in the private sector designated by 
the Secretary of Defense. The firm would 
aggregate the data and transmit it annually 
to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary 
would be required on an annual basis to con
duct a study of the financial situation and 
level of profitability of defense contractors. 

The House bill also contained a provision 
<sec. 822) that would require the Secretary 
of Defense to establish an Advisory Council 
for the purpose of recommending to the 
Secretary of Defense a financial analysis 
methodology for the profitability study. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 801) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to establish, in conjunction 
with the development of the Five Year De
fense Program, an integrated plan to ensure 
that Department of Defense financing poli
cies are structured to meet the Depart
ment's long-term needs for industrial re
sources and technology innovation. The 
foundation of the plan would be the Depart
ment's long-term goals for the defense in
dustry, taking into account the different 
characteristics of its separate segments and 
tiers. The plan would set forth a detailed ex
planation of the relationship between these 
long-term goals and the specific policies, as 
reflected in the budget, on progress pay
ments and other financing of contractors, 
return on investment, and division of con
tract risk. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that makes clarifying changes to the inte
grated financing policy requirement and 
that requires the Department of Defense: 
< 1) in developing the integrated financing 
policy, to take into consideration the profit
ability of negotiated defense contracts for 
each fiscal year that forms the basis for the 
policy; (2) to establish an Advisory Council 
to recommend the financial analysis meth
odology to be used for any return on invest
ment study conducted by the Secretary of 
Defense; <3> to use the most current infor
mation on profitability developed for the in
tegrated financing policy as the basis for ne
gotiating defense contracts; and < 4) to 
report to Congress each year on the manner 
in which contracts negotiated under the in
tegrated financing policy have prevented 
the occurrence of excessive profits. The 
Council would consist of seven numbers, 
with three representatives from the private 
sector and four from the public sector <in
cluding the General Accounting Office and 
the Department of Defense). It is the intent 
of the conferees that that the private sector 
representatives include persons from de
fense industry and the accounting profes
sion. 
Competitive prototype strategies (sec. 802) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 819> that would substantially 

revise current law governing the use of com
petitive prototyping in the development of 
appropirate acquisition strategies. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
sunsetting the statutory provisions govern
ing competitive prototype strategies on Sep
tember 30, 1991. The conferees believe that 
the next three years will provide a base of 
experience that will permit the Department, 
after legislation expires, to develop appro
priate regulatory guidance for the use of 
competitive prototype strategies. 
Delegation of authority to approve certain 

contract justifications (sec. 803) 
Section 2304<f> of title 10, United States 

Code, requires written justifications and ap
provals for contract awards that use proce
dures other than competitive procedures. As 
currently written, the aproval can be grant
ed only by the "senior procurement execu
tive" for contracts in excess of $10 million. 
Although each Military Department has a 
statutory "senior procurement executive," 
no authority exists to designate such a posi
tion in the Defense Agencies and other ele
ments of the Department of Defense. This 
means that the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition must serve as the approval 
authority for the Defense Agencies and 
other elements of the Department that are 
not within the Military Departments. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 808) that would permit the Under 
Secretary of Defense to delegate his approv
al authority to a senior official within each 
applicable element of the Department of 
Defense. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that specifies the military or civilian grade 
that must be held by an individual who re
ceives this delegation of authority. The con
ferees wish to emphasize that the sole pur
pose of this provision is to permit the Under 
Secretary to delegate this duty if he so de
sires, and it is not the intent of the confer
ees to encourage any increase in the use of 
noncompetitive procedures. 
Evaluation of contract proposals tor profes

sional and technical services (sec. 804) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

807> that would require the Department of 
Defense to evaluate proposals for profes
sional services as if the hourly labor rates 
for professional employees carrying out the 
services were based on a 40-hour work week. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 812) that would express the sense 
of the Senate that the evaluation of profes
sional and technical services contract pro
posals should be made on the basis of a 40-
hour work week standard. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
requiring the Secretary of Defense to estab
lish criteria to ensure that proposals for 
professional and technical services are eval
uated on a basis which does not encourage 
contractors to propose mandatory uncom
pensated overtime for professional and tech
nical employees. 

The conferees believe that timely and de
cisive action must be taken by the Depart
ment of Defense to resolve the issue of the 
basis upon which the Department will 
evaluate bids and proposals for the profes
sional and technical services. The conferees 
feel strongly that the issue must be resolved 
promptly and in a manner that provides the 
Department with the best product for funds 
expended, while maintaining fair labor prac-
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tices. The conferees direct that the Depart
ment establish an advisory committee to 
make recommendations concerning the 
issue. The conferees intend to follow closely 
the Department's implementation of this 
provision and will review whether legisla
tion is still necessary after the Secretary 
acts. 

The professional and technical services 
representation on the advisory committee 
shall be drawn from trade and business as
sociations such as the Professional Services 
Council, the Contract Services Council, the 
Contract Services Association, the Electron
ic Industries Association, the American 
Electronics Association, and other interest
ed groups or companies. 

In recommending criteria, the advisory 
committee should recognize that the profes
sional and technical services industry is a 
vital sector of the defense industrial base. 
The provision of quality services by the in
dustry is essential to assuring innovation 
and technological leadership in our defense 
systems. Acquisition procedures should be 
specifically fashioned to achieve the objec
tive of quality professional and technical 
services support for the defense effort. 
Procurement ot critical spare parts (sec. 

805) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

808> that would require the Secretary of De
fense to procure critical spare or repair 
parts for ships and aircraft that meet the 
same quality and inspection requirements as 
the original parts. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 822> that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to use, in procuring critical 
spare or repair parts for aircraft, qualifica
tion and quality requirements that were at 
least as stringent as those that applied to 
the original or original redesigned parts. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
requiring that the head of an agency, when 
purchasing critical spare or repair parts, use 
all appropriate quality and qualification re
quirements as may be specified and made 
available to potential offerors. In determin
ing the appropriate qualification and qual
ity requirements, the head of an agency is 
required to utilize the requirements used to 
qualify the original production part, unless 
he determines in writing that any or all 
such requirements are unnecessary. 

The conferees support the efforts by the 
Services to increase significantly competi
tion in the procurement of critical spare or 
repair parts and this provision is not intend
ed to supersede any law or regulation, in
cluding section 2319 of title 10, United 
States Code. However, the conferees are 
equally concerned that quality and safety 
not be compromised in procuring critical 
spare or repair parts. They recognize that 
there are circumstances in which it may not 
be necessary to apply the same qualification 
and quality requirements used during the 
development or early production stages of a 
defense program to a part procured to sup
port a fielded system. They also recognize 
that as technology changes qualification re
quirements change. However, the qualifica
tion and quality requirements applied to 
critical original production parts should 
serve as the baseline and subsequent modifi
cations should be documented. 

The conferees intend to continue monitor
ing this issue and direct the General Ac
counting Office to prepare and submit a 
report within one year on the implementa~ 
tion of this section and the procedures used 
by the Services to ensure the necessary level 
of quality in critical spare parts procure-

ment. The review should focus on parts pro
cured from original equipment manufactur
ers as well as parts procured from other 
sources. The report should review any crite
ria used to designate parts as critical parts 
and, to the extent that quality deficiencies 
in such critical parts can be traced and doc
umented, any organizational or systemic 
causes which might lead to the procurement 
of critical parts of insufficient quality. 
Incentives tor innovation (sec. 806) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 803) that would prevent the Gov
ernment from requiring that a prime con
tractor provide for competition between 
identical items in cases where an item has 
been developed exclusively at private ex
pense. The Senate provision would allow the 
head of an agency to require such competi
tion in certain circumstances. In addition, 
the Senate provision would require the De
partment of Defense to evaluate proposals 
from prime contractors who rely on private
ly-developed items in a manner that accom
modates the objectives of this provision. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that makes technical changes and that re
quires DOD, in considering the responses to 
proposals described in subparagraphs <l><B> 
or <2><B> of section 2305<d> of title 10, 
United States Code, to evaluate items devel
oped exclusively at private expense on the 
basis of an analysis of the total value of in
corporating such items in the system. 
Regulations on use of fixed price develop-

ment contracts fsec. 807) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 802) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to prescribe guidelines limit
ing the use of fixed price contracts for de
velopment programs. The Senate provision 
also would preclude use of firm-fixed price 
development contracts in excess of $10 mil
lion unless approved by the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a clarifying 
amendment. 

The conferees note that current Depart
ment of Defense rules discourage the use of 
fixed price development contracts, but do 
not provide sufficient guidance for assess
ment of the relationship between pricing 
and program risk, and for the allocation of 
risk between the United States and the con
tractor. The conferees expect the revised 
regulations to provide a greater level of 
detail with respect to these matters. 

The conferees emphasize that the expira
tion of the $10 million statutory limit on 
firm-fixed price contracts after two years 
does not signal any intent or expectation 
that the regulatory limitations will be 
changed substantially at that time; rather, 
it reflects a belief that a two-year statutory 
period is sufficient to focus the Depart
ment's attention on this problem. The Con
gress can monitor the Department's per
formance after that period through the 
oversight process without the necessity for 
mandatory involvement by the Under Secre
tary in specific cases, except to the extent 
that the Under Secretary believes at that 
time that such continuing involvement is 
necessary. 
Department ot Defense Advisory Panel on 

government-industry relations (sec. 808) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 811) that would require the Secre-

tary of Defense to establish an advisory 
panel on government-industry relations. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Report on simpli/ication and streamlining 

ot acquisition procedures (sec. 809) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 810) requiring the Under Secre
tary of Defense for Acquisition to submit to 
Congress a report on the Under Secretary's 
programs regarding simplification of proce
dures governing the acquisition process. 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
802) requiring the Department of Defense 
and the General Accounting Office to con
duct studies of the Department's implemen
tation of the acquisition streamlining rec
ommendations proposed by the President's 
Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense Man
agement <the "Packard Commission">. 

The House recedes. The conferees direct 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion to include an assessment of the effec
tiveness of the Department's implementa
tion of the Packard Commission's recom
mendations in the report required by this 
section. The conferees also direct the Under 
Secretary to specifically address the impact 
of existing laws and regulations on the ef
fectiveness of program managers and con
tracting officers. 
Defense industrial base fsec. 821) 

The House bill contained comprehensive 
provisions <sees. 1001 and 1002) that would 
be intended to foster revitalization of the 
United States defense industrial base. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 804). 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that, among other changes, clarifies the 
intent of the provision; changes the title of 
the Defense Production Innovation Office 
to the Defense Industrial Base Office; and 
deletes the reference to the Defense Produc
tion Base Director. 
Source tor procurement ot certain valves 

and machine tools (sec. 822) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

805 > that would prohibit the Department of 
Defense from buying powered and non-pow
ered valves manufactured outside the 
United States. The House bill included an
other provision (sec. 806) that would prohib
it the Secretary of Defense or the Secretar
ies of the Military Departments from 
buying certain machine tools manufactured 
outside the United States or Canada. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The Senate recedes on both provisions 
with an amendment to make the following 
changes: < 1 > specify that the category of 
valves covered by the provision are those 
used in piping for naval surface ships and 
submarines; <2> specify that the valves and 
machine tools covered by the provision may 
not be purchased from sources outside the 
United States and Canada; (3) restrict the 
period of time in which the valves and ma
chine tools would be covered by the provi
sion to three years; < 4> authorize the Secre
tary of Defense to extend the restriction 
contained in the provision for two addition
al years. In addition to these changes to the 
House provisions, the conferees agree to au
thorize the Secretary of Defense to waive 
the restriction in the provision if he makes 
any one of several specific determinations. 

Finally, the conferees direct the Secretary 
of Defense to submit a report to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 16975 
and House of Representatives on the costs 
and effects of statutory "Buy American" re
strictions. The report shall include the fol
lowing information and analysis: < 1 > a com
pilation of statutory "Buy American" re
strictions that affect purchases by the De
fense Department; <2> an analysis of the ex
isting capability of U.S. and Canadian man
ufacturers of the products covered by the 
"Buy American" restrictions to provide the 
Defense Department with an adequate 
supply of those products of a satisfactory 
quality, on a timely basis, and at a reasona
ble cost; (3) factors that should be consid
ered by the Secretary and the Congress in 
establishing "Buy American" restrictions on 
defense products; <4> an estimate of the 
costs incurred by the Defense Department 
in not being able to buy products covered by 
the "Buy American" restrictions from 
sources outside the United States; <4> an 
analysis of how the Secretary of Defense 
would exercise the waiver authority granted 
by this provision for valves and machine 
tools if it were extended to encompass the 
other products covered by "Buy American" 
restrictions; and (5) the Secretary's recom
mendations for any legislative action on this 
subject. This report shall be submitted to 
the Armed Services Committees by Febru
ary 1, 1989. 

The conferees believe that their agree
ment on the House provisions should repre
sent the beginning of a reassessment by the 
Congress of the role of "Buy American" re
strictions in the procurement of defense 
equipment. In particular, the report to be 
prepared by the Secretary of Defense 
should greatly contribute to this review. An
other important factor to be considered in 
the course of this reassessment will be the 
defense industrial base planning framework 
established by section 821. 
Critical technologies plan (sec. 823) 

Section 817 of the Senate amendment 
would establish an annual requirement for 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion, in consultation with the Assistant Sec
retary of Energy for Defense Programs, to 
submit a plan for developing the 20 technol
ogies most essential to ensure long-term 
qualitative superiority in United States 
weapon systems. The plan required by the 
Senate amendment would include, among 
other items, the extent to which the United 
States should depend on its allies for the de
velopment of such technologies. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that requires the plan to include a compari
son of the relative positions of the United 
States and other industrialized countries 
prominent in the 20 most essential technol
ogies. The conference agreement also re
quires the plan to include an assessment of 
the extent to which the United States 
should depend on other countries, not limit
ed to U.S. allies, for the development of the 
20 most essential technologies. 
Defense memoranda of understanding (sec. 

824) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 805) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to consult with the Secre
tary of Commerce in the negotiation and re
negotiation of Memoranda of Understand
ing <MOUs) between the Department of De
fense and one or more foreign countries re
lating to defense trade, cooperation on de
fense research, or production of defense 
equipment. The Senate provision would also 
require the Secretary of Defense, in consul-

tation with the Secretary of Commerce, to 
submit a report to the Armed Services Com
mittees of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives that describes the effect on the 
United States defense industrial base of the 
implementation of each such memorandum. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that clarifies the intent of the provision, de
letes reporting requirements from the provi
sion, and deletes from the provision lan
guage directing the Secretary of Defense to 
use resources provided by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

The conferees agree that for a period of 
one year after the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense, after consulting 
with the Secretary of Commerce, shall 
submit a report within 30 days after each 
such memorandum of understanding is 
signed. The report shall include, at a mini
mum, a description of the anticipated ef
fects of the implementation of the memo
randum on the United States defense indus
trial base. The reports are to be submitted 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

The conferees also recognize that cases 
may exist in which the defense industry 
may appeal the decision to sign an MOU on 
the grounds that implementing it would ad
versely affect the United States defense in
dustrial base. In resolving industry com
plaints, the conferees direct the Secretary 
of Defense to fully use such resources as the 
Secretary of Commerce may make available 
to the Department of Defense for the pur
pose of making a determination of the valid
ity of any protest. 
Department of Defense offset policy fsec. 

825) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 806) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense, in coordination with the 
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the United States Trade Representative, to 
establish a comprehensive offset policy for 
defense contractual arrangements with for
eign countries. The provision would also re
strict officials of the United States from en
tering into any agreement with a foreign 
country that would require the transfer of 
United States technology to a foreign coun
try or firm in connection with a contract 
that is subject to an offset arrangement if 
the implementation of the agreement would 
adversely affect the United States defense 
industrial base and result in a substantial 
loss to the United States firm. Should any 
firm enter into a contract for the sale to a 
foreign country of a weapon system subject 
to an offset arrangement exceeding $50 mil
lion, the provision would also require that 
the firm notify the Secretary of Defense of 
the proposed sale. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that clarifies the findings; directs the Presi
dent, instead of the Secretary of Defense, to 
establish an offset policy and to enter into 
negotiations with foreign governments; re
quires the President, instead of the Secre
tary of Defense, to submit specified reports; 
directs the Secretary of Defense to consult 
with the Secretary of Commerce in making 
a determination on the validity of a protest 
by the defense industry regarding a memo
randum of understanding; and delays by one 
year the due date of a report of possible ac
tions that the United States might take re
garding offsets. 

The Senate provision would require the 
Secretary of Defense to consult with the 
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the United States Trade Representative in 
establishing an offset policy, in negotiating 
with foreign governments, and when sub
mitting the required reports. In agreeing 
that the President was responsible for these 
actions instead of the Secretary of Defense, 
the conferees confirm that this agreement 
was not intended to change the requirement 
that these officials be consulted in carrying 
out the intent of this provision. 

The conferees are aware that the direc
tion to enter into negotiations does not con
tain a date certain when these negotiations 
are to begin. The conferees recognize that 
with the upcoming change in the adminis
tration, continuity of negotiations will be 
difficult to maintain. The conferees there
fore agree that while it may be useful to 
begin laying the groundwork for these nego
tiations, it would be acceptable to initiate 
formal negotiations at an appropriate time 
in fiscal year 1989. 

The conferees are aware that other re
porting requirements concerning offsets 
exist, such as reports required by the De
fense Production Act, and believe that the 
reports required by section 825 should incor
porate the information collected by those 
reports, when appropriate, rather than du
plicate information that may already be col
lected. The conferees also note that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
among others, have a specific interest in the 
report required by March 15, 1990. Accord
ingly, the conferees direct that the report 
also be provided to those committees, in ad
dition to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

The conferees confirm that they did not 
contemplate that restrictions on the trans
fer of technology would be included in 
Memoranda of Understanding unless the 
Secretary of Defense after consulting with 
the Department of Commerce and Depart
ment of State, determines that the terms of 
the agreement would result in damage to 
the United States industrial base and sub
stantial financial loss to the protesting 
United States firm. 

The conferees further agree that, in estab
lishing an offset policy and negotiating with 
foreign countries to limit the adverse effects 
of offset arrangements, the major emphasis 
should be directed at eliminating the ad
verse effect of offset arrangements between 
and among the industrialized countries. The 
conferees recognize that certain offset ar
rangements with non-industrialized coun
tries may be of less concern. 
Allowability of costs to promote the export 

of defense products (sec. 826) 
The House bill contained a provision that 

would make foreign selling costs allowable. 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion that would make foreign selling costs 
allowable subject to ceilings set in advance 
agreements between the Secretary of De
fense and individual defense contractors. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
requiring that, as a condition of allowabil
ity, the Secretary of Defense determine that 
foreign selling costs are likely to result in 
future cost advantages to the United States. 
The provision also restricts the Secretary of 
Defense from reimbursing more than 110 
percent of the amount of foreign selling 
costs incurred in the previous year for any 
business segment which had over $2.5 mil-
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lion in foreign selling costs in that year. The 
General Accounting Office and the Depart
ment of Defense Inspector General are each 
required to report on the implementation of 
this provision within two years. 

Finally, the conferees have agreed that 
this provision should expire at the end of 
three years. At that time, the conferees will 
consider extending and modifying the provi
sion based on an assessment of the success 
of this provision in stimulating exports by 
the U.S. defense industry and in generating 
savings to the United States. 
Additional prohibitions on persons convict

ed of felonies related to defense contracts 
(sec. 831J 

Under current law <10 U.S.C. 2048), a 
person convicted of fraud or another felony 
arising out of a contract with the Depart
ment of Defense is prohibited from working 
in a management or supervisory capacity on 
any defense contract, or from serving on the 
board of directors of any defense contractor 
for a period, as determined by the Secretary 
of Defense, of not less than one year. 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
803) that would establish the minimum 
period of disqualification as not less than 
five years, which may be waived by the Sec
retary of Defense in specified circum
stances. The House provision would also 
expand the list of disqualified activities, to 
include serving as a consultant to a defense 
contractor and such other activities as the 
Secretary of Defense deems appropriate and 
includes includes in applicable regulations. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Limitation on allowability of costs of con

tractors incurred in certain proceedings 
(sec. 832) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
816) under which legal fees and related ex
penses would not be treated as an allowable 
cost in any proceeding relating to a violation 
of, or failure to comply with, any federal, 
state, or local law or regulation which re
sulted in a conviction, a civil judgment con
taining a finding of liability, and adminis
trative finding of liability, or a decision to 
debar or suspend the contractor or termi
nate the contract. In all other cases, allow
able costs normally would be limited to $75 
per hour. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
Under the legislation, the· secretary of De

fense will issue regulations governing cer
tain legal costs. Under the regulations, costs 
incurred in connection with any proceeding 
brought by the United States that results in 
a determination of a violation of, or failure 
to comply with, any Federal law or regula
tions on the part of the contractor would be 
unallowable when the proceeding resulted 
in: <1> a criminal conviction; (2) a civil judg
ment or final administrative determination 
of such violation of failure to comply if the 
violation or failure to comply was knowing 
or willful and the proceeding resulted in the 
imposition of a monetary penalty; or (3) a 
final decision by the Department of Defense 
to debar or suspend the contractor or to re
scind, void, or terminate the contract when 
such action is based on a violation or failure 
to comply that was knowing or willful. 
When the matter is resolved by consent or 
compromise, the parties may agree as to the 
extent of allowability of such costs as a part 
of such resolution. Nothing in this provision 
precludes the Secretary from using existing 

regulatory authority to provide that costs 
incurred in specified nonfederal proceedings 
would be unallowable. 

It is the intent of the conferees that costs 
will be unallowable when the decision in the 
underlying civil or administrative proceed
ing is based on an express finding that the 
violation or failure to comply was knowing 
or willful. The conferees recognize, however, 
that in a number of civil and administrative 
matters, a determination as to whether the 
violation was knowing or willful will not be 
expressly addressed in the decision on the 
underlying proceeding. Therefore, the con
ferees expect the Secretary's regulations to 
provide guidance to contracting officers as 
to the types of considerations that should 
be applied in determining whether a viola
tion was knowing or willful. One consider
ation that should be set forth in the regula
tions is that a pattern of violations shall 
constitute evidence of knowing or willful be
havior. 
Air travel expenses of defense contractor 

personnel (sec. 833) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 923) that would require the Ad
ministrator of General Services to enter 
into negotiations with commercial carries in 
an effort to reach an agreement that would 
permit contractor personnel traveling in the 
performance of a Department of Defense 
contract to travel at the Government rate. 
If such agreement is reached, defense con
tractor personnel would be required to 
travel under conditions that qualify them 
for such a rate. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
clarifying that contractor costs incurred in 
excess of the rates negotiated would be un
allowable. In addition, the provision expires 
at the end of a three-year period, at which 
time the Secretary of Defense will deter
mine whether to continue this requirement 
under the Secretary's authority to prescribe 
cost allowability standards. 
Standards tor contractor inventory account

ing systems (sec. 834) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

329> that would set standards for contractor 
inventory accounting systems. These stand
ards would include enforcement mecha
nisms and a requirement that contractors 
certify that their inventory accounting sys
tems complied with all applicable laws and 
regulations. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
requiring the Secretary of Defense to issue 
regulations establishing standards for inven
tory accounting systems used by defense 
contractors. The regulations would also pre
scribe appropriate certification and enforce
ment mechanisms. 

In establishing the initial standards for 
contractor inventory accounting systems, 
the conferees direct the Secretary of De
fense to utilize the elements presented in 
the Federal Register on December 14, 1987. 
In addition, the conferees direct the Secre
tary to develop clear direction for contract
ing officers in cases where the inventory ac
counting system of a defense contractor is 
so unreliable that a determination of the 
material impact on the United States from 
the deficiencies of the system is precluded. 
Such direction should include mechanisms 
for determining the appropriate withhold
ing rate for progress payments or other pen
alties to ensure contractor compliance with 

applicable inventory accounting system 
standards. 
Equal employment opportunities relating to 

an Army contract (sec. 835) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

818> that would prohibit the Secretary of 
Defense from awarding a contract to be per
formed overseas to any contractor that dis
criminates on the basis of race, color, reli
gion, sex, or national origin in its employ
ment practices. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provisions. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that prohibits the expenditure or obligation 
of funds in this Act or in any previous act 
for the performance of contract number DA 
AJ09-88-C-A093 by a contractor outside the 
United States unless the Secretary of the 
Army secures a commitment from the con
tractor that it will support equal employ
ment opportunities for all individuals irre
spective of race, color, religion, sex, or na
tional origin in its employment practices. 
Procurement technical assistance coopera-

tive agreement program (sec. 841) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 809) that would (1) require pro
curement technical assistance cooperative 
agreement programs to furnish technical as
sistance related to exporting defense-related 
products and services, <2> increase the maxi
mum amount of the Department of Defense 
assistance to a program to $300,000 for pro
grams operating on a State-wide basis, and 
(3) require that $500,000 of the $7 million 
made available 'for this program for fiscal 
year 1989 be designated for programs relat
ed to Indian tribal organizations. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that increases the maximum amount of 
DOD assistance to a program to $300,000 for 
programs operating on a State-wide basis 
and that provides an additional year for the 
Department to obligate the $500,000 made 
available last year for programs related to 
Indian tribal organizations. The fiscal years 
1988/1989 Defense Authorization Act pro
vided $14 million for the Procurement Tech
nical Assistance Cooperative Agreement 
Program for fiscal years 1988 and 1989, 
which included $7 million for each year. 
That legislation also designated $500,000 of 
that amount for programs related to Indian 
Tribal programs, but limited that authority 
to the funds provided for fiscal year 1988. 
Because the Department has not yet obli
gated those funds, the conferees have pro
vided authority for the Department to do so 
out of the funds made available for fiscal 
year 1988 and fiscal year 1989. The confer
ees did not include a statutory requirement 
to provide assistance related to exporting 
defense products and services because the 
conferees did not want to dilute the pro
gram's emphasis on helping companies par
ticipate in the DOD acquisition process. 

In its most recent solicitation for coopera
tive agreement proposals, the Defense Lo
gistics Agency proposed to phase out all 
funding for existing Procurement Technical 
Assistance Centers over a five-year period, 
at a rate of 20% a year. The conferees are 
concerned about the effect of this proposal 
on existing Procurement Technical Assist
ance Centers. The Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives intend to examine this issue and 
to make appropriate recommendations to 
the Defense Logistics Agency. The conferees 
direct the Defense Logistics Agency to re-
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frain from any further action to phase out the fiscal year 1987 Defense Authorization 
funding for existing Procurement Technical Act. 
Assistance Centers until such time as the Extension ot contract goal tor small disad-
Committees make their recommendations. vantaged businesses (sec. 844) 
Product evaluation (sec. 842) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 816) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to establish a product eval
uation activity of the purpose of demon
strating and evaluating promising items of 
equipment developed by private industry. 
Section 220B of the Senate amendment 
would also authorize $17.5 million for eval
uation of those products that were not in
cluded in the amended budget request. The 
Senate provision also would require that the 
evaluation cost be shared on an equal basis 
between the contractor and the govern
ment. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sions. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that this type of prod
uct evaluation activity would be beneficial 
to the Department of Defense; however, the 
Senate provision was not intended to estab
lish a separate office to administer the ac
tivity. The conference agreement clarifies 
this intent, and also includes language con
cerning cost-sharing by small businesses. 

The conferees direct that the Department 
of Defense set up a procedure whereby a 
"user" point of contact be assigned to each 
potential product. That point of contact 
should approve the potential usefulness for 
that product before it is considered for eval
uation under this section. The conferees 
further agree that this product evaluation 
activity is only for products that could be 
used to satisfy a need for the Department of 
Defense. 

The conferees have learned of many 
promising programs that could well be dem
onstrated through the product evaluation 
activity. The following projects were 
brought to the attention of the conferees. 

Multi-Helicopter External Lift System 
Ruggedized Plastic Material for Ammuni-

tion Packaging 
30/30 Engineering Vehicle 
High-Speed Assault Landing Craft 
Navy Advanced anti-Ship Seeker/Guid

ance Program 
DP-2 Vector Thrust Project 
Hardened buried and low-profile broad

band antennae 
Contract goal tor small and disadvantaged 

businesses in printing-related services 
(sec. 843) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 947) that would authorize the 
Public Printer, in contracts for printing, 
binding and related services for the Depart
ment of Defense, to contract with small and 
disadvantaged businesses for the purpose of 
meeting the goals in section 1207 of the 
fiscal year 1987 Defense Authorization Act. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment es
tablishing a test program for contracts for 
Department of Defense requirements in 
fiscal years 1989 and 1990. The test program 
authorizes the Public Printer, in each of the 
two fiscal years, to restrict to small and dis
advantaged businesses competition on con
tracts for up to five percent of the value of 
printing, binding and related services pro
cured by the Government Printing Office 
for the Department of Defense in the pre
ceding fiscal year. The amounts set aside 
under this provision would be counted 
toward goals established in section 1207 of 

The House bill included a provision <sec. 
801) that would extend by one year the pro
gram requiring a three-year, five percent 
Department of Defense contracting goal for 
small disadvantaged businesses established 
in section 1207 of the fiscal year 1987 De
fense Authorization Act. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees note that the initial legisla

tion called for a three-year test program, 
but the Department of Defense did not 
issue comprehensive interim rules until 
nearly fifteen months after the legislation 
was enacted. Therefore, the one year exten
sion has been granted in order to permit a 
full, three-year test. 

The conferees also note concern over the 
manner in which the Department has im
plemented the authority to provide small 
disadvantaged businesses with up to 10 per
cent price differential. By providing this dif
ferential on an across-the-board basis, the 
Department may be making it very difficult 
for other small and medium-sized businesses 
to compete, particularly in terms of pro
grams in which small and disadvantaged 
businesses already have a substantial pres
ence. The conferees direct the Secretary of 
Defense to ensure that any price differen
tials for small and disadvantaged businesses 
are tailored to the various segments and 
tiers of industry so that other small and 
medium sized companies are not denied a 
reasonable opportunity to compete, and 
that price differentials are not used when 
adequate small and disadvantaged business 
participation exists within an industry cate
gory. 
Deadline tor certain small business regula

tions (sec. 845) 
Tb,e House bill contained a provision that 

would require the Department of Defense to 
issue the regulations required by subsec
tions (f) and (h) of section 921 of the fiscal 
year 1987 Defense Authorization Act not 
later than June 1, 1988. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
requiring that the regulations become effec
tive not later than October 1, 1988. 
SaJeguarding military whistleblowers (sec. 

846) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

810) that would protect lawful communica
tions by military personnel to a Member of 
Congress or an Inspector General in the De
partment of Defense. The House bill would 
prohibit retaliatory personnel actions as a 
reprisal for such a communication, require 
an investigation by the DOD Inspector Gen
eral of certain allegations, and provide stat
utory guidance for the Boards of Correction 
of Military Records in reviewing all allega
tions of such reprisals. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
which clarifies the rights protected by this 
provision and revises the review and report
ing procedures. 

The conferees note that in the course of 
their duties, members of the Armed Forces 
may become aware of information evidenc
ing wrongdoing or waste of funds. It is gen
erally the duty of members of the Armed 
Forces to report such information through 

the chain of command. Members of the 
armed forces, however, have the right to 
communicate directly with Members of Con
gress and Inspectors General <except to the 
extent that a communication is unlawful 
under applicable law or regulation>. and 
there may be circumstances in which service 
members believe it is necessary to disclose 
information directly to a Member of Con
gress or an Inspector General. When they 
make lawful disclosures, they should be pro
tected from adverse personnel consequences 
<or threats of such consequences>. and there 
should be prompt investigation and adminis
trative review of claims of reprisals. When 
such a claim is found to be meritorious, the 
Secretary concerned should initiate appro
priate corrective action, including discipli
nary action when warranted. 

It is the intent of the conferees that the 
Secretaries of Defense and Transportation 
implement this section in a manner consist
ent with the Inspector General Act of 1978 
and the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

Source tor procurement of anchor and moor
ing chain 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
804) that would prohibit the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretaries of the Military 
Departments from buying anchor and moor
ing chain manufactured outside the United 
States. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Sense of Congress on determinations of most 

qualified responsive bids 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

814) that would express the sense of Con
gress that, in determining the most quali
fied responsive bid for a contract from the 
Department of Defense in excess of 
$100,000, the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments 
shall take into account amounts to be paid 
by the bidder in federal taxes as a result of 
the contract. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Limitation ot transference ot technical data 

used in second source procurement 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

817> that would require that any technical 
data, which must be transferred for second 
source procurement, shall be used only for 
reprocurement within the United States. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Value engineering review 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
958) that would require a value engineering 
review for all supply and service contracts 
for major weapon systems and for all con
struction contracts in excess of $2 million. 
The House bill would also require a report 
on the efforts of the Department of Defense 
to increase contractor participation in the 
value engineering program. 

The Senate bill contained no such provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees ac
knowledge the importance of the value engi
neering program and agree that the Depart
ment of Defense has to find incentives to in
crease the contractor participation in this 
program. The conferees were also informed 
of the recent Office of Management and 
Budget circular that directed all of the exec-
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utive departments to increase their empha
sis on value engineering. The conferees 
agree that the Department of Defense 
should have an opportunity to implement 
this new direction. The conferees also agree 
that the Department of Defense should 
submit a report to Congress that describes 
the Department of Defense value engineer
ing program results and its efforts to in
crease the benefits from its value engineer
ing program. At a minimum, the report 
should include: 

a. a description of the Department of De
fense efforts to increase contractor partici
pation in the value engineering program; 

b. a description of the top 20 fiscal year 
1988 contractor value engineering projects 
of each Service and Agency; 

c. a description of the top 20 fiscal year 
1988 construction value engineering projects 
for each Service and Agency; and 

d. a description of the efforts to imple
ment the 45-day contractor proposal accept/ 
reject standard along with fiscal years 1986, 
1987, and 1988 proposal accept/reject data. 

The report should be provided to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by 
February 28, 1989. 
Acquisition management and government 

contracting education 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 813) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to submit to Congress a 
report on the extent to which institutions of 
higher education offer and conduct educa
tional programs and courses on government 
contracting and acquisition management. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees note the widespread con

cern over the need to enhance the quality of 
the procurement work force, particularly in 
terms of attracting highly qualified stu
dents to government service. The conferees 
are concerned that insufficient opportuni
ties exist at the graduate level for students 
to take courses and concentrate in programs 
that will stimulate their interest in and pre
pare them for acquisition-related positions 
in the government. As part of the effort to 
minimize Department of Defense reporting 
requirements, the conferees decided not to 
require a report in statute. However, the 
conferees expect the Under Secretary of De
fense for Acquisition to be thoroughly fa
miliar with the information described in sec
tion 813 of the Senate amendment and to be 
prepared to discuss the relationship be
tween educational offerings and the needs 
of the government during oversight hear
ings in 1989. 
Science and engineering workforce study 

The Senate amendment included a provi
sion <sec. 814) that would direct the Depart
ment of Defense to complete a study initiat
ed in 1985 for the purposes of determining 
and testing the factors that increase the 
supply of minority and women scientists, en
gineers, and technologists needed by de
fense industries and the Department of De
fense. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion, but would authorize $6.0 million to 
carry out the study. The House report <H. 
Rept. 100-563) included language describing 
this study. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agree 
to provide up to $3.0 million within a line 
item entitled "CASET" if needed, to com
plete the study being conducted by the 
Center for American Scientists, Engineers, 

and Technologists. The conferees direct the 
Department of Defense to complete this 
study. 
Unde/initized contractural actions 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 818) that would reduce the admin
istrative burden imposed by statutory re
quirements relating to the administration of 
undefinitized contractural actions. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees note that the last reporting 

requirement under current law will occur in 
less than a year. It is the intent of the con
ferees not to renew the reporting require
ment in view of the progress demonstrated 
by the Department of Defense in managing 
undefinitized contractual actions. 
Small Business Administration certificate 

of competency program 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 820) that would revise section 8(b) 
of the Small Business Act to simplify the 
administration of the certificate of compe
tency program. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees have been informed that 

the Small Business Committee of the 
Senate intends to include a similar provision 
in forthcoming legislation and agree that 
this issue should be addressed initially in 
that forum. 
Negotiation of subcontracting plans 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 820) that would revise section 8(d) 
of the Small Business Act to authorize nego
tiation of plant or division-wide small busi
ness and small disadvantaged business sub
contracting plans, including goals. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees have been informed that 

the Small Business Committee of the 
Senate intends to include a similar provision 
in forthcoming legislation and agree that 
this issue should be addressed initially in 
that forum. 
Conflict of interest 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 946) that would require the De
partment of Defense to issue regulations to 
prohibit the award of a DOD contract to an 
individual who was a government employee 
on the date on which he submitted the bid 
for the contract. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees agree that persons em

ployed in a Government agency should not 
bid on or enter into contracts with the De
partment of Defense while they are so em
ployed. Even when such transactions are 
conducted at arm's length and involve no 
impropriety, they raise the specter of insid
er dealings and the appearance of favorit
ism. 

The existing limitations in the Federal Ac
quisition Regulations are inadequate. How
ever, the conferees agree that the regula
tions could be amended without a require
ment to do so being placed in law. The con
ferees direct the Secretary of Defense to in
corporate suitable language into DOD 
standards of conduct regulations within 180 
days and to pursue a change in the Federal 
Acquisition Regulations. In the event that 
the Secretary feels that exceptions to an 

outright prohibition are necessary, such ex
ceptions should only apply after an individ
ual obtains the approval of the appropriate 
Designated Agency Ethics Official or his 
designee. 

TITLE IX-MATI'ERS RELATING TO 
ARMS CONTROL 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Sense of Congress on expanding confidence
building measures (sec. 901) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 911) that would express the sense 
of the Congress that the President should 
give high priority to developing, in coordina
tion with the NATO allies, stabilizing and 
verifiable proposals for expanding the 
regime of confidence-building measures in 
conjunction with the follow-on to the Con
ference on Confidence- and Security-Build
ing Measures and Disarmament in Europe 
<CDE> and the new Conventional Stability 
Talks <CST>. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Sense of Congress on START (sec. 902) 

The House amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 950> that would express the sense 
of Congress that the Strategic Arms Reduc
tions Talks <START> should not include any 
provision resulting in a large asymmetric re
duction in any leg of the triad, and that the 
President should strive not to reduce the 
total number of U.S. nuclear ballistic missile 
submarines <SSENs> permitted under 
START below 20. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 943) that would express the sense 
of Congress that START should not estab
lish any restrictions on current or future 
non-nuclear cruise missiles. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
expressing the sense of Congress that 
START: (1) should not prevent the United 
States from deploying a force structure 
under the agreement which emphasizes sur
vivable strategic systems and, in particular, 
should not in any way compromise the secu
rity of the U.S. SSBN force, and (2) should 
not prohibit or limit the deployment of non
nuclear cruise missiles. The conferees do not 
intend the statement on not limiting non
nuclear cruise missiles to restrict, for exam
ple, our ability under a future START 
agreement to mark a cruise missile so as to 
be able to distinguish between a convention
al and nuclear cruise missile. 
Sense of Congress concerning the role of 

Congress in arms control and defense 
policy (sec. 903) 

The House amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 959> that would express the sense 
of Congress that although Congress has a 
constitutionally defined role to play in arms 
control and nuclear testing policy, it should 
not usurp, undermine, or in any other way 
interfere with the constitutionally defined 
powers of the President to negotiate and im
plement such policies. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
expressing the sense of Congress that the 
Congress, in exercising its constitutional au
thority to raise and support the Armed 
Forces and, in the case of the Senate, to 
advise and consent to the ratification of 
treaties, has a role to play in arms control 
and defense policy, but the Congress should 
not usurp, undermine, or interfere with the 
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constitutional authority of the President to 
negotiate and implement treaties, especially 
treaties affecting U.S. arms control and de
fense policy. 
Sense of Congress on the five-year ABM 

treaty review (sec. 904) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 948) that would express the sense 
of Congress that the President should, with
out any further delay, propose an early date 
to conduct the overdue five-year review of 
the Antiballistic Missile <ABM> Treaty. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
changing the findings by the Senate con
tained in the Senate provision to findings by 
the Congress. 
Annual report on Soviet compliance with 

arms control commitments fsec. 905) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 912) that would amend the annual 
report on Soviet arms control compliance 
required pursuant to the fiscal year 1986 
Defense Authorization Act <Public Law 99-
145) to require the President to include ad
ditional information in the report, including 
what measures the President is taking to 
bring the Soviet Union into compliance and, 
in the event the President should issue two 
consecutive reports in which he cannot cer
tify full Soviet compliance with all current 
arms control agreements, the actions neces
sary to compensate for such violations. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Annual report on arms control strategy fsec. 

906) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 913) that would require a new 
annual report to the Congress by the Presi
dent containing a comprehensive discussion 
and analysis of U.S. arms control strategy. 

The House bill contained no similar privi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
making minor revisions in the text of the 
provision. 
Study and report on Soviet ABM capability 

and activities (sec. 907) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 924) that would require a report to 
Congress by the President not later than 
October 1, 1989 regarding the Antiballistic 
Missile <ABM> capability and activities of 
the Soviet Union. 

The House bill contained a similar provi
sion (sec. 937> that would require an identi
cal report, but to be submitted by the Secre
tary of Defense not later than 60 days after 
the enactment of this Act. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
making minor revisions in the Senate provi
sion and requiring submission of the report 
not later than January 1, 1989. 
Analysis of alternatives U.S. strategic nucle

ar force postures under START (sec. 908) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 939) that would require a report to 
Congress by the President on the implica
tions of a potential Strategic Arms Reduc
tions <START> Treaty for alternative U.S. 
force postures in the 1990's. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
making a minor revision in the provision. 
On-Site Inspection Agency (sec. 909) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
953) that would require certain Executive 
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Branch officials to submit reports to desig
nated congressional committees describing 
their responsibilities with regard to the 
monitoring and verification of arms control 
agreements. The provision further required 
that any request submitted to Congress by 
the Executive Branch for the enactment of 
budget authority for the On-Site Inspection 
Agency <OSIA), or for the enactment of any 
other legislation concerning OSIA, be sub
mitted separately from any other request 
for the enactment of budget authority or 
other legislation. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 954) that would express the sense 
of Congress relating to personnel strengths 
for on-site inspection purposes. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
which retains the House provision's report
ing requirement but changes the budget re
quest subsection in the House provision to 
require that any request submitted to the 
Congress for an authorization for OSIA ap
propriations provide details of all funding 
and military and civilian personnel request
ed for that Agency for that fiscal year, in
cluding the number of DOD and other 
agency personnel that will be assigned to 
on-site inspection activities and support of 
such activities. 
Coordination of verification policy and 

R&D activities (sec. 910) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 950) that would require a report to 
Congress by the President reviewing the re
lationship of U.S. arms control objectives 
with the responsiveness of research and de
velopment of monitoring systems for weap
ons verification. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
making minor revisions in the provision. 
Limitation on deployment of certain strate

gic nuclear weapons. 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

935) that set in permanent law limits of 820 
on launchers of MIRVed ICBMs, 1200 on 
launchers of MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs, 
1320 MIRVed ICBMs, SLBMs, and ALCM 
equipped bombers, and the number of 
MIRVs on individual ballistic missiles, 
unless the President certifies to Congress 
that the Soviet Union has exceeded these 
limits. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees agree to delete the House 
provision. The conferees note that decisions 
taken for budgetary reasons elsewhere in 
the bill will have the effect of stabilizing 
U.S. strategic forces during fiscal year 1989 
at roughly the level maintained during 
fiscal year 1988. 

The conferees believe that maintaining in
terim restraint in strategic offensive force 
levels is not only purdent in light of ctirrent 
budget realities, but also consistent with the 
recent progress in the START negotiations 
and the continuing Soviet practice of retir
ing older ICBMs and SLBMs prior to the 
end of their normal service life. Assuming 
that progress continues to be made in 
START and that the Soviet Union contin
ues early retirements of ICBMs and SLBMs, 
it would be the intent of the conferees to 
take such actions as may be required to 
maintain U.S. and Soviet interim restraint, 
including the option of foregoing the over
haul of additional Poseidon-class subma
rines nearing the end of their normal serv
ice life. 

Sense of Congress on implications of INF for 
NATO 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
952) that would express the sense of Con
gress on a number of issues related to the 
implications of the Intermediate-range Nu
clear Forces <INF> Treaty for NATO and on 
other arms control issues. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Missile technology control regime 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 934) that would express the sense 
of the Senate that the Secretary of Defense 
should provide by July 30, 1988 the report 
specifiying personnel requirements to imple
ment the Missile Technology Control 
Regime Policy that was mandated by the 
fiscal years 1988/1989 Defense Authoriza
tion Act <sec. 901>. The provision would also 
state that Department of Defense personnel 
deficiencies which prevent effective per
formance of missile technology control re
sponsibilities be rectified as soon as possible, 
using temporary duty assignments if 
deemed necessary. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees are 
concerned about the inaction of the Depart
ment of Defense on Section 901 and urge 
the Department to comply with the provi
sions of the Act. In the past year, the 
number of countries that have acquired bal
listic missiles or have actually used them in 
combat has increased significantly. Both 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of State have expressed concern about the 
proliferation of missiles covered by the Mis
sile Technology Control Regime. The con
ferees believe it is imperative that the Sec
retary of Defense file the requested report 
as soon as possible but not later than July 
30, 1988. It is the conferees' expectation 
that Department of Defense personnel defi
ciencies which prevent effective perform
ance of missile technology control responsi
bilities will be rectified as soon as possible, 
using temporary duty assignments if neces
sary. 

TITLE X-MATTERS RELATING TO 
NATO COUNTRIES AND OTHER ALLIES 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Acquisition and cross-servicing agreements 
with allied countries (sec. 1001) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 914> that would raise the ceiling 
from $100 million to $200 million on acquisi
tions by the United States under the au
thority of the NATO Mutual Support Act of 
1979. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
setting the new ceiling at $150 million. 
Authority to waive surcharge on certain 

sales to NATO (sec. 1002) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 915) that would authorize the Sec
retary of Defense to waive the administra
tive surcharge for sales through Foreign 
Military Sales <FMS> channels to the NATO 
Maintenance and Supply Agency <NAMSA>. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment that changes the Senate provi
sion from a new section of title 10, United 
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States Code, to a new provision of the Arms 
Export Control Act <Public Law 90-629). 
Authority of Military Departments to loan 

and borrow from foreign countries mate
rials, supplies and equipment for re
search and development purposes (sec. 
1003) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 233) that would clarify the author
ity of the Department of Defense to loan 
and accept material for limited cooperative 
research and development projects with for
eign countries. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that makes the following changes to the 
Senate provision: (1) grant the authority to 
the Secretary ·of Defense <who, in turn, 
could delegate it to the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments>; (2) limit the coun
tries with which the transactions could take 
place to those in NATO and to those desig
nated as "major non-NATO allies" for the 
purpose of section 1105 of the fiscal year 
1987 Defense Authorization Act <Public Law 
99-661>; (3) require the Secretary of De
fense to enter into an a agreement with 
each country with which a transaction is to 
take place; (4) place the authority in chap
ter 6 of the Arms Export Control Act 
<Public Law 90-629) as a new section 65; and 
<5> retitle chapter 6. 
Modernization of NATO's theater nuclear 

capabilities (sec. 1004) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 922) that would express the sense 
of the Senate that, following ratification of 
the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces 
<INF> Treaty, modernization of U.S. theater 
nuclear capabilities, in close consultation 
with its NATO allies, is essential to the de
terrence strategy of the Alliance, and that 
the United States should proceed with on
going activities for satisfying the identified 
Alliance requirement for a follow-on to 
Lance. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
changing the provision to the sense of Con
gress and making a minor revision in the 
provision. 
Report on NATO defense program (sec. 1005) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 928> that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to identify all programs, 
projects, and activities that constitute the 
NATO Defense Program. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment that directs that the report be 
submitted in conjunction with the annual 
report of the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress. 
Improvement in defense research and pro

curement liaison with Israel (sec. 1006) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

233) that would require the Secretary of De
fense to assign to duty in Israel an individ
ual or individuals to serve as the primary li
aison between the procurement and re
search and development activities of the 
armed forces of the United States and 
Israel. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. However, the Senate 
report <S. Rept. 100-326) addressed this 
issue. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 

Modification of report requirement concern
ing designation of major non-NATO 
allies (sec. 1007) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
234) that would simplify an annual report to 
the Congress that designates countries as 
"major non-NATO allies" for the purpose of 
entering into cooperative research and de
velopment projects with the United States. 
The provision would require that this report 
be submitted only if additions or deletions 
are made to the existing list of countries 
designated as major non-NATO allies. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision (sec. 234) that differed from 
the House provision only in technical de
tails. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Call for defense burdensharing negotiations 

with allies (sec. 1008) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
946) that would express the sense of Con
gress that the United States should enter 
into negotiations with its allies for the pur
pose of obtaining an agreement for a more 
equitable appointment of the burden of fi
nancial support of the alliance. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Report on, and discussions regarding, Japa

nese contributions to global stability 
and the indivisible security of the lead
ing industrialized democracies (sec. 
1009) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 933) that would express the sense 
of Congress that the President should enter 
into discussions with Japan for the purpose 
of reaching a more equitable distribution of 
the burden of financial support for the se
curity of the leading industrialized democra
cies. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment. 

ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

NATO and non-NATO cooperative research 
and development 

The amended budget request contained 
$200.598 million for cooperative research 
and development with NATO and major 
non-NATO allies. This research and devel
opment would be conducted within the 
frameworks established by sections 1103 and 
1105 of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 De
fense Authorization Acts (Public Laws 99-
145 and 99-661), respectively. 

In order to better understand the funding 
required for cooperative research and devel
opment with each of these groups of allies, 
the conferees direct the Secretary of De
fense to identify the requested funding for 
these two research and development efforts 
in future budget requests in two separate 
program elements within the account enti
tled "Research,, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Defense Agencies". 
TITLE XI-DRUG INTERDICTION AND 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

1101) that would authorize funds for specif
ic items related to drug interdiction. The 
House bill also included a provision (sec. 
1103) that would authorize use of the armed 
forces for interdiction or aircraft and vessels 
involved in drug smuggling. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 940> that would revise and expand 
the authority of the Department of Defense 
to assist drug interdiction efforts by civilian 
law enforcement authorities. 

The conferees agree that the Department 
of Defense can and should play a major role 
in the national drug interdiction effort. 
Drug abuse has an increasingly corrosive 
effect on our society, and it is imperative 
that we substantially increase our national 
effort to meet this challenge. The conferees 
have developed a program that will signifi
cantly increase the role of the armed forces 
in an effective and responsible manner. 
Drug enforcement intelligence information 

The conferees emphasize that intelligence 
is the key to a successful drug interdiction 
program. The conference agreement re
quires the Secretary of Defense to ensure 
that civilian law enforcement officials are 
promptly provided with intelligence infor
mation collected by the armed forces that is 
related to drug interdiction. The conferees 
direct the Secretary of Defense to work 
with the Director of Central Intelligence to 
ensure that the collection of drug interdic
tion information is established as a high pri
ority for the intelligence community. 
Detection and monitoring of aerial and 

maritime transit (sees. 1101 and 1102) 
Under the conference agreement, the 

armed forces will concentrate on the detec
tion and monitoring of air and sea traffic, a 
role that is consistent with the traditional 
military mission. By undertaking the major 
role in air and sea surveillance, the military 
can eliminate the unnecessary duplication 
of assets and efforts by civilian agencies, 
and enable those agencies to focus on the 
law enforcement activities for which they 
are trained and equipped. 

The conference agreement establishes a 
requirement for the Department of De
fense, on an annual basis, to plan and 
budget for the effective detection and moni
toring of all potential aerial and maritime 
threats to the national security. This will in
clude guidance from the Secretary of De
fense on the specific force levels and specific 
supporting resources to be made available 
for this mission, including that aspect of the 
mission that supports the DOD air and sea 
surveillance responsibilities related to drug 
interdiction. 

Section 1102 establishes the Department 
of Defense as the single lead agency for the 
detection and monitoring of aerial and mari
time transit of illegal drugs into the United 
States. The conferees expect DOD to take 
prompt action to provide the necessary de
tection and monitoring capabilities in those 
border areas that serve as the primary 
points of entry by drug smugglers. The De
partment of Defense should focus on the 
area of greatest threat, the southern border 
of the United States, particularly during the 
hours of darkness. It is the hope of the con
ferees that the Department of Defense can 
develop the capability to conduct effective 
nighttime survelliance and monitoring of 
the southern border using a combination of: 
(1) Land, sea, and air-based radar; <2> air
craft capable of monitoring the flight of po
tential drug smugglers; and <3> integrated 
communications with the law enforcement 
agencies that will make the actual searches, 
seizures, and arrests. The conferees, in sec
tion 1107, have directed the President to 
report to the Congress on the feasibility of 
such a program. The conferees also urge the 
accelerated deployment of the system of 
aerostat radars in order to reduce the need 
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for expensive airborne radar platfonns. In 
this regard, the conferees call to the atten
tion of the Department of Defense a gap in 
planned aerostat coverage from Brownsville, 
Texas to the northern part of Florida-a 
gap that hearings before the House Armed 
Services Committee have revealed is being 
increasingly exploited by aerial drug smug
glers. 

As lead agency, DOD will be responsible 
for coordinating all air and sea surveillance 
activities of the federal government, includ
ing the elimination of unnecessary duplica
tion. The DOD role as lead agency will be to 
conduct and coordinate detection and moni
toring activities, but the responsibility for 
establishing detection and monitoring re
quirements for the drug interdiction pro
gram will remain with civilian law enforce
ment authorities. The designation of DOD 
as the single lead agency can be changed by 
the President only if he makes a different 
designation within 15 days of the date of en
actment and reports his reasons to the Con
gress. 

The establishment of an air and sea sur
veillance mission and designation of the De
partment as the single lead agency repre
sent a major new military requirement, and 
should substantially enhance our nation's 
drug interdiction efforts. It is important to 
put this in perspective, and to not assume 
that we have solved the drug problem 
through this major change in our interdic
tion program. The interdiction effort will 
not significantly reduce the drug abuse 
problem without a substantial increase in 
our nation's commitment to reduce the 
demand for illegal drugs. 

Interdiction is not the most cost-effective 
component of a drug abuse reduction strate
gy. In testimony before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, the Comptroller Gen
eral reported that expenditures for federal 
anti-drug efforts have increased from· $129.5 
million to nearly $4 billion in the last seven
teen years. In the last decade, the budgetary 
emphasis has been on supply reduction ef
forts as opposed to demand reduction pro
grams. The Comptroller General reported 
that by 1987 the federal government was 
spending three times more on supply reduc
tion than on demand reduction programs. 

Despite substantial increases in interdic
tion resources, there has been little or no 
effect on the drug abuse problem. The 
Office of Technology Assessment <OTA> has 
reported that the quantity of cocaine 
coming into this country has more than 
doubled from 1981 to 1986-from 40 to 65 
tons to over 130 tons. Although the OTA ac
knowledges that we are catching more 
smugglers and seizing more drugs, still more 

. is coming through and there is no indication 
that the trend is changing. 

Perhaps the best and most accurate indi
cators of the extent of the drug problem
price and purity-also raise questions about 
the wisdom of focusing primarily on inter
diction. The most recent data from the Na
tional Narcotics Intelligence Consumers 
Committee estimates that the price of co
caine is at its lowest level reported to date. 
At the same time, its purity is at its high
est-over 50 percent. The Drug Abuse Warn
ing Network <DAWN> reported that cocaine
related hospital emergencies in 1987 are at 
the highest level yet recorded, increasing by 
more than 60 percent over the previous 
year's record. Since 1980 there has been a 
near tenfold increase in the annual number 
of those emergencies reported through 
DAWN nationwide-from 3,000 to 26,186. 

In short, although we have been spending 
more and more federal dollars on interdic-

tion in recent years, the drug problem has 
been growing by leaps and bounds. The 
General Accounting Office <GAO> has 
found no direct correlation betweeen inter
diction resources and the availability of im
ported drugs in the domestic market. A re
cently completed study by the RAND Cor
poration also concluded that increased ex
penditures for drug interdiction would have 
a negligible effect on drug consumption. 

In sum, while interdiction must remain a 
necessary component of any national anti
drug strategy, the conferees believe that we 
should reconsider the past federal emphasis 
on interdiction and other supply-side ef
forts, and develop a more balanced ap
proach placing greater reliance on demand
reduction programs. 

The conferees recognize that demand re
duction efforts in areas such as treatment 
and education do not fall within the scope 
of the Armed Services Committees and will 
be more appropriately addressed in compre
hensive drug legislation that the Congress is 
expected to consider later this year. Howev
er, based on a review of proposals for in
creased military involvement as well as testi
mony from numerous experts on the drug 
issue, the conferees recommend that in
creased federal emphasis be placed on 
demand reduction programs in the anti-drug 
effort. Although the conferees authorize 
and encourage an expanded military sup
port for drug interdiction efforts, the con
ferees emphasize that priority should be 
given to reducing demand. 
Communications network (sec. 1103) 

The conference agreement requires the 
President to report to the Oongress on a 
plan for integration by the Department of 
Defense of the command, control, communi
cations, and technical intelligence assets of 
the United States dedicated to the interdic
tion of illegal drugs into an effective net
work. The President, in a subsequent report, 
also must advise Congress of his plan for as
signment of the responsibility for operating 
this command, control, communications, 
and intelligence network. The role for the 
Department of Defense in this endeavor is 
to provide technical advice and experience 
in establishing and operating a communica
tions network that provides command, con
trol, and intelligence information. It does 
not place DOD personnel in a command 
role, nor does it provide authority for the 
armed forces to engage in domestic intelli
gence gathering activities. 
Drug interdiction and law enforcement sup

port (sec. 1104) 
In order to enhance the ability of the De

partment of Defense to provide support to 
the drug enforcement efforts of civilian 
agencies, the legislation revises the current 
law governing such activities as set forth in 
chapter 18 of title 10, United States Code. 
This revision is intended to expand the op
portunities for military assistance in a 
manner that is consistent with the require
ments of military readiness and the historic 
relationship between the armed forces and 
civilian law enforcement activities. Chapter 
18 is revised as follows: 
Use of intelligence and other information 

collected during military operations (10 
u.s.c. 371) 

Subsection <a> restates current law per
mitting DOD to provide Federal, State, or 
local civilian law enforcement officials with 
any information collected during the 
normal course of military training or oper
ations that may be relevant to a violation of 
any Federal or State law within the jurisdic-

tion of such officials. The requirement that 
this be accomplished "in accordance with 
other applicable law" means that the collec
tion, retention, and dissemination of such 
information must be in accord with other 
legal requirements, such as the Privacy Act. 

Subsection (b) establishes a requirement 
for the Department, to the maximum 
extent practicable, to take into account the 
needs of civilian law enforcement officials 
when planning and executing military train
ing or operations. Examples include sched
uling training exercises using night vision 
devices in border areas, conducting photo
reconnaissance training missions in a 
manner that serves the need of a civilian 
law enforcement agency for aerial surveil
lance of potential marijuana fields, and 
similar activities. It does not constitute au
thority to acquire information that DOD is 
not otherwise authorized to obtain during 
military training and operations. 

Subsection (c) requires the Secretary of 
Defense to ensure that intelligence informa
tion related to drug interdiction and other 
civilian law enforcement matters is provided 
promptly to the appropriate civilian law en
forcement officials to the maximum extent 
consistent with national security require
ments. The conferees are sensitive to past 
concerns about use of the military for do
mestic intelligence gathering, and empha
size that this section does not modify in any 
way existing law with respect to the mili
tary's authority <or lack thereof> to collect 
and disseminate intelligence information 
about American citizens in the United 
States and abroad. 
Use of military equipment and facilities (10 

u.s.c. 372) 
This section clarifies current law to pro

vide that the Department of Defense may 
make available to civilian law enforcement 
officials any equipment (including associat
ed supplies or spare parts), base facility, or 
research facility for law enforcement pur
poses. The assistance must meet the re
quirements of other applicable laws with re
spect to interagency and intergovernmental 
use, transfer, or disposal of equipment. 
Training and advising civilian law enforce-

ment officials (10 U.S. C. 373) 
Paragraph (1) clarifies current law to pro

vide that the Secretary of Defense, in ac
cordance with other applicable law, may 
make Department of Defense personnel 
available to train Federal, State, and local 
civilian law enforcement officials in the op
eration and maintenance of equipment, in
cluding equipment made available under 
section 372. Paragraph (2) restates current 
law permitting DOD to provide civilian law 
enforcement officials with expert advice. 
Such training and expert advice may extend 
to instruction in the operation of equip- · 
ment, scientific analysis, translations, and 
assistance in strategic planning, but may 
not extend to direct, active involvement in 
specific law enforcement operations. 
Maintenance and operation of equipment by 

Department of Defense personnel (10 
u.s.c. 374) 

Subsection (a) clarifies current law to pro
vide that the Secretary of Defense, in ac
cordance with other applicable law, may 
make Department of Defense personnel 
available to maintain equipment for Feder
al, State, and local civilian law enforcement 
officials. 

Subsection <b> revises current law to speci
fy the circumstances in which DOD person
nel may operate equipment to assist civilian 
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law enforcement agencies involved in the 
enforcement of drug, customs, and immigra
tion laws. DOD personnel may operate 
equipment <including aircraft, vessels, and 
vehicles) for the following purposes: 

Detecting, monitoring, and communicat
ing of the movement of air and sea traffic 
<regardless of the location of the aircraft or 
vessels being monitored). 

Aerial reconnaissance. The conferees 
intend this authority to be used for recon
naissance of property and not for surveil
lance of persons. 

Interception of vessels or aircraft detected 
outside the United States for the purposes 
of communicating with such vessels and air
craft to direct such vessels and aircraft to go 
to a location designated by appropriate civil
ian officials. When the contact is made out
side the United States, equipment operated 
by DOD personnel <e.g., an aircraft> may 
continue into the land area of the United 
States to direct the vessels and aircraft to 
go to a location designated by appropriate 
civilian officials. As used in this section, the 
term "interception" means a contact for 
purposes of communications, and does not 
include a physical interruption of the flight 
or passage of the aircraft or vessel. 

Operation of equipment to facilitate com
munications in connection with law enforce
ment activities. 

When jointly approved by the Secretary 
of Defense, the Attorney General, and the 
Secretary of State, DOD personnel may 
transport <or operate a base of operations 
for> civilian law enforcement personnel in 
connection with law enforcement operations 
outside the land areas of the United States 
<or any territory, commonwealth, or posses
sion of the United States>. The requirement 
for joint approval and the limitation to op
erations outside the United States are estab
lished in this section because of the poten
tial for involving DOD personnel in a direct 
law enforcement confrontation, even 
though their role is designed for logistical 
support. To the extent that transportation 
of law enforcement officials or use of mili
tary officials does not reasonably raise the 
possibility of a law enforcement confronta
tion, such assistance may be provided in the 
United States under subsection <c>. 

Subsection <c> provides that the Secretary 
of Defense, in accordance with other appli
cable law, may make Department of De
fense personnel available to any Federal, 
State, or local civilian law enforcement 
agency to operate equipment for purposes 
other than described in subsection (b) to the 
extent that such assistance does not involve 
direct participation in a civilian law enforce
ment operation, except as otherwise author
ized by law. 
Restriction on direct participation by mili

tary personnel (10 U.S.C. 375) 
This section clarifies current law which 

requires the Secretary of Defense to issue 
such regulations as may be necessary to 
insure that the provision of any support (in
cluding the provision of any equipment or 
facility or the assignment or detail of any 
personnel) to any civilian law enforcement 
official under this chapter does not include 
or permit direct participation by a member 
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine 
Corps in a search and seizure, arrest, or 
other similar activity unless participation in 
such activity by such member is otherwise 
authorized by law. The conferees deleted 
the term "interdiction of a vessel or air
craft," which is set forth in current law, be
cause the term "interdiction" has acquired a 
meaning that includes detection and moni-

toring as well as a physical inerference with 
the movement of a vessel or aircraft. The 
conferees emphasize, however, that they do 
not intend by this action to authorize mili
tary personnel to interrupt the passage of a 
vessel or aircraft except as otherwise au
thorized by law. 

The conferees recognize that the magni
tude of the drug problem has led to calls for 
the military to be directly involved in 
search, seizures, and arrests. The conferees, 
however, do not believe that it is appropri
ate to make such a radical break with the 
historic separation between military and ci
vilian functions without clear and compel
ling evidence that such an action would 
result in a substantial reduction in the drug 
problem. The overwhelming weight of the 
evidence is that no such change would come 
from giving the military police powers. 

As noted above, there is a serious question 
as to whether increased interdiction ef
forts-regardless of which agency actually 
exercises the police functions-will have a 
significant impact on the supply of drugs 
available to meet the demand. Providing law 
enforcement powers to naval personnel, for 
example, would not add to the Navy's abili
ty to assist in maritime interdiction because 
current law already provides for placing 
Coast Guard Law Enforcement Detachment 
Teams on board naval vessels transitting 
drug interdiction areas. 

Utilizing Navy instead of Coast Guard per
sonnel for law enforcement purposes would 
do nothing to solve the most critical prob
lems that the Coast Guard now faces in 
drug interdiction, whether aboard Navy or 
Coast Guard vessels. As Peter Reuter of the 
RAND Corporation noted in testimony 
before the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee: "Even when the Coast Guard has prior 
information that a vessel may be carrying 
drugs, only one out of eight of those 
boarded is found to have drugs. That is 
about five times higher than the agency's 
success rate when it has no prior informa
tion. The military services can ensure that 
the Coast Guard will see more vessels and 
pursue more of them for boarding. But it 
cannot at the moment do much to help the 
maritime services distinguish the undistin
guishable." 

The conferees agree that interdiction, to a 
reasonable degree, is a necessary part of a 
comprehensive drug strategy. However, 
none of the federal law enforcement agen
cies have requested use of military person
nel to supplement their arrest, search, and 
seizure functions. 

Drug interdiction is a sophisticated 
matter, and the Coast Guard provides its 
members with months of schooling and ex
tensive on-the-job training. It makes little 
sense to create a situation in which the mili
tary skills of members of the armed forces 
will atrophy while they spend months re
ceiving law enforcement training. To the 
extent that we need more individuals to per
form law enforcement functions, the most 
cost-effective way to do so is to provide the 
law enforcement agencies with the neces
sary personnel. This bill follows this cost-ef
fective approach by providing authority for 
increased Coast Guard Law Enforcement 
Detachment Teams. 

The demand by some for use of the mili
tary in drug-related arrests would quickly 
fade in the face of actual law enforcement 
confrontations between the uniformed mili
tary and American civilians. As former 
Chief Justice Burger has noted, the Ameri
can experience has been marked by "a tradi
tional and strong resistance . . . to any mili-

tary intrusion into civilian affairs. That tra
dition has deep roots in our history ... .'' 
Laird v. Tatum, 408 U.S.C. 1, 15 <1972). The 
Posse Comitatus Act, as one court has 
noted, is not "an anachronistic relic of an 
historical period the experience of which is 
irrelevant to the present. It expresses the 
inherited antipathy of the American to the 
use of troops for civil purposes .... Its rel
evance to this age is sadly clear." Wrynn v. 
United States, 200 F. Supp. 457, 465 <E. D. 
N.Y. 1961). 

In testimony before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Secretary of Defense 
Carlucci noted: "I remain absolutely op
posed to the assignment of a law enforce
ment mission to the Department of De
fense. I am even more firmly opposed to any 
relaxation of the posse comitatus restric
tions on use of the military to search, seize 
and arrest. I have discussed this matter with 
the President, and other senior members of 
his Cabinet, and I can report that these 
views are shared throughout this Adminis
tration. The historical tradition which sepa
rates military and civilian authority in this 
country has served both to protect the civil 
liberties of our citizens and to keep our 
Armed Forces militarily focussed and at a 
high state of readiness.'' 
Support not to affect adversely military pre

paredness (10 U.S.C. 376) 
This section restates the requirement 

under current law that provides that sup
port (including the provision of any equip
ment or facility or the assignment or detail 
of any personnel) may not be provided to 
any civilian law enforcement official under 
this chapter if the provision of such assist
ance will adversely affect the military pre
paredness of the United States. The confer
ees note that this provision should not be 
interpreted in a manner that would shield 
the Department from providing support 
merely because it is inconvenient to do so. 
At the same time, the conferees note that 
the armed forces have the ultimate respon
sibility for the defense of the nation, and 
our military capability could be seriously 
compromised by draining DOD assets into 
other agencies. 
Reimbursement (10 U.S.C. 377) 

This section clarifies current law govern
ing reimbursement. Chapter 18 of title 10 
was designed to eliminate ambiguities as to 
the type of support that DOD can provide 
other agencies without violating the Posse 
Comitatus Act. It is not intended to estab
lish the Department of Defense as a source 
of free supplies and manpower that can be 
tapped by other agencies without any form 
of accountability. When DOD makes equip
ment, facilities, or personnel available to 
other government entities, reimbursement 
shall be provided to the extent that would 
otherwise be required by the Economy Act 
or other applicable law. This section also 
makes it clear, however, that the reimburse
ment provision must be applied in a reason
able fashion. Reimbursement is not required 
when the support is provided in the normal 
course of military training or operations or 
results in a benefit to the Department of 
Defense that it substantially equivalent to 
that which would otherwise be obtained 
from military operations or training. 
Nonpreemption of other law (10 U.S.C. 378) 

This section, which is similar to the provi
sion included when chapter 18 was first en
acted in 1981, makes it clear that nothing in 
this revision is intended to limit the author
ity of the executive branch to use military 
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personnel or equipment for civilian law en
forcement purposes beyond that provided 
by law before the date of enactment. 
Assignment of Coast Guard personnel to 

naval vessels for law enforcement pur
poses f10 U.S.C. 379) 

This section clarifies current law authoriz
ing a minimum of 500 active duty personnel 
of the Coast Guard to be assigned to naval 
vessels for performance of Coast Guard law 
enforcement functions, including search, 
seizure and arrest. The revision makes it 
clear that Coast Guard law enforcement 
personnel must be placed on each appropri
ate surface vessel that transits a drug inter
diction area. A total of $6 million will be 
transferred from the Department of De
fense to the Coast Guard in fiscal year 1989 
for this program. To ensure the most cost
effective use of these funds, the conferees 
direct the Secretary of Defense to ensure 
that Coast Guard personnel are properly in
tegrated into the ship's company of naval 
vessels to perform shipboard duties when 
not actually engaged in law enforcement ac
tivities. 
Enhancing cooperation with civilian law 

enforcement officials (10 U.S.C. 380) 
This section revises current law to empha

size the conferees interest in having the De
partment of Defense play the leading role in 
advising Federal, state, and local law en
forcement officials of the types of assist
ance that DOD can provide. 
Enhanced drug interdiction and law en

forcement role for the National Guard 
fsec. 1105) 

The National Guard traditionally has per
formed law enforcement functions under 
the direction of the Governors. When not in 
federal service, the National Guard is not 
subject to the Posse Comitatus Act. Subsec
tion <a> provides funds for drug enforce
ment activities of the Guard while in state 
status. The Secretary of Defense may obli
gate up to $60 million for this purpose. To 
be eligible, the Governor must submit a 
plan to the Secretary specifying how per
sonnel of the National Guard of such State 
are to be used in drug enforcement and 
interdiction operations. The Secretary of 
Defense is required to consult with the At
torney General in reviewing such proposals. 
It is the intent of the conferees that priori
ty be given to those plans which <a> involve 
areas of the greatest need in terms of drug 
interdiction and (b) are most likely to beef
fective. The National Guard will remain 
under state command and control when con
ducting any law enforcement activity with 
funds provided under this section. The pro
vision of these funds does not place the Na
tional Guard in federal status for purposes 
of the Posse Comitatus Act, or for any other 
purpose. 

When in federal status, the National 
Guard can assist civilian law enforcement 
officials to the same degree as the active 
forces. Subsection (b) requires the Secretary 
of Defense to prescribe and enforce training 
criteria for the National Guard to enhance 
the capability of the National Guard to 
assist in drug abuse control activities. 

Because the conferees believe that the Na
tional Guard may provide significant oppor
tunities for enhanced law enforcement as
sistance, subsection <c> requires the Presi
dent to submit to Congress a report on the 
potential effectiveness of using members of 
the National Guard for drug interdiction ef
forts, consistent with applicable law, along 
the borders and at the ports of entry of the 
United States. 

Funding of activities related to drug inter
diction (sec. 1106) 

This section provides the Department of 
Defense with $300 million, which may be 
used only for drug interdiction activities in
volving the detection and monitoring of air 
and sea traffic under sections 1101 and 1102, 
the integration of a command, control, com
munications, and intelligence network 
under section 1103, or the activities of the 
National Guard in state status under section 
1105. These funds are in addition to the 
funds that the Department of Defense cur
rently is expending on drug interdiction ac
tivities. The $300 million includes a transfer 
of $90 million appropriated for procurement 
of P-3 aircraft in fiscal year 1987. The con
ferees emphasize that DOD has been given 
specific missions under this Act in order to 
take advantage of existing assets and exper
tise, and intend that these additional funds 
should be used primarily to operate existing 
equipment. This does not preclude appropri
ate expenditures for procurement or re
search and development when there is a 
critical need that cannot be met with exist
ing equipment. 

To the extent that funds currently budg
eted for activities related to the detection of 
air and sea traffic are insufficient to meet 
the requirements established in this legisla
tion, the conferees invite appropriate repro
gramming requests. 
Reports fsec. 1107) 

The conferees recognize that the new mis
sions established in this Act are likely to re
quire additional resources, and may require 
statutory modifications. Section 1107<a> re
quires the President to submit a report to 
Congress containing legislative proposals, 
including budgetary requests, not later than 
December 1, 1988. Subsection (b) requires 
the President to provide a report on aerial 
interdiction capabilities along the Southern 
border. Subsection <c> requires the Secre
tary of Defense to submit two reports on 
the relationship between civilian and mili
ary resources in specified air interdiction ac
tivities. 

TITLE XII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Transfer authority fsec. 1201) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

901> that would permit the transfer of an 
authorization for any fiscal year to any 
other authorization for that fiscal year 
made available in titles I, II or III upon de
termination by the Secretary of Defense 
that such a transfer would be in the nation
al interest. The provision would authorize 
reprogramming& involving the transfer of 
authorization between authorization as set 
out in bill language. 

The authority to transfer could only be 
used to provide authorization for higher pri
ority items than the items from which au
thorization was transferred and could not 
be used to provide authorization for an item 
that was denied authorization by the Con
gress. The Secretary of Defense would be re
quired to notify the Congress promptly of 
transfers. The total amount of transfers 
would be limited to $2 billion. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision, except that the total amount 
of transfers would be limited to $3 billion. 

The House recedes. 
Increase in fiscal year 1988 defense funds 

transfer authority (sec. 1201) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

902) that would increase from $2 billion to 

$4 billion the ceiling on the authority to 
transfer an authorization for obligation for 
fiscal year 1988 to any other authorization 
for fiscal year 1988 made available in Titles 
I, II or III of the fiscal years 1988/1989 De
fense Authorization Act. The House provi
sion would allow transfers of prior year au
thorizations to fiscal year 1988. The provi
sion would provide that in determining the 
purposes for which amounts transferred 
pursuant to this provision will be used, the 
Secretary of Defense shall insure that an 
appropriate portion of this authority is used 
to transfer funds to operation and mainte
nance accounts for depot maintenance ac
tivities in amounts sufficient to reduce Serv
ices backlogs which would otherwise occur 
and for pay of civilian personnel in amounts 
sufficient to prevent furloughs, reductions
in-force, or release of on-call employees into 
a nonpay status. The provision would also 
direct the Secretary of Defense to notify 
the Congress of each transfer made under 
the provision not less than 15 days before 
the transfer is made, and to carry out trans
fers authorized in the provision so that any 
transfers would not result in an increase in 
outlays by the Department of Defense 
during fiscal year 1988. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision that would increase from $2 to 
$4 billion the ceiling on transfer authority 
for fiscal year 1988, and that would allow 
transfers of prior year authorizations to 
fiscal year 1988. In addition to the purposes 
for which transfers could be used under the 
House provision, the Secretary of Defense 
would be required to give special consider
ation and priority to civilian employees of 
the Department of Defense, readiness and 
more efficient acquisition processes, and to 
provide funds for other high priority readi
ness items. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to increase from $2 to 
$4 billion the ceiling on transfer authority 
for fiscal year 1988, and allow transfers of 
prior year authorizations to fiscal year 1988. 
Transfers in excess of $2 billion will be sub
ject to the following conditions. In deter
mining the purposes for which amounts 
transferred pursuant to this provision will 
be used, the Secretary of Defense will be re
quired to insure that an appropriate portion 
of this authority is used to transfer funds to 
military personnel and operations and main
tenance accounts for depot maintenance ac
tivities in amounts sufficient to reduce Serv
ice backlogs which would otherwise occur; 
for pay of civilian personnel in amounts suf
ficient to reduce furloughs, reductions-in
force, or release of on-call employees in a 
nonpay status; and for pay of military per
sonnel. The conference agreement also pro
vides that the Secretary of Defense shall 
notify Congress 15 days in advance of trans
fers made under this section and may carry 
out such transfers only to the extent that 
he is able to manage fiscal year 1988 appro
priations so that such transfers do not in
crease outlays by the Department of De
fense during fiscal year 1988. 
Authority for obligation of certain unau

thorized fiscal year 1988 defense appro
priations (sees. 1211-1213) 

The House bill contained provisions <sees. 
911, 912 and 913) concerning certain unau
thorized fiscal year 1988 defense appropria
tions. Section 911 would authorize unau
thorized fiscal year 1988 defense appropria
tions totaling $10.6 billion. Section 912 
would prohibit obligation of funds for five 
unauthorized programs, and impose limita-
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tions on three other programs. Section 913 
would repeal three general provisions con
tained in the fiscal year 1988 Defense Ap
propriations Act <Public Law 100-202). 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 903) that would prohibit obliga
tion of funds for four unauthorized pro
grams, and impose limitations on three 
other programs. Section 903(e) would trans
fer the funds prohibited for obligation for 
specific programs to Operation and Mainte
nance accounts to be used to minimize fur
loughs and separation of civilian employees 
and for other high priority readiness pro
grams. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
Section 1211 authorizes unauthorized 

fiscal year 1988 defense appropriations to
taling $10,624.6 million. Section 1212 pro
hibits the obligation of funds appropriated 
in fiscal year 1988 as follows: 

( 1) $5.3 million for Satellite System Sur
vivability in Air Force research and develop
ment; 

(2) $10.0 million for Maxicube Cargo 
System under Army research and develop
ment; 

(3) $20.0 million for Coastal Defense Aug
mentation; 

<4> $40.0 million for Defense Meteorologi
cal Satellite program in Navy research and 
development; 

(5) $193.8 million for P-3C aircraft under 
National Guard and Reserve procurement; 
and 

(6) $10.0 million for AN/SQR-17 acoustic 
processors for Mobile Inshore Undersea 
Warfare group under National Guard and 
Reserve procurement. 

The Senate recedes to the House provision 
on Forward Area Air Defense Heavy System 
<sec. 1212(b)(l)), and A-6 aircraft configura
tion <sec. 1212<b><2», and recedes with a 
technical amendment on tank procurement 
<sec. 1212(b)(3)). 

The conferees agree to repeal sections 
8098 and 8122 of the fiscal year 1988 De
fense Appropriations Act (as contained in 
section lOl<b> of Public Law 100-202>. 
Naming of Trident submarine the U.S.S. 

Melvin Price (sec. 1221) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

934) that would express the sense of Con
gress that the Secretary of the Navy should 
name the next Trident submarine to be 
named after enactment of this Act the 
U.S.S. Melvin Price. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees take this action in recogni

tion of the 44 years of loyal, dedicated serv
ice of the late Honorable Melvin Price to 
the people of the United States and the 21st 
congressional district of Illinois. The confer
ees further wish to recognize his service for 
40 years as a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representa
tives, serving 10 years as its chairman; his 
service for 31 years as a member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and his 
service as the committee's first chairman; 
the major role he played in successfully ad
vocating the peaceful use of nuclear energy 
and the military application of nuclear 
power for Navy ships and submarines; and 
the indelible mark on the history of the 
Nation he has left as a result of his 44 years 
of unselfish efforts to maintain the strength 
and readiness of the Armed Forces. 
Naming a Navy ship the U.S.S. Bob Hope 

(sec. 1222) 
The conferees agree Mr. Bob Hope has ex

pressed extraordinary patriotism and char-

acter for over 50 years in peacetime and in 
three wars. Disregarding his own safety and 
convenience, he has journeyed to all regions 
of the world at all seasons of the year to 
ships at sea and to combat zones ashore 
solely and selflessly to be with soldiers, sail
ors, marines and airmen who were far from 
home and frequently in danger of their 
lives. Through entertainment he has shared 
himself and his talent and brought, however 
briefly, a sense of home and normalcy to 
young men and women for whom home and 
normalcy was far away. 

The conferees agree that while the coun
try asked much of its servicemen and 
women, and they gave, the country asked 
nothing of Mr. Hope, and he gave love and 
humor selflessly throughout all the good 
times and bad. In so doing he has earned 
the undying respect and fond esteem of all 
of his countrymen, and the Secretary of the 
Navy should name an appropriate ship of 
the United States Navy the U.S.S. Bob 
Hope. 
Rate of progress payments on naval ship 

repair contracts (sec. 1223) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

921) that would amend section 7312<a> of 
title 10, United States Code, regarding 
progress payments, to establish the speci
fied rates as minimum rates. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Limitation on repair of naval vessels in for

eign shipyards (sec. 1224) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

922) that would amend section 7309 of title 
10, United States Code, to place restrictions 
on the overhaul, repair <with the exception 
of voyage repairs) or maintenance of U.S.
homeported naval vessels in foreign ship
yards. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Competition between public and private 

shipyards tor overhaul of naval vessels 
(sec. 1225) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
925) that would amend chapter 633 of title 
10, United States Code, to require that addi
tional criteria be considered when the Sec
retary of the Navy conducts competition for 
the overhaul of naval vessels between public 
and private shipyards. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Depot-level maintenance of ships (sec. 1226) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
923) that would direct the Secretary of the 
Navy to require that, to the extent feasible, 
not less than one-half (by cost) of all depot
level maintenance scheduled as of October 
1, 1988 for naval vessels in Japan for fiscal 
years 1989, 1990 and 1991 be carried out in 
the United States. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that these restric

tions on depot-level maintenance should be 
observed to the extent feasible and consist
ent with policies of the Navy regarding 
family separations. 

The conferees also affirm the lanugage of 
the House report <H. Rept. 100-563) regard
ing scheduling of depot-level maintenance 
work for ships about to change homeport to 
or from Japan. In this regard, the conferees 
direct that, where feasible, the Secretary of 

the Navy should adjust deployment sched
ules to accommodate the intent of this lan
guage. 
Report on effects of naval shipbuilding 

plans on maritime industries (sec. 1277) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

924> that would require an annual report by 
the Secretary of Defense regarding the ef
fects of the five-year shipbuilding plan on 
the private sector shipbuilding and repair 
industries of the United States. The Senate 
amendment contained no similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that this report 

should be required in 1989, 1990 and 1991. 
Report on encouragement of construction in 

United States shipyards of combatant 
vessels for allies. (sec. 1228) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
955) that would amend chapter 631 of title 
10, United States Code, to require the Secre
tary of the Navy to carry out an ongoing 
program to encourage United States ship
yards to construct combatant vessels for 
allies. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conferees note that the fiscal year 
1986 Defense Authorization Act (Public Law 
99-145) contained a nearly identical provi
sion <sec. 1455). In view of that provision, 
the conferees believe an assessment of the 
state of compliance with existing law should 
be made before directing further action, if 
any further action is necessary. Accordingly, 
the conferees recommend a provision that 
would require the Secretary of the Navy to 
assess and report on the performance of the 
Department of the Navy with respect to the 
requirements of section 1455 of the fiscal 
year 1986 Defense Authorization Act, within 
90 days of enactment of this Act. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
Report on navy patrol boats (sec. 1229) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 945) that would require the Secre
tary of the Navy to report on circumstances 
and conditions regarding inventory and re
quirements for small patrol boats. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree that the report 

should be made 90 days after enactment of 
the Act. 
Computer viruses (sec. 1231) 

The House bill included a provision <sec. 
942> that would require the Secretary of De
fense to submit a report on "computer vi
ruses." 

The Senate amendment did not include a 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
A computer virus is a destructive comput

er program that can replicate itself in com
puter systems with which it comes into con
tact. The conferees are concerned about the 
serious damage that could result from the 
introduction of a computer virus into De
partment of Defense computer systems. 

The conferees agree that the Secretary of 
Defense should submit a study on this sub
ject to the Congress not later than March 1, 
1989. The conferees expect that the Nation
al Security Agency will be the lead agency 
in the preparation of the report. Additional
ly, the conferees request the Secretary to 
provide the definitions and terms of refer
ence to be used in the report to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives as soon as feasi
ble. 
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Reassessment of Soviet electronic capability 

from Mount Alto embassy (sec. 1232) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

944) that would note that the report re
quired by section 1122 of the fiscal year 
1988/1989 Defense Authorization Act 
<Public Law 100-180) regarding the Soviet 
embassy on Mount Alto was inadequate. 
The provision would also note that the 
report did not contain a determination by 
the Secretary of Defense as to whether or 
not the occupation of the Mount Alto site 
by the Soviet Union is consistent with the 
national security of the United States. Fi
nally, the provision would require a report 
from the President meeting the require
ments of section 1122. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees agree that the report sub

mitted under the 1988/1989 Act was inad
equate and that a new report should be re
quired. 
Technical Amendments (sec. 1233) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 953) that would make technical 
corrections to previously enacted laws. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

National policy on control of compromising 
emanations 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
941) that would direct that the Secretary of 
Defense not implement the proposed "Na
tional Policy on Control of Compromising 
Emanations <TEMPEST>" and the National 
Instruction "TEMPEST Countermeasures 
for Facilities" until he submits a report to 
the Armed Services Committees of the 
Senate and House of Representatives and 45 
legislative days have elapsed after the Com
mittees receive the report. 

The Senate bill contained no similar pro
vision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees are concerned that the pro

posed policy may have an adverse impact on 
TEMPEST security standards and may be 
costly for the Government. The conferees 
agree that this issue should be explored in 
greater depth by the Armed Services Com
mittees but do not wish to delay implemen
tation of the regulations pending a complete 
review of the subject. The conferees, there
fore, direct the Secretary of Defense to pro
vide a report to the Armed Services Com
mittees describing the new regulations and 
analyzing the effects of the new policy 
statement and instructions. The conferees 
direct that the report be provided not later 
than 90 days after enactment of this Act. 
Additional protection of classified in/orma-

tion 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

956) that would express the sense of Con
gress that the President should determine 
the extenv to which classified information 
in the possesion of journalists is vulnerable 
to collection by hostile foreign intelligence 
operatives. It would also require a report on 
the likelihood that places of business of 
journalists may be subject to electronic sur
veillance and the feasibility of addressing 
the problem. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees are deeply disturbed by the 

consequences of unauthorized disclosures of 

classified information to journalists and the 
possibility that foreign governments might 
obtain that information. However, the con
ferees are also aware that this issue raises 
concerns about the rights of the press under 
the First Amendment to the Constitution. 
Moreover, they are not persuaded that a 
report, such as would be required by section 
956, would prove useful. The greater con
cern is that persons with proper access to 
classified information sometimes give it to 
unauthorized persons, including journalists. 
The conferees urged the President to make 
renewed efforts to assure that classified in
formation is properly protected and that it 
is not conveyed to unauthorized persons. 
Report on status of POMCUS 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
933) that would require, no later than 60 
days after enactment, the Secretary of De
fense to submit to Congress a report on the 
progress toward completion of the Pre-posi
tioning of Materiel Configured to Unit Sets 
<POMCUS> program. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. However, the confer
ees believe that the report required by the 
House provision should be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress. Therefore, no 
later than four months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense is directed to submit to the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives an unclassified 
report <with classified annexes as necessary) 
concerning the progress towards completion 
of the POMCUS program. The report shall 
include-

< 1) a statement of the shortfall in equip
ment prepositioned in Europe under the 
plan <stated in tonnage and in procurement 
costs> that has occurred each year since the 
beginning of the POMCUS program; 

(2) any specific plans of the Department 
of Defense (given in tonnage and in procure
ment costs) and any timetable for reduction 
of the current shortfalls in the POMCUS 
program; and 

(3) the effect that any current shortfall 
and any planned reductions described under 
paragraph (2) would have on the number of 
days required from the time of a decision of 
the United States to deploy a force of 10 di
visions to Western Europe to the time such 
force could be so deployed. 
Davis-Bacon amendments 

The House bill contained a provision (sees. 
4101 through 4110) that would amend the 
Davis-Bacon Act of 1931. Changes would in
clude raising the threshold of applicability 
for Department of Defense new construc
tion to $50,000, and, for alteration and 
repair, to $15,000. The provision would also 
address several other related issues, includ
ing the rights of aggrieved parties. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Special operations airlift 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 920) that would express the sense 
of Congress that the Five-Year Defense 
Plan for fiscal years 1990 through 1994 and 
the separate budget requests for fiscal years 
1990, 1991, and 1992 should, at a minimum, 
include sufficient funds to procure or 
modify by fiscal year 1992 all of the special 
operations airlift aircraft specified in a plan 
submitted to the Congress by the Secretary 
of Defense in June 1987. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes in the interest of 
minimizing the length of the Act and with
out prejudice to the Senate provision. In 
fact, the conferees agree with the substance 
of the Senate provision. Therefore, the con
ferees make the following findings: 

< 1) Adequate airlift for special operations 
forces of the Armed Forces is essential for 
the successful performance of any of the 
missions of such forces. 

<2> Inadequate airlift capacity impairs the 
capability of such forces to carry out such 
missions. 

(3) In June 1987, the Secretary of Defense 
submitted to Congress a plan to meet the 
immediate airlift requirements of the spe
cial operations forces. 

<4> The plan specified that, except for 49 
CV -22A aircraft, the remainder of the spe
cial operations forces airlift aircraft are 
scheduled to be procured or modified not 
later than fiscal year 1992. 

In light of these findings, the conferees 
strongly believe that: 

( 1) the plan submitted to Congress in 
June of 1987 by the Secretary of Defense is 
a sound proposal to redress the serious defi
ciency in airlift capability for special oper
ations forces; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense should for
mulate a five-year defense program for 
fiscal years 1990 through 1994 that, at a 
minimum, includes sufficient funds for the 
procurement or modification, not later than 
the end of fiscal year 1992, of all the airlift 
aircraft specified in the plan referred to in 
paragraph ( 1 ); and 

(3) the President should submit budgets to 
Congress for fiscal years 1990, 1991, and 
1992 that, at a minimum, include sufficient 
funds for the procurement or modification, 
by the end of fiscal year 1992, of all the air
lift aircraft specified in the plan referred to 
in paragraph < 1 ). 

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The Senate amendment contained two 
provisions (sec. 921 and 935) that would ad
dress the functions of a recently appointed 
Base Closure Commission which is analyz
ing the Department of Defense installation 
infrastructure and making recommenda
tions for base closures and realignments. 
The provisions would provide a one time 
streamlining of installation closure proce
dures. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes with great reluctance 
and only on the basis of an agreement with 
the House conferees to a date certain for a 
vote in the House of Representatives on this 
matter and a guarantee to convene another 
conference to address this issue at the earli
est possible time. 
Exclusive economic zone 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 931) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to submit to the Congress a 
review of defense assets that might be uti
lized to reduce and prevent illegal foreign 
fishing in the U.S. exclusive economic zone. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
Army National Guard intelligence units 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) di
rected the Secretary of Defense to provide 
certain intelligence equipment to appropri
ate Army National Guard units if adequate 
safeguards for the control of equipment and 
operations are in place. In addition, the Sec-
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retary was directed to provide no later than 
September 30, 1988, a report on the number 
of Army Guard units involved, the number 
and kinds of equipment to be distributed, 
and a timetable for distribution. 

The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) did 
not contain similar direction. 

The conferees understand that, subse
quent to the passage of the House bill, a dis
pute between the National Security Agency 
and the Army National Guard was resolved 
and a decision was made in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to provide a Combat 
Electronic Warfare and Intelligence <CEWI> 
capability to the National Guard. 

The conferees continue to endorse the 
total force policy and recognize the contri
butions National Guard components could 
make upon mobilization. For this reason, 
any proposal to provide a signals intelli
gence <SIGINT) capability to the National 
Guard should consider the wartime mission 
of the units, the efficiency of the units, the 
availability of linguists and equipment, and 
the adequacy of training and control mecha
nisms. 

The conferees direct that, prior to the 
transfer of any SIGINT equipment to the 
National Guard, the Secretary of Defense 
submit a report to the Armed Services and 
Intelligence Committees of the Senate and 
House of Representatives that identifies the 
National Guard units scheduled to receive 
the equipment and describes: 

<1 > the amount, type and cost of the 
equipment to be provided, 

(2) the safeguards agreed to by the Army 
and the National Security Agency to ensure 
proper use and security of the equipment, 

(3) the training and linguist support plan, 
and 

(4) the wartime missions and planned con
tributions to be made by these units. 

TITLE XIII-FOREIGN RELATIONS 
MATTERS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Sense ot Congress concerning the Panama 
Canal and the United States Southern 
Command (sec. 1301) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
940) that would express the sense of Con
gress that the operations of the U.S. South
ern Command are vital to U.S. security in
terests and on a permanent basis essential 
to defending those interests and that the 
President should, therefore, take all steps 
necessary to ensure the continued oper
ations of the command. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
to add a congressional finding that the secu
rity of, and the free flow of shipping 
through, the Panama Canal are vital inter
ests of the United States and with technical 
amendments to clarify the intent of the 
House provision. 
Limitation on assistance to Panamanian 

Defense Force (sec. 1302) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 952) that would prohibit the obli
gation or expenditure of funds for assist
ance to the Panamanian Defense Force 
unless and until the President certifies that 
no Soviet, Cuban, or Nicaraguan armed 
forces are present in Panama and that Gen
eral Noriega has been removed as Com
mander of the Panamanian Defense Force, 
barred from all offices and authority, and 
prohibited from designating or appointing 
his successor. The Senate provision would 
clarify that the funding prohibition would 

not apply to the use of funds for defense of 
the Panama Canal or maintenance of U.S. 
Armed Forces or interests in Panama. 
Lastly, the Senate provision would require a 
report from the President 10 days after the 
date of enactment of this act regarding 
whether Soviet, Cuban, or Nicaraguan mili
tary, paramilitary, or intelligence personnel 
are in Panama and whether the Panamani
an Defense Force has coordinated with, co
operated with, supported, or received sup
port from, such personnel. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with four amendments 
and with technical amendments to clarify 
the intent of the Senate provision. The 
House amendments were to: 

< 1) except military attaches accredited to 
the Republic of Panama from the Presi
dent's certification that no Soviet, Cuban, 
or Nicaraguan armed forces are present in 
Panama; 

<2> require the portion of the President's 
certification relating to General Manuel 
Noriega to certify only that General Nor
iega has relinquished command of the Pana
manian Defense Force and no longer holds 
any official position of leadership <either 
military or civilian) in Panama; 

<3> authorize the President to obligate or 
expend any funds necessary for collection of 
intelligence; and 

(4) require the report from the President 
not later than 30 days after the date of en
actment of this act. 
Sense of Congress concerning indictment ot 

General Noriega of Panama on drug
related charges (sec. 1303) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 941) that would express the sense 
of Congress on the drug-related indictments 
against General Manual Noriega, Com
mander of the Panamanian Defense Force. 
The Senate provision would express that no 
negotiations should be conducted, nor ar
rangements made, by the United States 
Government with General Noriega, which 
would involve dropping drug-related indict
ments against him. In addition, the Senate 
provision would express that any such nego
tiations or arrangements would send the 
wrong signal about the U.S. priority on the 
war on drugs; would not further the pros
pects of restoring noncorrupt, democratic 
government to Panama; and would not serve 
the overall U.S. national security interests. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with technical amend
ments to clarify the intent of the Senate 
provision. 
Limitation on introduction of armed forces 

into Nicaragua/or combat (sec. 1304) 
Section 947 of the House bill would pro

hibit funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense from being obligated or expend
ed for the purpose of introducing U.S. 
armed forces into Nicaragua for combat 
unless the Congress declared war or enacted 
specific authorization for such introduction, 
or such introduction were necessary to meet 
a clear and present danger of hostile attack 
upon the United States, its territories or 
possessions or its allies; or to meet a clear 
and present danger to, and to provide neces
sary protection for, the U.S. Embassy, U.S. 
government personnel, or U.S. citizens; or to 
respond to hijacking, kidnapping, or other 
acts of terrorism involving citizens of the 
United States or its allies. Section 947 would 
not apply if MIG aircraft, or other aircraft 
of similar design or capability, or nuclear 

missiles or any other nuclear weapons were 
introduced into Nicaragua. Finally, nothing 
in section 947 would invalidate any provi
sion of the War Powers Resolution <Public 
Law 93-148> or any authority of the United 
States to act under the provisions of the 
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assist
ance. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that changes the provision to an expression 
of the "Sense of Congress." Under the 
agreed provision, the Congress reaffirms the 
sense of Congress expressed in the fiscal 
year 1986 Defense Authorization Act 
<Public Law 99-145> that United States 
armed forces should not be introduced into 
or over Nicaragua for combat. The provision 
also contains the statement that it should 
not be construed as affecting the authority 
and responsibility of the President or Con
gress under the Constitution, statutes, or 
treaties of the United States in force. 
Human rights violations by the Polish gov-

ernment (sec. 1305) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 926> that would express the sense 
of the Senate that it condemns the viola
tions of the fundamental rights of the 
Polish people by the Polish regime and that 
any improvement in relations between the 
United States and Poland must be predicat
ed on a fundamental improvement in 
human rights in Poland. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment to 
make the Senate provision an expression of 
the sense of Congress and to reflect in its 
findings the current situation in Poland. 
Conditions tor sale or other transfer of F-15 

aircraft to Saudi Arabia (sec. 1306) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 937> that would make the sale or 
other transfer of F-15 aircraft by the 
United States to Saudi Arabia subject to the 
following conditions: <1> any such F-15 air
craft shall be limited to models A, B, C, and 
D; (2) no F-15E aircraft with a ground 
attack capability shall be sold or transferred 
and existing Saudi aircraft shall not be up
graded to that capability; and <3> Saudi 
Arabia shall not possess more than 60 F-15 
aircraft at any time. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment to 
authorize the President to waive the condi
tions for the sale or other transfer of F-15 
aircraft to Saudi Arabia if the President cer
tifies to the Congress that such action is 
necessary in the national interest. 

Restriction on sale ot arms to certain na-
tions (sec. 1307) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 932) that would prohibit the sale 
of arms by the United States to Saudi 
Arabia or to any other nation in the Middle 
East which has procured Chinese-made 
CSS-2 missiles unless the President has first 
certified to the Congress that such nation 
does not have chemical, biological, or nucle
ar warheads for such missiles. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with four amend
ments. The House amendments were to: 

< 1) equally direct the requirements of the 
Senate provision to all nations by deleting 
references to any individual nation; 
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(2) broaden the category of missiles to in

clude all intermediate-range, Chinese-made 
missiles; 

<3> require a one-time certification from 
the President prior to the sale of arms to 
such nations and a prompt notification from 
the President of any evidence that such 
nation has subsequently acquired chemical, 
biological, or nuclear warheads for its inter
mediate-range, Chinese-made missiles; and 

< 4) make the provision apply solely during 
fiscal year 1989. 
Philippine bases fsec. 1308) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 930) that would require the Secre
tary of Defense to transmit to the Congress 
a study of the costs and benefits of main
taining U.S. military bases in the Philip
pines and of relocating those bases to alter
native countries. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment to 
clarify the terms of the study to be pre
pared by the Secretary of Defense. 
Assessment of security of United States fa-

cilities in the Philippines fsec. 1309) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

948) that would require the Secretary of De
fense to provide to Congress an annual as
sessment of security at U.S. bases in the 
Philippines. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with a technical 
amendment. 
Authorizing economic sanctions against 

Ethiopia fsec. 1310) 
The Senate bill contained a provision <sec

tion 949) that would condemn the Govern
ment of Ethiopia for its use of food as a 
weapon and its human rights record. It 
would also urge the Government of Ethio
pia to allow foreign relief personnel to 
return to the northern part of Ethiopia and 
to allow the international relief campaign to 

resume, and would call on the rebel groups 
to cease attacks on relief vehicles. The pro
vision would strongly urge the President to 
impose economic sanctions on the Govern
ment of Ethiopia if it engages in certain 
policies, including forced resettlement, 
denial of international relief to persons at 
risk because of famine, and seizure of inter
national relief assets. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate provision was identical to a 
provision favorably reported by the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee. Therefore, the 
House recedes, with an amendment to ter
minate the authority granted by the section 
on June 1, 1990, and with technical amend
ments. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

Soviet prisoners of war in Afghanistan 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

304) that would find, among other things, 
that the Administration had not established 
a mechanism whereby Soviet defectors and 
prisoners of war in Afghanistan are provid
ed an opportunity to seek political asylum 
in the West. The provision would also ex
press the sense of Congress that the Presi
dent should establish such a mechanism, 
grant asylum to eligible Soviet defectors, es
tablish a framework using private and 
public resources to assist Soviet defectors 
adjust to life in the United States, and 
direct that the Afghan resistance and Soviet 
defectors and prisoners of war in Afghani
stan be informed of these programs. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees believe that the United 

States should assist Soviet defectors and 
prisoners of war in Afghanistan to the maxi
mum extent practicable. But the conferees 
also note that the Administration has, in 
fact, established a mechanism for processing 
those Soviet defectors and prisoners of war 

who seek refugee status in the United 
States. Other organizations, including the 
Red Cross and the Government of Pakistan, 
have established programs to assist refugees 
and Soviet defectors and prisoners of war. 
With respect to granting refugee status, the 
President already has adequate authority. 
Therefore, this provision is not necessary. 
Nevertheless, the conferees urge the Admin
istration to increase its efforts to assist 
Soviet defectors and prisoners of war in Af
ghanistan. 
Enforcement of the Helsinki Final Act 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 938) that would require that no 
country which did not have Most-Favored 
Nation status by May 1, 1988, could be 
granted this status unless the President cer
tifies that the country is in complete or sub
stantially complete compliance with the 
human rights and humanitarian affairs pro
visions of the Final Act of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe <also 
known as "the Helsinki Final Act.") 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
TITLE XIV-DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 
PART A-NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

The House bill, Division C, Title I, Part A, 
would authorize appropriations for Depart
ment of Energy National Security programs 
in the total amount of $8,135 million. The 
Senate amendment, Division C, Title XXXI, 
Part A, would authorize $8,165.796 million 
for this purpose. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $8,135 million. 

The amended budget request, the authori
zations contained in the House bill, the au
thorizations contained in the Senate amend
ment, and the conference agreement are 

. presented in the following tables. 



1-' 
~ 
~ 

Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Progr~ 00 
00 

[Miounts in mill ions] 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Progran Authorization Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation 

Weapons Activities ........................... 4256.941 0.000 22.296 -14.000 4242.941 
Operating Expenses ....................... 3567.629 0.000 40.296 0.000 3567.629 
Construct ion ............................. 417.058 0.000 -18.000 -14.000 403.058 
Capital Equipment ........................ 272.254 0.000 0.000 0.000 272.254 

n 
Materials Production ......................... 2016.759 0.000 -21.500 -16.000 2000.759 0 

Operating Expenses ....................... 1572.772 0.000 -21.500 -16.000 1556.772 z 
G1 Construct ion ............................. 341.487 0.000 0.000 0.000 341.487 ~ 

Capital Equipment ........................ 102.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 102.500 tr.l 
ell 
ell 
looo4 

Defense Waste and Environmental Restoration .. 936.500 35.000 50.000 50.000 986.500 0 
Operating Expenses ....................... 689.624 30.000 50.000 50.000 739.624 z 

> Construct ion ............................. 194.160 5.000 0.000 0.000 194.160 rc 
Capital Equipment ......................•. 52.716 0.000 0.000 0.000 52.716 ~ 

tr.l 
n 

Verification and Control Technology .......... 139.600 0.000 15.000 15.000 154.600 0 
Operating Expenses ....................... 131.200 0.000 15.000 15.000 146.200 ~ 

0 Capital Equipment ..•..................... 8.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.400 I 
=c 

Nuclear Safeguards and Seeurity .............. ~.200 0.000 0.000 0.000 ~.200 0 
Opera t i ng Expenses ...•................... 75.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 75.400 c 

ell 
Capital Equipment ........................ 4.~ 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.~ tr.l 

Security Investigations ...................... 40.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 40.000 
Operating Expenses ....................... 40.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 40.000 

Naval Reactors Development ................... 630.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 630.000 
Operating Expenses ....................... 555.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 555.400 
Construct ion ............................. 26.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 26.600 
Capital Equipment ........................ 48.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 48.000 ? 
TOTAL .................................... 8100.000 35.000 65.796 35.000 8135.000 ~ 

--~ 
....... 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs 
(Amounts in millions] 

Progran 

Operating Expenses 

~ ACTIVITIES 
Research and Development ..................• 

Inertial Confinement Fusion .......•...... 
Testing .................................... 
Nuc Dir Energy DT ................... 
Production and Surveillance ................ 
Progran Direction •....•..........•......... 

Weapons Progran ..........•............... 
Ccmruni ty Aaa iatance ....................• 

Total, Weapons Activities .••....•.. •..... 

~TERIALS PfDU:TIOO 
Reactor Ope rat ions ...•..................... 

N Reactor ........................... 
Processing of Nuclear Materials ............ 

Special Isotope Separation ............... 
Supporting Services ........................ 
Enriched Material .......................... 

Naval Reactors Uranium Enrichment ........ 
Progran Direction .•........................ 

Total, Materials Production .............. 

FY 1989 
Authorization 

Request 

1052.546 
(155.5:1)) 

524.238 
(252.254) 
1909.445 

81.400 
(72.166) 
(9.234) 

3567.629 

603.976 
(158.600) 

511.717 
(72.300) 
259.679 
169.000 

(169.000) 
28.400 

1572.772 

House 
Olange to 

Request 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(-40.000) 

0.000 
0.000 

(0.000) 
(0.000) 

0.000 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.000 

0.000 

Senate 
<ll•ge to 
Request 

23.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
(-8.000) 

0.000 
23.296 

(0.000) 
(23.296) 

40.296 

-21.500 
(-21.500) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.000 

-21.500 

Conference 
<ll•ge to 
Request 

23.000 
(O.CXlO) 

0.000 
(-23.000) 

0.000 
0.000 

(0.000) 
(0.000) 

0.000 

-16.000 
(-16.000) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

0.000 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.000 

-16.000 

Conference 
Authori

zation 

1052.546 
(155.530) 

524.238 
(229.254) 
1909.445 

81.400 
(72.166) 
(9.234) 

3567.629 

587.976 
(142.600) 

511.717 
(72.300) 
259.679 
169.000 

(169.000) 
28.400 

1556.772 

{} 

0 z 
~ 
~ 
~ 
rJl 
rJl 
1-4 

0 z 
> 
t-C 

~ 
~ 
{} 
0 
~ 
0 
I 
=c 
0 
c 
rJl 
~ 

"""" ~ 
CoO 
00 
CoO 



Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs ~ 
~ 

[.Amounts in millions] ~ 
~ = 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Prognrn Authorization O.ange to O.ange to O.ange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation 

Operating Expenses (continued) 

DEFENSE W&.STE ANl DNIJDMNTAL RESTORATI~ 
Environmental Restoration .................. 120.925 18.000 50.000 50.000 170.925 
Waste Operations and Projects .............. 532.042 12.000 0.000 0.000 532.042 
Waste Research and Development .........•... 58.460 0.000 0.000 0.000 58.460 
Hazardous Waste and Compliance Technology .. 8.377 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.377 (1 
Transportation Mlnagement ...............•.. 9.720 0.000 0.000 0.000 9.720 0 
Progrcm Direct ion ............•..•......•.•. 3.100 0.000 0.000 D.OOO 3.100 z 

~ Use of Prior Year AEDA Balances .•.......•.• -43.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -43.000 ~ 
tr:l 
rJl 
rJl 
~ 

Total, Defense ~ste & Environ. Restor ..• 689.624 30.000 50.000 50.000 739.624 0 z 
VERIFICATI~ ANl mmn. TEONX.OGY > 

t""4 
Ver4fication and Control Technology .....••. 131.200 0.000 15.000 15.000 146.200 

~ 
tr:l 

Total, Verification & Control Tech ..•.... 131.200 0.000 15.000 15.000 146.200 (1 

0 
~ 

NXLEAR SAFEWJI>S ANl SECLIUTY tj 
Nuclear Safeguards and Security ........•..• 75.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 75~400 I 

=c 
Total, Nuclear Safeguards and Security 75.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 75.400 0 

~ 
rJl 

SECUUTY ltMSTIGATim5 40.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 40.000 tr:l 

~VAL REACTOOS DEVELm.£NT 
Plant Development ..••..•....•.•..........•. 83.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 83.000 
Reactor Oevelopnent .............•....•..•.. 236.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 236.700 
Reactor Operation and Evaluation •.......... 222.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 222.700 
Progrcm Direction ..... · ............. ......... 13.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.000 
lkldistributed Reduct ion .................... 

Total, Naval Reactors Development ........ 555.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 555.400 ? 
q-

TOTAL, DOE DEFENSE ACTIVITIES "'~ 

OPERATING EXPENSES ..................... 6632.025 30.000 83.796 49.000 6681.025 ........ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



? 
Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs ~ 

[Amounts in millions] 
~ 
......... 
~ 
Co 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference Co 

Progran Authorization Olange to OIMge to O!Mge to Authori-
Request Request Request Request zation 

Plant and Capital Equipment 

~ ACTIVITIES 

89-0-101, general plant projects, n 
various 1 ocat ions ..........••...•••......•• 26.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 2&.500 0 z 
89-D-121, general plant projects, 

~ 
~ 

various locations ...•...•.....••...•....••. 29.194 0.000 0.000 0.000 29.194 t!j 
(J) 
(J) 
"""'4 

89-D-122, production waste storage 0 
facilities, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, z 

> Tennessee .................•.....•....•.•... 2.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.000 t-'4 

89-D-125, plutonium recovery modification ~ 
n 

project (Bldg. 371), Rocky Flats Plant, 0 
Golden, Colorado ........................... 18.000 0.000 -18.000 -14.000 4.000 ~ 

0 
I 

89-0-126, environmental, safety, and =r: 
health upgrade, Phase II, Mbund Plant, 0 
Miamisburg, Ohio ........•..........•....... 0.800 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.800 e 

(J) 
t!j 

88-0-102, sanitary wastewater systems 
consolidation, los Alamos National 
laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico ......... 7.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.600 

88-0-103, seismic upgrade, Building 111, 
Lawrence livennore National Laboratory, 
livermore, California ...................... 5.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.400 

88-D-104, safeguards and security upgrade, 
Phase II, Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
Los Alamos, New Mexico ..................... 7.300 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.300 

~ 
~ 
(C 
(C 
~ 



"""' Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs ~ 
c.c 

(Amounts in millions] c.c 
~ 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Prognm Authorization Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-

Request Request Requeat Requeat zation 

Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) 

~ACTIVITIES (continued) 

88-D-105, apecial nuclear material• research 
and development laboratory replacement, n 
los Alamos National laboratory, los Alamos, 0 
Newt-texico ......•................•.......•. 22.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 22.000 z 

~ 
~ 

88-D-106, nuclear weapon• research, ~ 
rJl 

development, and testing facilities rJl ....... 
revitalization, Phase II, various locations 72.352 0.000 0.000 0.000 72.352 0 z 
88-D-122, facilities capability assurance > rc 
progran, varioua locations ................. 79.341 0.000 0.000 0.000 79.341 ~ 

~ n 
88-D-123, security enhancements, Pantex 0 
Plant, Jmarillo, Texas ...................... 7.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.500 ~ 

0 

88-D-124, fire protection upgrade, various 
I 
=c 

locations ...........................•...•.. 6.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.500 0 c 
rJl 

88-D-125, high explosive machining facility, ~ 

Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas .........•.... 13.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.000 

88-D-126, personnel radiological monitoring 
laboratories, various locations ............ 5.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.000 

87-0-104, safeguards and security enhance-
ment, Phase II, lawrence Livermore National 
laboratory, livennore, California .......... 8.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.500 ? 
87-0-122, short-range attack missile II ~ 

.. ~ 
(S~ II) warhead production facilities, ........ 
various locations .......................... 26.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 26.000 ~ Oo 

Oo 



? 
Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programa ~ 

[Amounts in millions] ~ 
~-..... 
~ 

House 
Oo 

FY 1989 Senate Conference Conference Oo 

Prog~an Authorization Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-
Request Request Request Request zation 

Plant and Capital Equipnent (continued) 

~ACTIVITIES (continued) 

86-D-103, decontanination and waste n 
treatment facility, lawrence Livennore 0 
National Laboratory, Livennore, California. 12.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 12.000 z 

~ 
:=a 

86-0-104, strategic defenses facility, ~ 
fJ) 

Sandia National Laboratories, fJ) 
1-4 

Albuquerque, New Mexico ...•..•............. 3.237 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.237 0 z 
86-D-123, environmental hazards > r-c 
elimination, various locations .....••...... 5.203 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.203 :=a 

~ n 
86-D-130, tritium loading facility 0 
replacement, Savannah River Plant, :=a 

0 Aiken, South Carolina ........•............. 31.fm 0.000 0.000 0.000 31.al0 I 
:I: 

85-D-102, nuclear weapons research, 0 
development, and testing facilities c 

fJ) 
revitalization, Phase I, various ~ 

locations .....•............•...•.........•. &.fm 0.000 0.000 0.000 &.fm 

85-D-105, combined device assembly 
facility, Nevada Teat Site, Nevada ......... 12.200 0.000 0.000 0.000 12.200 

85-D-112, enriched uranium recovery 
improvements, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee .................................. 1.281 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.281 

84-0-124, environmental Vnprovements, Y-12 
Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee ................ 4.775 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.775 1-' 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 



....... 
~ 
(,C 
(,C 
~ 

Fiscal Year .1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs 
[.6mounta in mill ions] 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Progran Authorization Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation 

Plant and Capital Equipnent (continued) 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES (continued) 

~ 
84-D-211, safeguards and site security 0 
upgrading, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, z 

~ 
Tennessee .................................. 2.775 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.775 ~ 

t.r1 
rJ'J 
rJ'J 
1-4 

Total, Weapons Activities ................ 417.058 0.000 -18.000 -14.000 403.058 0 
z 
> 
t""4 

Plant and Capital Equipnent (continued) ~ 
t.r1 
~ 

~TERIALS PfOlJCTICH 0 
~ 

89-D-140, additional separations safeguards, 
tj 

I 
Savannah River, South Carolina ............. 5.3)0 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.3)0 :I: 

0 
89-D-141, ~area waste disposal, c:: 

rJ'J 
Savannah River, South Carolina ......•.•••.. 3.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.600 t.r1 

89-D-142, reactor effluent cooling water 
thennal mitigation, Savannah River, 
South Carol ina ..................•••........ 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 

89-D-146, general plant projects, 
various locations .••.................•..... 35.260 0.000 0.000 0.000 35.260 

89-D-148, improved reactor spray system, ? 
~ design only, Savannah River, South Carolina 2.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.000 ... ~ 
~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programa ? [Amounts in millions] ~ 
~ 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference ........ 
Progran Authorization 0\ange to 0\ange to 0\ange to Authori- ~ 

Oo 

Request Request Request Request zation Oo 

Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) 

Ml\TERIALS PIDlJCTIOO (continued) 

88-D-153, additional reactor safeguards, 
Savannah River, South Carolina ..•.•.••.•..• 5.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.700 

n 
88-D-154, new production reactor, 0 z design only, site to be detennined ......... 35.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 35.000 ~ 

:::a 
87-0-152, environmental protection tr:l 

00 
plantwide, Savannah River, South Carolina .. 2.224 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.224 

00 
~ 

0 
87-0-159, environmental, health, and safety z 

> 
improvements, Phases I, II, & Ill, Feed t-C 

~terials Production Center, Fernald, Ohio. 50.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 50.000 :::a 
tr:l 
n 

86-0-148, special isotope separation 0 
:::a project, Idaho Falls, Idaho ..•....•.•..•... 28.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 28.000 0 
I 

86-0-149, productivity retention program, ::c 
Phases I, II, III, & IV, various locations. 72.140 0.000 0.000 0.000 72.140 0 

c:: 
00 

86-0-152, reactor electrical distribution tr:l 

system, Savannah River, South Carolina ..•.. 6.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.000 

86-0-156, plantwide safeguards systems, 
Savannah River, South Carolina .......•.•••. 12.800 0.000 0.000 0.000 12.mo 

85-D-139, fuel processing restoration, 
Idaho Fuels Processing Facility, Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho ..... 65.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 65.000 

84-D-134, safeguards and security improve-
"""' ments, plantwide, Savannah River, South ~ 
<.C 

Carolina ................................... 11.584 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.584 <.C 
Q1 



I-' 

Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programa ~ 
CD 
~ [.Amounts in millions] ~ 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Progran Authorization Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation 

Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) 

M\TERIALS PRXLCTICW (continued) 

82-D-124, restoration of production 
capabilities, Phases II, III, IV and V, n 
various locations ....•..................... 5.879 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.879 0 z 

~ 
~ 

Total, Mlteriah Production ...........•.... 341.487 0.000 0.000 0.000 341.487 
tr:l 
(I} 
(I} 
~ 

0 z 
Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) > 

~ 

DEFENSE ~TE AHl eNIIOMNTAL RESTORATICW ~ 
tr:l 
n 

89-0-170, general plant projects, 0 
~ various 1 ocat ions ...•................•..... 28.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 28.000 0 
I 

89-0-171, Idaho National Engineering ~ 
Laboratory road renovation, Idaho .....•.•.. 4.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.000 0 

c 
(I} 

89-0-172, Hanford environmental compliance, tr:l 

Richland, Washington .............•.•....... 12.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 12.000 

89-0-173, tank fann ventilation upgrade, 
Richland, Washington .•...................•. 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 

89-D-174, replacement high level waste 
evaporator, Savannah River, South Carolina. 3.520 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.520 

? 
89-D-175, hazardous waste/mixed waste ~ 
disposal facility, Savannah River, ... ~ 
South Carol ina .... . ........................ 3.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.500 ~ 

~ 
Oo 



Fhcal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programa ? 
[knounh in millions] ~ 

~ 
FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference ........ 

Prognrn Authorization 0\ange to 0\ange to 0\ange to Authori- ~ 
Oo 

Request Request Request Request zation Oo 

Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) 

DEFENSE W&STE N'lJ BNIJUMNTAL RESTOAATI~ (continued) 

88-0-173, Hanford waste vitrification plant, 
Richland, Washington ....................... 22.500 5.000 0.000 0.000 22.500 

87-0-173, 242~ evaporator crystallizer 
n 
0 

upgrade, Richland, Washington ..•..........• 1.944 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.944 z 
~ 

87-D-177, test reactor •rea liquid radio- ~ 
tr1 

active waste cleanup system, Phase III, en en 
Idaho ~tional Engineering Laboratory, l-ot 

0 
Idaho .............................•........ 0.911 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.911 z 

> 
87-D-180, burial ground expansion, t-'4 

Savannah River, South Carolina .....•....... 2.068 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.068 ~ 
tr1 
n 

87-0-181, diversion box and pump pit 0 
containment buildings, Savannah River, ~ 

tj 
South Carol ina ............................. 6.371 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.371 I 

~ 
86-D-174, low-level waste processing 0 
and shipping system, Feed Materials c en 
Production Center, Fernald, Ohio ..•........ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 tr1 

86-D-175, Idaho National Engineering 
laboratory security upgrade, Idaho ......... 2.084 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.084 

83-0-148, non-radioactive hazardous waste 
management, Savannah River, South Carolina. 13.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.0()0 

81-T-105, defense waste processing 
facll Hy, Savannah River, South Carolina ... 92.462 0.000 0.000 0.000 92.462 

~ 

Total, Defense Waste & Environ. Restor ... 194.160 5.000 0.000 0.000 194.160 a') 
cc cc 
~ 



"""' ~ 
Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programa c.c c.c 

[hoounts in millions] 00 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Progran Aut hori zat ion Olange to Olange to Olange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation 

Plant and Capital Equipment (continued) 

KA.VAL REACT~ DEVELCR.£NT 

89-N-101, general plant projects, 
various locations .......................... 7.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 7.000 n 

0 
z 

89-N-102, heat transfer test facility, G1 
Knolls Atamic Power Laboratory, Niskayuna, ~ 

trJ 
New York ................••................. 2.lm 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.lm 00 

00 
~ 

0 
89-N-103, advanced test reactor modifications, z 
Test Reactor Area, Idaho National > 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho .............. 1.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.600 

~ 

~ 
trJ 

89-N-104, power systan upgrade, Naval n 
0 

Reactors Facility, Idaho ................... 0.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.600 ~ 
~ 

BShN-102, expended core facility receiving I 
station, Naval Reactors Facility, Idaho .... 5.900 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.900 =c 

0 
c 

BShN-103, material handling and storage 00 
trJ 

modifications, Knolls Atamic Power 
Laboratory, Niskayuna, New York .•......•... 2.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.700 

BShN-104, prototype availability facilities, 
Kesselring Site, Knolls Atamic Power 
Laboratory, west Milton, New York .......... 6.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.000 

Total, Naval Reactors Development ........ 26.600 0.000 0.000 0.000 26.600 

? 
TOTAL, OOE DEFENSE ACTIVITIES ~ 

PLANT CONSTRUCTION .........•........... 979.305 5.000 -18.000 -14.000 965.305 .. ~ 
"-
~ 
Oo 



Fiscal Year 1989 Department of Energy National Security Programs 
[Amounts in millions] 

FY 1989 House Senate Conference Conference 
Progran Authorization O.ange to O.Mge to O.ange to Authori-

Request Request Request Request zation n 
0 z 
G1 

CAP IT AI.. EWIMNT ~ 
Weapons Activities ..•.............••.•..•.. 272.254 0.000 0.000 0.000 272.254 tr:l 

Cll 

Nuclear Directed Energy Weapons .......... (17 .509) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (17.509) Cll 
loo-4 

Inertial Confinement Fusion ...•••.....•.• (8.240) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (8.240) 0 z Materials Production ....................... 102.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 102.500 > 
Defense Waste & Envi ronnenta 1 Restorat-ion .. 52.716 0.000 0.000 0.000 52.716 r-c 
Verification and Control Technology ••..•... 8.400 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.400 ~ 

Nuclear Safeguards and Security •....•.•..•• 4.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 4.000 tr:l 
n 

Naval Reactors Development ...•......•....•• 48.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 48.000 0 
~ 
t=' 

TOTAL. OOE DEFENSE ACTIVITIES I 
CAPITAL EWift,£Jff •.........•...••....•• 488.670 0.000 0.000 0.000 488.670 ::t 

0 
c 
Cll 

Subtotal. DOE Operating Expenses .••....•• 6632.025 30.000 83.796 49.000 6681.025 tr:l 

Subtotal. DOE Plant Construction ..••.•..• 979.305 5.000 -18.000 -14.000 965.305 
Subtotal. DOE Capital Equipment ....••..•. 488.670 0.000 0.000 0.000 488.670 

TOTAL. OOE DEFENSE ACTIVITIES ............ 8100.000 35.000 65.798 35.000 8135.000 



17000 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
Operating expenses (sec. 1401) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
3111> that would authorize $6,622.025 mil
lion for operating expenses. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3101) that would authorize 
$6,715.821 million for operating expenses. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $6,681.025 million for operating expenses. 
Plant and capital equipment (sec. 1402) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
3112> that would authorize $984.305 million 
for plant construction and $488.670 million 
for capital equipment. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3102> that would authorize 
$961.305 million for plant construction and 
$488.670 million for capital equipment. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $965.305 million for plant construction 
and $488.670 million for capital equipment. 
Operating expenses related to N reactor 

The amended budget request included 
$168.6 million for operating expenses at the 
N Reactor, for which a decision was made in 
February 1988 to place in cold standby in 
February 1988. 

The House bill would authorize the 
amounts requested. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$147.1 million for operating expenses at the 
NReactor. 

The conferees agreed to authorize $152.6 
million for operating expenses at N Reactor. 
$14.3 million of the reduction is to come 
from funds budgeted for tritium contingen
cy pre-engineering work. 
Defense waste and environmental r~stora

tion 
The amended budget request contained 

$120.925 million for environmental restora
tion activities at all Department of Energy 
defense facilities. 

The House bill would authorize $138.925 
million for environmental restoration activi
ties, with the increase of $18 million provid
ed for environmental restoration activities 
at Hanford, Washington. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$170.925 million for environmental restora
tion activities at all Department of Energy 
defense facilities. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $170.925 million for environmental resto
ration activities and intend that the in
crease of $50 million over the budget re
quest be applied to the highest priority 
projects at Department of Energy defense 
facilities, including, to the extent the Secre
tary of Energy deems appropriate, projects 
at Hanford, Washington. The conferees' ap
proval of an increase of $50 million reflects 
the high priority that is placed on the 
clean-up of Department of Energy defense 
facilities. 
Funding limitations: Strategic Defense Ini

tiative (sec. 1403) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3113(a)) that would limit the funds appro
priated to the Department of Energy for 
fiscal year 1989 for the Strategic Defense 
Initiative <SDD to $245 million. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3103(a)) that would limit the 
funds for the Strategic Defense Initiative to 
$279 million. 

The conferees agree to a provsion that 
would limit the funds authorized to the De
partment of Energy for fiscal year 1989 for 
SDI to $262 million. The conferees observe 
that the conferee agreement contains a pro
vision (sec. 1424(b)) that would authorize 

the Secretary of Defense to transfer up to 
$100 million of funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for fiscal year 1989 
for the Strategic Defense Initiative to the 
Department of Energy for the nuclear di
rected energy research program in support 
of SDI. 
Funding limitations: inertial conJinement 

fusion program (sec. 1403) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3113(b)) that would require that not less 
than $163.77 million of funds appropriated 
for fiscal year 1989 be used for the defense 
inertial confinement fusion <ICF> program. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3103<b» that would require that 
not more than $163.77 million of funds ap
propriated for fiscal year 1989 be used for 
the defense inertial confinement fusion pro
gram and that not less than $16.8 million of 
such amount be used for entering into a 
contract with KMS Fusion, Inc. 

The conferees agree that $163.77 million 
of funds appropriated for fiscal year 1989 be 
used for the defense inertial confinement 
fusion program. The conferees also agree 
that within this amount, $16.8 million 
should be available for entering into a con
tract with KMS Fusion, Inc. and that $12.9 
million should be available for ICF research 
program activities at the University of 
Rochester. 
Funding limitation: special isotope separa

tion project (sec. 1403) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3133(e)) that would prohibit the obligation 
or expenditure of funds for site preparation 
for the Special Isotope Separation <SIS> 
project prior to March 1, 1989 and would re
quire the Secretary of Energy to submit a 
report to Congress by March 1, 1989 includ
ing assessments and determinations on vari
OuS aspects of the SIS project. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3103<f» that would prohibit the 
obligation or expenditure of funds for site 
preparation for the SIS project prior to 
March 1, 1989. The Senate report <S. Rept. 
100-326) required the Secretary of Energy 
to submit a report by March 1, 1989 includ
ing two of the items contained in the House 
bill: <1 > an assessment of the adequacy of 
the SIS technology for transition to routine 
production operations, and (2) a certifica
tion that the designated location is consist
ent with the Department of Energy study 
on the modernization of the nuclear materi
als complex and with the projected long
term need for additional sources of weapons 
grade plutonium. 

The House recedes. The conferees agreed 
to prohibit the obligation or expenditure of 
funds for site preparation for the SIS 
project prior to March 1, 1989. The confer
ees also agreed that not later than March 1, 
1989, the Secretary of Energy shall submit 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives an un
classified report <with a classified appendix 
as necessary> on the SIS project. The report 
shall include the following: 

1. An assessment of the adequacy of the 
SIS technology for transition to safe, rou
tine production operations at the designated 
Idaho site; 

2. A comparison of the cost, technical risk, 
and availability of feedstock materials for 
SIS with the cost, technical risk, and avail
ability of feedstock materials for other proc
esses for obtaining weapons-grade plutoni
um, including recycling plutonium from re
tired warheads, blending supergrade pluto
nium with fuel grade plutonium, scrap re-

co very, and the use of reactors in the De
partment of Energy complex for plutonium 
production; 

3. A certification that the designated loca
tion of the production-scale SIS plant is 
consistent with the recommendations of the 
Department of Energy study on the mod
ernization of the nuclear materials complex, 
and with the projected long-term need for 
additional sources of weapons-grade plutoni
um. 

4. A description of the specific sources and 
quantity of feed materials available for the 
SIS project facility over the expected eco
nomic lifetime of that facility. 
Funding limitation: plutonium recovery 

modification project (sec. 1403) 
The amended budget request include $18 

million for Project 89-D-125, the Plutonium 
Recovery Modification Project, at Rocky 
Flats, Colorado. 

The House bill would authorize the 
amounts requested. 

The Senate amendment would not author
ize the modification project for fiscal year 
1989. 

The conferees agree to authorize $4 mil
lion for Project 89-D-125 and have included 
a provision that provides that such funds 
may not be obligated or expended until the 
later of (1) February 15, 1989; or <2> 60 cal
endar days after Congress has received the 
report on modernization of the Department 
of Energy defense complex as required by 
section 3132 of the Department of Energy 
National Security and Military Applications 
of Nuclear Energy Authorization Act of 
1988 <Public Law 100-180). 

PART B-RECURRING GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Limits on construction projects (sec. 1423) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 3123) that would apply limitations 
only to construction projects that have been 
authorized. 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
2123> that would apply limitations to all 
construction projects. 

The Senate recedes. 
Funds available for national security pro

grams (sec. 1427) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 3127> that would, subject to provi
sions in appropriations acts, make amounts 
appropriated for management and support 
activities and for general plant projects 
available when necessary for all national se
curity programs of the Department of 
Energy, and would subject the use of such 
funds in connection with all national securi
ty programs of the Department of Energy 
to the reprogramming provisions contained 
in section 3121 of the Senate amendment. 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
3127> that would, subject only to provisions 
in appropriations acts, make amounts ap
propriated for management and support ac
tivities and for general plant projects avail
able when necessary for all national securi
ty programs of the Department of Energy. 

The House recedes. 
PART C-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Review of the inertial conJinement fusion 
program (sec. 1431) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
3131) that would direct the Secretary of 
Energy to establish a Program Review 
Group on Intertial Confinement Fusion 
<ICF>, which would review the accomplish
ments, management, goals, and anticipated 
contributions of the ICF program. The 
Review Group would submit two reports to 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 17001 
the Secretary of Energy and to the Con
gress containing recommendations on prior
ities for future work in the ICF program. 
An interim report would be submitted 
before January 15, 1990 and a final report 
before September 15, 1990. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3131> that would direct the Secre
tary of Energy to request the National 
Academy of Sciences to conduct a review of 
the ICF program which would include <1 > 
an assessment of the accomplishments, 
management, and goals of the ICF program, 
including an assessment of the most promis
ing technology for continuing the program; 
(2) an assessment of the potential benefits 
of the ICF program under alternative nucle
ar testing regimes; and <3> an assessment of 
the budgetary priority of the ICF program 
relative to the core research and develop
ment <R&D> program. An interim report 
would be submitted to the Secretary of 
Energy and to the Congress by January 15, 
1990, and a final report would be submitted 
by September 15, 1990. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to a provision that 
would direct the Secretary of Energy to es
tablish a Review Group to conduct the first 
two assessments contained in the Senate 
provision. The Group will be required to 
submit an interim and final report to the 
Secretary and to Congress together with 
recommendations regarding priorities for 
future work in the ICF program. The Secre
tary will be required to review the interim 
and final report of the Review Group and 
submit an assessment of the budgetary pri
ority of the ICF program in relation to that 
of the core R&D programs to the Congress 
not later than 30 days after receiving the 
Review Group's report. 
Assistance to communities affected by clos

ing of N Reactor (sec. 1432) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3133) that would authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to make grants, conclude coopera
tive agreements, and supplement funds 
made available under Federal programs ad
ministered by agencies other than the De
partment of Defense in order to assist com
munities affected by the closure of the N 
Reactor. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 3135) that would, in addi
tion to giving the Secretary of Defense the 
authority to make grants, conclude coopera
tive agreements, and supplement funds 
made available under Federal programs ad
ministered by agencies other than the De
parmtent of Defense in order to assist State 
and local governments in planning and sup
porting community adjustments required by 
the closure of N Reactor, authorize the De
partment of Energy to reimburse the DoD 
for such activities. 

The Senate recedes. 
Review of waste isolation pilot plant in New 

Mexico 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 3133) that would establish an inde
pendent scientific review group for the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant <WIPP> in New 
Mexico, to be known as the Environmental 
Evaluation Group <EEG > and would require 
that the Secretary of Energy enter into an 
agreement for the financial support of the 
EEG. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 
· The House conferees were concerned that 

a separate evaluation group for WIPP is du
plicative of the functions of the Safety 

Oversight Board established by Sec. 3141. 
The Senate conferees noted that: < 1 > an 
evaluation group has been in operation for a 
number of years pursuant to agreements 
reached between the State ·of New Mexico 
and the Department of Energy; (2) that it 
would take a period of time for the Board to 
become fully operational; <3> that within 
the State of New Mexico the Board would 
be viewed primarily as a replacement for 
the oversight functions presently being con
ducted by the National Academy of Sci
ences; and <4> that the continuation of the 
evaluation group was an important element 
in maintaining public confidence in the safe 
operation of WIPP in the State of New 
Mexico. 

The conferees agree to a provision that 
would require that the Department of 
Energy contract with the New Mexico Insti
tute of Mining and Technology for the con
tinued funding of an independent evalua
tion group. The funding for the group 
would be subject to annual Congressional 
review. 

The conferees recognize that the oper
ation of the evaluation group within the 
State of New Mexico provides a direct and 
local input to public officials and to private 
citizens of the State and that the continu
ation of that relationship is important. The 
conferees intend to maintain close and con
tinuing contact with state and local govern
ment and citizens groups in New Mexico. 

The conferees note that approximately 
$700 million has been expended construct
ing WIPP, that the Administration has 
budgeted $43 million from prior year De
partment of Energy Defense Programs un
obligated balances for payment to the State 
of New Mexico during fiscal year 1989 for 
road improvements in the State of New 
Mexico, and that by this section a unique 
oversight arrangement is being continued, 
yet legislation that would implement land 
withdrawal and clear a major obstacle to 
the actual placement of waste at WIPP has 
not been enacted. The Department of Ener
gy's plans contemplate that waste would 
begin to be moved to WIPP in October, 1988 
if the withdrawal is completed and remain
ing technical issues are resolved. The con
ferees are concerned that if the Department 
of Energy proceeds to disburse funds for 
road improvements prior to land withdrawal 
the funds may be wasted in that land with
drawal may continue to be delayed. Accord
ingly the conferees direct that disbursement 
of funds for road improvements be delayed 
until land is withdrawn. 
Hanford loaned executive program (sec. 

1434) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

3134) that would allow contractors of the 
Department of Energy at the Hanford Res
ervation to loan personnel to the Tri City 
Industrial Development Council and would 
require contractors to compensate such 
loaned personnel. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
New production reactor (sec. 1435) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
3113(d)) that would establish New Produc
tion Reactor <NPR> selection criteria for 
consideration by the Secretary of Energy. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3132> that would require a report 
on the Secretary's recommendation for a 
new production reactor not later than July 
31, 1988, and a subsequent report on ways to 
facilitate the earliest availability of an NPR. 

The House recedes. 
The conferees agree that the construction 

of an NPR on an urgent schedule should be 
the highest priority of the Department of 
Energy in meeting the future special mate
rial needs of our nuclear deterrent. The con
ferees further agree that the Congress 
should take no action that could potentially 
or actually delay the ongoing process that 
will make the NPR a reality, nor should it 
take any action to prejudge the outcome of 
the ongoing evaluation by the Department 
of Energy with respect to either technology 
or site selection. The conferees endorse the 
criteria being used by the Department of 
Energy's Energy Research Advisory Board 
<ERAB> in its analysis of potential technol
ogies for the NPR. 

The conferees recognize that the NPR 
provides an oppotunity to advance the level 
of safety and environmental protection as
sociated with defense program reactors, and 
believe that the Secretary should attach 
substantial weight to such factors in making 
his recommendations. 
Nuclear test ban readiness program (sec. 

1436) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

936) that would prohibit all funding for nu
clear tests with a yield in excess of one kilo
ton, provided that the Soviet Union accept
ed in-country verification and limited its 
testing to the same threshold. 

The Senate bill contained no similar pro
vision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to require that the 

Secretary of Energy establish and support a 
readiness program to assure that the United 
States is in a position to maintain the reli
ability and safety of its stockpile of existing 
nuclear weapons designs in the event that a 
low-threshold or comprehensive ban on nu
clear testing is negotiated within the frame
work agreed to by the United States and 
Soviet Union. The program shall also assure 
the continued deterrent effect of nuclear 
weapons through a vigorous program of re
search in areas related to nuclear weapons 
science and engineering. 

The conferees agree that the purposes of 
the readiness program are: to assure that 
stockpile reliability and safety are main
tained through a vigorous program of stock
pile inspection and non-explosive testing; to 
assure that specific materials, components, 
processes, and personnel required for there
manufacture of existing nuclear warheads 
or substitution of alternative nuclear war
heads remain available; and to assure that a 
vigorous program of research in areas relat
ed to nuclear weapons science and engineer
ing is maintained under a low-threshold or 
comprehensive test ban regime. The Secre
tary of Energy is required to submit an 
annual unclassified report to the Congress 
that describes the status of the readiness 
program. 
PART D-DOE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

SAFETY OVERSIGHT BOARD 
The House bill contained provisions (sees. 

3141-3150> that would establish a safety 
oversight board for Department of Energy 
defense nuclear facilities. 

The Senate amendment contained similar 
provisions (sees. 3141-3144) that would es
tablish a safety oversight board. A detailed 
explanation of the Senate provisions is con
tained in Senate Report 100-232. 

The conferees agree to the following pro
visions <sees. 1441 and 1442). 

Section 3142 of the Act amends the 
Atomic Energy of Act of 1954 <42 U .. S.C. 
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2011 et seq.) by adding a new chapter 21 en
titled "Defense Nuclear Safety Board." 

Section 311 of chapter 21 creates the 
Board, composed of five members appointed 
by the President with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. The Board members are 
required to be from civilian life and to be 
experts in the field of nuclear safety. The 
conferees believe that the President should 
ensure that the members of the Board col
lectively are sufficiently knowledgeable 
about the national security missions of the 
Department of Energy. They will serve stag
gered five-year terms of office to ensure 
continuity. Board members will be required 
to sever any significant financial relation
ships with DOE and its contractors prior to 
assuming office. 

Section 312 of chapter 21 sets forth the 
Board's main functions. 

Section 312<a>< 1) requires the Board to 
review and evaluate the content and imple
mentation of DOE standards relating to the 
design, construction, operation, and decom
missioning of defense nuclear facilities. The 
Board will recommend specific measures to 
ensure that public health and safety are 
adequately protected. "Adequate protec
tion" is the level of safety required of com
mercially licensed nuclear facilities <Atomic 
Energy Act sec. 182, 42 U.S.C. 2232.> The 
conferees believe that it is appropriate to re
quire the same general level of safety from 
DOE nuclear facilities as is required of com
mercial facilities. The conferees recognize 
that specific standards recommended by the 
Board for achieving adequate protection 
may not necessarily be the same as those 
applied to commercial facilities, to the 
extent that DOE and commercial facilities 
are significantly different. 

As applied to commercial facilities, the 
standard of adequate protection means 
"reasonable assurance that the health and 
safety of the public will not be endangered 
by the operation of the facility." <10 C.F.R. 
50.35(c)). Absolute certainty or perfect 
safety is not required. What constitutes 
"reasonable assurance of adequate protec
tion" is subject to change as the state of the 
nuclear safety art advances. The Board will 
be responsible for weighing such factors as 
technical feasibility, the risk of accidents, 
the record of past performance, the need for 
further improvement in nuclear safety, and 
other considerations. The conferees believe 
that such factors should be balanced by the 
Board when the adequate protection stand
ard is applied. 

The recent explication of the "adequate 
protection" concept by the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia is im
portant. In Union of Concerned Scientists v. 
NRC, 824 F.2d 108, 118 (D.C. Cir. 1987), the 
Court of Appeals held that under the ade
quate protection standard, the "NRC need 
ensure only an acceptable or adequate level 
of protection to public health and safety; 
the NRC need not demand that nuclear 
power plants present no risk of harm." The 
Court further stated that: 

The level of adequate protection need not, 
and almost certainly will not, be the level of 
"zero risk." This court long has held that 
the adequate-protection standard permits 
the acceptance of some level of risk. 

Section 312(a)(2) directs the Board to in
vestigate any event or practice at a DOE de
fense nuclear facility which the Board de
termines has adversely affected, or may ad
versely affect, public health and safety. 

Section 312<a><3> provides the Board with 
access to design and operational data, in
cluding safety analysis reports, from any 
DOE defense nuclear facility. 

Section 312(a)(4) provides that the Board 
shall review the design of new defense nu
clear facilities to ensure that the operation 
of each facility will adequately protect the 
public health and safety. The Board will 
also be required to review and monitor the 
execution of construction to ensure that the 
facility will adequately protect the public 
health and safety when completed. This sec
tion also provides that an action of the 
Board, or a failure to act, may not delay or 
prevent the Secretary of Energy from carry
ing out the construction of a new facility. 

Section 312(a)(5) provides that the Board 
will make recommendations to the Secre
tary of Energy with respect to DOE defense 
nuclear facilities as necessary to ensure the 
adequate protection of public health and 
safety. In making its recommendations, the 
Board is directed to consider technical and 
economic feasibility. 

Section 313(a) of chapter 21 provides the 
Board with the necessary powers to conduct 
hearings, including subpoena power to 
obtain witness testimony. The conferees 
expect that the Department of Energy and 
DOE contractors will cooperate with the 
Board, and the Board will not need to 
invoke statutory procedures to obtain infor
mation necessary to carrying out its func
tions. 

Section 313<b> permits the Board to hire 
staff and consultants, but limits staff to one 
hundred full-time equivalents. 

Section 313<c> allows the Board to pre
scribe regulations to carry out its responsi
bilities. 

Section 313(d) grants to the Board the 
power to establish reporting requirements 
for the Secretary of Energy that allow the 
Board to obtain the expert knowledge and 
advice of DOE. 

Section 313<e> allows the Board to make 
use of existing health and safety expertise 
within the Federal Government concerning 
DOE defense nuclear facilities. 

Section 313<f> allows the Board to receive 
assistance from the staff of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and the Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards. 

Section 313(g) allows the Board to seek 
the assistance of the National Research 
Council or other appropriate groups to 
assist the Board in carrying out its responsi
bilities. 

Section 313<h> allows the Board to station 
staff at any DOE defense nuclear facility to 
carry out the functions of the Board. 

Section 313(i) allows the Board to conduct 
special studies concerning adequate protec
tion of public health and safety at DOE de
fense nuclear facilities. 

Section 313(j) gives the Board the author
ity to evaluate information received from 
the scientific and industrial communities, as 
well as from the interested public. 

Section 314<a> of chapter 21 requires that 
the Secretary of Energy fully cooperate 
with the Board. Contractors operating DOE 
defense nuclear facilities shall cooperate to 
the extent provided by contract or other
wise with their consent. 

Section 314<b> allows the Secretary to 
deny access based on lack of need to know 
or clearance. 

Section 315 of chapter 21 establishes the 
procedures for making and implementing 
the recommendations of the Board. 

Section 315(a) applies to all recommenda
tions, except those relating to an imminent 
or severe threat to public health and safety, 
which are covered in section 315<g>. Recom
mendations subject to this section are re
quired to be made available to the public in 

the Department of Energy regional public 
reading rooms and to be published in the 
Federal Register. Thirty days are allowed 
for public comment. 

Section 315(b) requires the Secretary of 
Energy to transmit to the Board, within 45 
days unless more time is sought, a descrip
tion of the action to be taken in response to 
the Board's recommendations. The Secre
tary's response will be published in the Fed
eral Register. Thirty days are allowed for 
public comment. 

Section 315(c) requires the Board to fur
nish the Secretary with copies of all com
ments, views, data, and arguments submit
ted under sections 313 <a> and (b). 

Section 315(d) requires the Board, after 30 
days for public comment, to revise or reaf
firm its recommendations should the Secre
tary reject, in whole or in part, a recommen
dation of the Board. Based on the Board's 
review, the Secretary will make a final deci
sion. The Secretary will publish the final 
decision and reasoning, and submit a report 
of that decision and reasoning to the Com
mittees on Armed Services and Appropria
tions of the Senate and to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

Section 315<e> requires the Secretary to 
prepare a plan of implementation for the 
Board's recommendations accepted by the 
Secretary within 90 days of the Secretary's 
final decision. The Secretary may have an 
additional 45 days to prepare and transmit 
the plan provided he notifies the Board, the 
Committees on Armed Services and Appro
priations of the Senate, and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. The Secre
tary may implement the recommendation at 
any time. 

Section 315(f) requires the Secretary to 
carry out and complete, within one year of 
its transmittal, the implementation plan for 
each recommendation accepted by the Sec
retary. If complete implementation takes 
more than one year, the Secretary shall 
submit a report to the Committees on 
Armed Services and Appropriations of the 
Senate and to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. If the Secretary deter
mines that implementation is impracticable 
due to budgetary considerations or because 
it would affect the Secretary's ability to 
meet the annual nuclear weapons stockpile 
requirements, the Secretary shall submit to 
the President, to the Committees on Armed 
Services and Appropriations of the Senate, 
and to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives a report containing the recom
mendation and the Secretary's determina
tion. The conferees note that the report 
may include a discussion of the budgetary 
consequences, safety consequences, national 
security consequences, and other implica
tions of implementing or not implementing 
the recommendation. This section provides 
the President with the opportunity to 
review the determination of the Secretary 
of Energy, as appropriate, to ensure that 
budgetary constraints and materials re
quirements are properly balanced with 
safety concerns. 

Section 315<g> sets forth procedures in 
case a recommendation relates to an immi
nent or severe threat to the public health 
and safety. The conferees expect that the 
Board will make a recommendation under 
this section only in the event that failure to 
implement a recommendation could have 
imminent, life-threatening consequences, 
such as an accident which is sufficient to 
cause injury or death. In that case, the 
Board will transmit its recommendation to 
the Secretary of Energy, the President and, 
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for information purposes, to the Secretary 
of Defense. The Secretary will make a rec
ommendation to the President who shall 
make the decision concerning acceptance or 
rejection of the Board's recommendation. 
The President shall promptly notify the 
Committees on Armed Services and Appro
priations of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of his decision 
and reasoning. 

Section 315<h> protects classified and con
trolled information. This provision does not 
restrict from public availability information 
which is not subject to the restrictions on 
classified and controlled information: 

Section 316<a> of chapter 21 requires the 
Board to submit an annual report on its ac
tivities at the time the President submits 
his budget to Congress. The report is in
tended to provide Congress with an over
view of the Board's activities, as well as an 
assessment of the improvements in the 
safety of DOE nuclear facilities and of out
standing safety problems. 

Section 316<b> requires the Secretary of 
Energy to submit an annual report on the 
Department's activities under this chapter 
to the appropriate Senate committees and 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives. 

Section 317 of chapter 21 provides that 
the judicial review provisions of chapter 7 of 
title 5 of the United States Code apply to 
the activities of the Board. 

Section 318 of chapter 21 defines the term 
"Department of Energy defense nuclear fa
cility" to include DOE production and utili
zation facilities operated for national securi
ty purposes, with the exception of naval nu
clear reactors and facilities or activities in
volved with the testing, assembly, or trans
portation of nuclear explosives or nuclear 
material. The use of the term "assembly" 
refers to a DOE defense facility that is re
sponsible for the final assembly of nuclear 
weapons and devices. At the present time, 
the only facility in this category is the 
Pantex plant. The term "assembly" is not 
intended to exclude from the Board's review 
facilities that are responsible for the assem
bly of components or of other items that 
precede the final assembly of nuclear weap
ons and devices. The exclusion of facilities 
involved in the testing of nuclear explosives, 
under current practice, applies to the 
Nevada test site. The term "Department of 
Energy defense nuclear facility" also in
cludes nuclear waste storage facilities with 
the exception of those developed pursuant 
to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and li
censed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion. 

Section 319 of chapter 21 limits the 
Board's authority to enter into contracts to 
the extent provided by appropriations. 

Section 320 of chapter 21 provides for au
thorization of appropriations on an annual 
basis. Such annual authorization provides 
for continuing oversight and review by the 
Congress. 

Section 3141(b) of the Act amends section 
5314 of title 5 to provide that members of 
the Board will be compensated at Level III 
of the Executive Schedule. 

Section 314l<c> requires the Board's first 
annual report to include the results of a 
study by the Board and its recommendation 
on whether non-defense nuclear facilities 
should be subject to independent external 
oversight. 

Section 3141(d) requires the Board's fifth 
annual report to include an evaluation by 
the Board for continuation, termination, or 
modification of the Board's functions and 
programs. 

Section 3142 of the Act authorizes the 
Secretary of Energy to transfer to the 
Board up to $7 million, which shall remain 
available until expended, to carry out its re
sponsibilities during fiscal year 1989. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

Membership of Nuclear Weapons Council 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3132) that would change the membership of 
the Nuclear Weapons Council from the Di
rector of Defense Research and Engineering 
to the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
Demonstration of burning weapons grade 

nuclear materials 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3135) that would direct the Secretary of 
Energy to formulate a plan for conducting a 
demonstration of the technical feasibility of 
burning weapons grade nuclear material 
from dismantled nuclear weapons in a liquid 
metal rector. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. 
K reactor cooling tower 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3103(d)) that would allow expendi
ture of funds appropriated for the K reactor 
cooling tower only if the cooling tower could 
be used both for the K reactor and for a 
new production reactor. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The conferees agree that the Secretary of 
Energy should enter into discussions with 
the State of South Carolina concerning the 
requirement for a cooling tower for the K 
reactor. The conferees believe that those 
discussions should focus on priorities for en
vironmentally related projects at Savannah 
River to determine whether the K reactor 
cooling project is a primary priority of the 
State. If the K reactor is not a primary pri
ority, the Secretary should seek to obtain 
an agreement identifying other higher pri
ority projects that could be funded if agree
ment can be reached to allow continued op
eration of the K reactor without construc
tion of cooling tower. The Secretary should 
periodically advise the Armed Services Com
mittees of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives of the discussions with the State 
and submit a report detailing the outcome 
of the discussions not later than in January 
15, 1989. 

The conferees further agree that the Sec
retary should utilize a portion of the $1 mil
lion authorized for the K reactor cooling 
tower project to study the feasibility of a 
cooling tower that could support both the K 
reactor and a new production reactor. 

The Senate recedes. 
Use of remaining unobligated balances 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 3103(e)) that would authorize the 
transfer of certain fiscal year 1988 appro
priations for projects at Richland, Washing
ton that remain unobligated to defense 
waste and environmental restoration activi
ties at Richland, Washington. The provision 
identified both the sources and uses of 
funds and required the transfer to be in ad
dition to amounts otherwise authorized in 
the State amendment. 

The House bill included authorization of 
$17 million in addition to the budget request 
for defense waste and environmental resto
ration projects and activities. 

The conferees agree that the Secretary of 
Energy may transfer up to $44 million of 
unobligated balances remaining from 1988 
appropriations for construction projects as 
enumerated in section 3103<e> of the Senate 
amendment to defense waste and environ
mental restoration activities at Richland, 
Washington, as determined by the Secre
tary of Energy. The conferees intend that 
any sums transferred be in addition to the 
amounts otherwise authorized for Depart
ment of Energy atomic energy defense ac
tivities for fiscal year 1989. 
Adjustments tor pay increases 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3128) that would authorize appro
priations for pay increases as authorized by 
law. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
Settlement of atomic energy community as-

sistance obligations, Los Alamos 
County, New Mexico 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3134) that would authorize up to 
$26 million for final settlement of all obliga
tions to make community assistance pay
ments to Los Alamos County, New Mexico 
under section 91 of the Atomic Energy Com
munity Act of 1955. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees contin
ue to encourage the Department of Energy 
to pursue to a buy-out of all remaining Fed
eral obligations to the remaining recipients 
under the Atomic Energy Community Act 
of 1955. 
Report on nuclear waste repository site 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3136> that would direct the Secre
tary of Defense to prepare a report on the 
national security implications of the con
struction and operation of a nuclear waste 
repository. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
TITLE XV-NATIONAL DEFENSE 

STOCKPILE 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Authorization of acquisitions and disposals 
(sees. 1501 and 1502) 

The House bill contained the following 
provisions related to the authorization of 
acquisitions, upgrades and disposals of ma
terials in the National Defense Stockpile. 

Section 3201 would authorize the Presi
dent to dispose of 14 specific strategic mate
rials determined to be excess to stockpile re
quirements. The value of the materials dis
posed to would be limited to $180 million. 
The authority to carry out the disposals 
would be subject to the conditions set forth 
in section 3202. 

Section 3202 would require that the dis
posal of stockpile materials authorized by 
section 3201 be carried out in such a manner 
that the National Defense Stockpile Trans
action Fund receive all payments due for 
the materials during fiscal year 1989. Sec
tion 3202 would also require the President 
to undertake a $20 million pilot program for 
the upgarding of three strategic materials 
now in the National Defense Stockpile and 
to purchase six strategic materials, from a 
specified list, totaling $160 million. Finally, 
section 3202 would limit the expenditure of 
funds for the pilot upgarding program and 
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for the purchase of stockpile materials to 
$90 million during fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment contained the fol
lowing provisions related to the authoriza
tion of acquisitions, upgrades and disposals 
of materials in the National Defense Stock
pile: 

Section 3201 would authorize $90 million 
for the acquisition and upgrade of materials 
in the National Defense Stockpile in fiscal 
year 1989. 

Section 3202 would authorize the Presi
dent to dispose of 19 specific materials de
termined to be excess to stockpile require
ments. 

The conferees agree to the following pro
visions related to the authorization of acqui
sitions, upgrades and disposals of materials 
in the National Defense Stockpile: 

Section 1501 authorizes the President to 
dispose of 19 materials determined to be 
excess to stockpile requirements during 
fiscal year 1989. The value of the materials 
disposed of is limited to $180 million. The 
President may dispose of materials under 
this section only to the extent that the total 
amount received from such disposals does 
not exceed the amount expended from the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction 
Fund during fiscal year 1989. 

Section 1502 authorizes the President to 
obligate $180 million out of the funds of the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction 
Fund <subject to such limitations as may be 
provided in appropriations acts) for the ac
quisition and upgrade of stockpile materials 
and other authorized uses of such funds. 
These funds would be in addition to funds 
previously made available from the Stock-

pile Transaction Fund but not obligated or 
expended. Of this amount, at least $20 mil
lion shall be obligated to initiate new pro
grams for upgrading stockpile materials. 
The conferees direct the stockpile manager 
to upgrade those materials currently in the 
stockpile that would be most essential to 
the defense effort in a national emergency 
and most vulnerable to interruptions in 
supply. The stockpile manager shall submit 
a report to Congress by October 1, 1988 con
taining a plan for the use of the $20 million 
for upgrading stockpile materials. 
Technical and clarifying amendments (sec. 

1503) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 3203> that would make several 
technical and clarifying changes to the Stra
tegic and Critical Materials Stockpiling Act 
<section 98h-2<b>, title 10, United States 
Code). This provision would clarify the fact 
that the Annual Materials Plan for stock
pile operations must be submitted by Febru
ary 15 of each year for the next fiscal year. 
This provision would also require reporting 
of all expenditures from the National De
fense Stockpile Transaction Fund in the 
Annual Materials Plan. Finally, this provi
sion would require that expenditures and 
disposals detailed in an Annual Materials 
Plan for a fiscal year that are not obligated 
or executed in that fiscal year shall not be 
obligated or executed in that fiscal year 
shall not be obligated or expended until 
they are resubmitted in a subsequent 
Annual Materials Plan or in a revision 
thereto. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agreed to the technical and 

clarifying changes in the Senate provision. 
The conferees also agreed to require the 
Stockpile Manager to include information 
on research and development of strategic 
and critical materials in the Stockpile 
Report to Congress. 

TITLE XVI-CIVIL DEFENSE 
LEGISLATIVE PROVISION 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISION ADOPTED 

Civil defense authorization (sec. 1601) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

3301> that would authorize $160.393 million 
for civil defense. 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 3301) that would authorize 
$135.393 million for civil defense. 

The conferees agree to an authorization 
of $147.893 million for civil defense for 
fiscal year 1989. 

DIVISION B-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

OVERVIEW 

The amended budget request for fiscal 
year 1989 contained $8,719,245,000 for mili
tary construction and family housing. 

The House bill would authorize 
$8,662,231,000 for military construction and 
family housing. 

The Senate amendment would provide 
$8,636,566,000 for this purpose. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $8,696,635,000 for military construction 
and family housing for fiscal year 1989. 
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Revised ---House--- --Senate Conference Agreement 
FY89 Change to Change to Senate House +1- Change to 

Request Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Request Authorized 
--- --- ---

SLMMRY 

TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ARMY 895,000 (19,320) t75,680 (970) 894,030 (18,350) (16,670) 878,330 
TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION NAVY 1,594,230 (59,308) 1,534,922 (63,095) 1,531,135 3,787 (30,113) 1,564,117 ~ 
TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AIR FORCE 1,273,650 (32,690) 1,240,960 (57,850) 1,215,800 25,160 (52 ,120) 1,221,530 0 
TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION DEFENSE AGENCIES 712,000 17,300 729,300 (28,650) 683,350 45,950 (21,150) 690,850 z TOTAL ARMY NATIONAL GUARD MILCON 138,300 24,524 162,824 46,927 185,227 (22,403) 65,559 203,859 

~ TOTAL AIR NATIONAL GUARD MILCON 147,500 3,640 151,140 4,288 151,788 (648) 7,258 154,758 
~ TOTAL ARMY RESERVE MILCON 79,900 255 80,155 4,256 84.156 (4,001) 4,511 84,411 trj 

TOTAL NAVY RESERVE MILCON 48,400 0 48,400 16,700 65,100 (16,700) 6,500 54,900 Cl} 

TOTAL AIR FORCE RESERVE MILCON 58,800 0 58,800 4,800 63,600 (4,800) 4,800 63,600 Cl} ...... 
NATO INFRASTRUCTURE 502.100 0 502,100 (10,100) 492,000 10,100 (10,100) 492,000 0 
SUBTOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 5,449,880 (65,599) 5,384,281 (83,694) 5,366,186 18,095 (41,525) 5,408,355 z 
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~ 
TOTAL FAMILY HOUSING ARMY 1,528,271 9,100 1,537,371 (5,000) 1,523,271 14,100 9,100 1,537,371 trj 

~ TOTAL FAMILY HOUSING NAVY/~RINE CORPS 795,428 0 795,428 9,530 804,958 (9,530) 10,330 805,758 0 TOTAL FAMILY HOUSING AIR FORCE 922,966 (515) 922,451 (3,515) 919,451 3,000 (515) 922,451 
TOTAL FAMILY HOUSING DEFENSE AGENCIES 20,700 0 20,700 0 20,700 0 0 20,700 ~ 
TOTAL oo.£(7.1A~ER'S ASSISTANCE 2,000 0 2,000 0 2,000 0 0 2,000 0 

I 
SUBTOTAL FAMILY HOUSING 3,269,365 8,585 3,277,950 1,015 3,270,380 7,570 18,915 3,288,280 ~ 

0 
TOTAL MILCON/FAMILY HOUSING 8,719,245 (57,014) 8,662,231 (82,679) 8,636,566 25,665 (22,610) 8,696,635 c 

Cl} 
trj 

COMPONENT TOTALS: 
AfMf 2 ,425, 271 (10,220) 2,415,051 (5,970) 2,419,301 (4,250) (7,570) 2,417,701 
NAVY 2,389,658 (59,308) 2,330,350 (53,565) 2,336,093 (5,743) (19,783) 2,369,875 
AIR FORCE 2,196,616 (33,205) 2,163,411 (61,365) 2,135,251 28,160 (52,635) 2,143,981 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 732,700 17,300 750,000 (28,650) 704,050 45,950 (21,150) 711,550 
NATO 502.100 0 502,100 (W,100) 492,000 10,100 (10,100) 492,000 
GUARD/RESERVE 472,900 28,419 501,319 76,971 549,871 (48,552) 88,628 561,528 



17006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
MISCELLANEOUS REPORT REQUIREMENTS 

The House and Senate reports <H. Rept. 
100-563 and S. Rept. 100-326) addressed 
items of special emphasis. The conferees en
dorse the language on items of special em
phasis found in both reports and, unless 
some modification to that language is con
tained in this statement of managers, the 
positions and requirements contained under 
"Items of Special Emphasis" in both Senate 
and House reports on the fiscal year 1989 
military construction authorization bills are 
concurred in by the conferees. 

PuBLIC ScHOOLS AND MILITARY FAMILY 
HOUSING 

The conferees are concerned over the 
impact on public schools at the local level 
when additional family housing units are 
approved for military personnel. The mili
tary Services are urged to coordinate their 
housing requirements with the local school 
districts so that adequate planning can take 
place to provide the required educational fa
cilities. The Services are expected to pro
vide, with their budget justification for each 
family housing construction request, a 
statement indicating whether additional fa
cilities are required to accommodate an in
crease in students. 

As part of the study being undertaken by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Education to determine the appropriate 
federal share for support of public schools 
located on military bases, the Secretaries 
are also directed to consider the needs of co
terminous school districts. 

TITLE XXI-ARMY 
The House bill would authorize 

$2,415,051,000 for Army military construc
tion and family housing programs for fiscal 
year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$2,419,301,000 for such purposes. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $2,417,701,000 for military construction 
and family housing for the Army for fiscal 
year 1989. 
Test and Evaluation Center, Fort Huachuca, 

Arizona 
The Senate amendment would authorize 

$5.4 million for a replacement facility for 
the Army Test and Evaluation Center at 
Fort Huachuca, Arizona which was severely 
damaged by a fire. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The conferees has reviewed the conditions 

and circumstances of the fire at Fort Hua
chuca in July 1987 that destroyed 23 build
ings, including the central heating plant 
that serviced several other buildings in the 
area. The Army request for a new Test and 
Evaluation Center will allow the relocation 
of functions from the remaining buildings 
and help eliminate the need to rely on 
leased boilers for a heating system. 

Although the facilities to be replaced by 
the Test and Evaluation Center were not 
completely destroyed, the conferees believe 
that the loss of the heating plant is consid
ered sufficient damage to qualify this 
project under section 2854 of title 10, United 
States Code, Restoration or Replacement of 
Damaged or Destroyed Facilities. The con
ferees understand that the new facility will 
not replace the damaged or destroyed World 
War II vintage facilities on a one-for-one 
square foot basis, but will be designed to 
meet current functional standards. 

The conferees therefore, direct the Army 
to proceed with this project under the au-

thority provided in section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code. 
Reserve Officer Training Corps facilities 

The House report <H. Rept. 100-563) in
cludes a section regarding Department of 
Defense policy concerning the provision of 
facilities to support Reserve Officer Train
ing Corps <ROTC> units at colleges and uni
versities. The report discusses in particular 
the facility needs of North Georgia College, 
Dahlonega, Georgia. It requests that the 
Secretary of Defense review current policy 
regarding the funding and construction of 
such facilities and provide the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report on this 
matter by March 1, 1989. 

The conferees support the House require
ment and urge the Department to take a 
careful look at current policy to ensure that 
to the maximum extent possible, it takes 
into account the unique role of the few mili
tary schools which support ROTC. 
Extension of authorizations (sec. 2106) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
2016) that would extend the authorizations 
of several military construction projects 
originally authorized in fiscal years 1985, 
1986, and 1987, until October 1, 1989, or the 
date of enactment of the fiscal year 1990 
Military Construction Authorization Act. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2106) that would extend 
the same projects, with the exception of a 
dining facility modernization project at Fort 
Leavenworth, Kansas, which was originally 
authorized in fiscal year 1986. 

The Senate recedes. 
TITLE XXII-NAVY 

The House bill would authorize 
$2,330,350,000 for Navy military construc
tion and family housing programs for fiscal 
year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$2,336,093,000 for such purposes. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $2,369,875,000 for military construction 
and family housing for the Navy for fiscal 
year 1989. 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 

Hueneme, California 
The House bill would authorize $3 million 

for a sealift support storage facility at Port 
Hueneme, California to be constructed with 
tensioned architectural fabric structures. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$6.9 million for the facility using traditional 
construction methods. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $3 million and direct the Secretary of the 
Navy to advertise this project for bid using 
both tensioned architectural fabric struc
tures and traditional construction methods. 
If additional funding is required, the confer
ees expect the Secretary to request addi
tional authorization under the cost varia
tion authority contained in section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code. 
Fleet Surveillance Support Command, 

Guam 
The amended budget request contained 

$26.28 million for construction of an elec
tronic installation at the Fleet Surveillance 
Support Command, Guam. 

The House bill would authorize $20.972 
million for this purpose. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
the requested amount. 

The Senate rcedes. The conferees direct 
the Secretary of the Navy to make every 
effort to construct this facility within the 
authorization provided. However, if all at-

tempts to reduce the cost of the project 
prove unsuccessful, the conferees expect the 
Secretary to request additional authoriza
tion under the cost variation authority con
tained in section 2853 of title 10, United 
States Code. 
Navy development at Capodichino Airport, 

Italy 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

2205(b)(3)) that would authorize $46.6 mil
lion, in advance appropriations for the con
struction of a new Command, Control, Com
munications and Intelligence Complex at 
Naval Support Activity, Naples, Italy. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees, by 
adding $2.2 million the fiscal year 1988 au
thorization for appropriation of $19.4 mil
lion for construction at Naval Support Ac
tivity, Naples, agree to a limited relocation 
of Navy activities from their current site at 
Agnano, Italy. The conferees generally sup
port the more modest relocation plan which 
was recently provided by the Department of 
the Navy which envisions locating a new 
operational headquarters and direct support 
units at Capodichino Airport. The fiscal 
year 1989 authorization will provide initial 
construction of direct support facilities at 
this location. 

The conferees declined to authorize the 
construction of the new command and con
trol complex because construction is not 
programmed to begin until at least fiscal 
year 1990. Further, the Navy's initial de
scription of this resited facility fails to ade
quately justify the changes in passive secu
rity features which were incorporated in the 
original plans for the same function at 
Capua. The Navy is requested to provide a 
detailed justification for these changes and 
operational justification for the redesigned 
complex. 

As with the command and control com
plex, the conferees expect a functional justi
fication and detailed cost/benefit analysis 
to accompany subsequent requests for mili
tary construction funds supporting the relo
cation of any significant function from 
Agnano to other sites. 
Communications systems laboratory, 

Charleston, South Carolina 
The Senate report <S. Rept. 100-326) in

structed the Secretary of the Navy to accel
erate the design of a Communication Sys
tems Laboratory for the Naval Electronics 
Systems Engineering Center <NAVELEX
CEN> in Charleston, South Carolina. Given 
the need for this facility and the possible 
cost savings, the conferees direct the Secre
tary of the Navy to accelerate the design of 
this facility and include it in the fiscal year 
1990 military construction request. 
Restrictions on naval construction, San 

Francisco, California (sec. 2205(c)) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

2205(c)) that would preclude the expendi
ture of military construction funds for fiscal 
year 1989 at Hunters Point Annex and 
Naval Station, Treasure Island, San Francis
co, California, until the Department of the 
Navy submits a report to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. The conferees agree 
that a new Environmental Impact State
ment is not required should the Navy alter 
its planned use of the Hunter Point Annex 
and Naval Station, Treasure Island. Howev-
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er, a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement should be provided to address 
any mission changes not reflected in the 
original document. 
Acquisition of housing at certain naval air 

stations (sec. 2206) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2205 > that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to acquire all out
standing interest in 264 units of family 
housing on Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illi
nois. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
In addition to the authorization provided 

by the Senate amendment, the conferees 
agree to also authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to acquire all outstanding interest in 
72 units of family housing at Sunnyvale, 
California, near Naval Air Station, Moffett 
Field. This provision will permit the Navy to 
procure the last two remaining Wherry 
housing projects supporting its installations 
and provide a basis for addressing the seri
ous family housing deficits at these two lo
cations. 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard modernization 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2202) that would direct that $2 
million of the planning and design funds au
thorized to the Navy be obligated only to 
design the first and second increments of 
the modernization of Dry Dock Number 2 at 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
TITLE XXIII-AIR FORCE 

The House bill would authorize 
$2,163,411,000 for Air Force military con
struction and family housing programs for 
fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$2,135,251,000 for such purposes. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $2,143,981,000 for military construction 
and family housing for the Air Force for 
fiscal year 1989. 
Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$500,000 for an engine plant conversion 
project at Pease Air Force Base, New Hamp
shire. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The conferees direct the Secretary of the 
Air Force to use unspecified minor contruc
tion funds for this purpose. 
Charleston Air Force Base, South Carolina 

The House bill would authorize appropria
tions for construction of the following 
projects at Charleston Air Force Base, 
South Carolina: 
1. Add/ Alter Child Devel-

opment Center.................. $490,000 
2. Add/ Alter Recreation 

Center ................................ 590,000 
The Senate amendment contained no 

similar provision. 
The conferees direct the Secretary of the 

Air Force to use unspecified minor construc
tion funds for this purpose. 
Extension of certain previous authoriza

tions (sec. 2305) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

2305 > that would extend certain military 
construction projects authorized in fiscal 
year 1987 until October 1, 1989, or the date 

of enactment of the fiscal year 1990 Mili
tary Construction Authorization Act. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2305) which included two 
additional projects at Bitburg, Germany 
and La Junta, Colorado. 

The House recedes. 
TITLE XXIV -DEFENSE AGENCIES 

The House bill would authorize 
$750,000,000 for Defense Agencies military 
construction and family housing programs 
for fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$704,050,000 for such purposes. 

The conferees recommend authorization 
of $711,550,000 for military construction 
and family housing for the Defense Agen
cies for fiscal year 1989. 
AFCENT school (sec. 2404) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 2404> that would authorize the 
Secretary of Defense to contribute 
$8,863,000 to the Government of the Neth
erlands as the U.S. share of construction of 
an international school for military depend
ents whose parents are stationed at Allied 
Forces Central Europe <AFCENT), Bruns
sum, Netherlands. 

The House bill contained a similar provi
sion <sec. 2404>. 

The House recedes. 
Defense access roads (sec. 2406) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
2406) that would authorize $10 million for a 
defense access road project at Fort Meade, 
Maryland. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2406) that would author
ize $12 million for this purpose. 

The House recedes. 
Resiting of overseas contingency medical fa

cility (sec. 2408) 
The Senate amendment included a provi

sion <sec. 2407> that would amend the fiscal 
years 1988/1989 National Defense Authori
zation Act (Public Law 100-180> by resiting 
a contingency medical facility from Royal 
Air Force Wethersfield, United Kingdom, to 
Royal Air Force Boscombe Downs, United 
Kingdom. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Extension of previous authorization (sec. 

2409) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2409) that would extend the au
thorization of a Defense Communications 
Agency project at Scott Air Force Base, Illi
nois, until October 1, 1989, or the date of en
actment of the fiscal year 1990 Military 
Construction Authorization Act, whichever 
is later. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Reynolds Army Community Hospital, Fort 

Sill, Oklahoma and Seoul Army Commu
nity Hospital, Korea (sec. 2410) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2410) that would provide the Sec
retary of Defense the authority to contract 
in advance of appropriations for the con
struction of hospitals at Fort Sill, Oklaho
ma, and Seoul, Korea. This authority would 
permit phased funding of these two major 
projects. 

The House bill would authorize $54 mil
lion for Phase II of a hospital at Fort Sill, 
Oklahoma, and $55 million for a replace
ment hospital at Seoul, Korea. 

The House recedes to $27 million for the 
Fort Sill hospital and $28 million for the 
Seoul hospital. Although the conferees 
prefer to limit projects to one year's author
ization, the priority of these two hospital 
projects, coupled with the budget con
straints facing the conferees, led to a deci
sion to phase fund both projects. This ap
proach will permit construction to begin on 
both projects during fiscal year 1989. Be
cause of the size of each initiative, phase 
funding is not expected to materially delay 
the beneficial occupancy of either facility. 

TITLE XXV-NATO 
The House bill would authorize 

$502,100,000 for the U.S. contribution to the 
NATO Infrastructure program for fiscal 
year 1989. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$492,000,000 for this purpose. 

The House recedes. 

TITLE XXVI-GUARD AND RESERVE 
The House bill would authorize 

$501,319,000 for military construction for 
fiscal year 1989 for the Guard and Reserve 
components. 

The Senate amendment would authorize 
$561,528,000 for such purposes. 

The conferees recommend an authoriza
tion of $561,528,000 for military construc
tion for fiscal year 1989. This authorization 
would be distributed as follows: 
Army National Guard ........ . 
Army Reserve ...................... . 
Naval/Marine Corps Re-

serve ................................... . 
Air National Guard ............ . 
Air Force Reserve ............... . 

$203,859,000 
84,411,000 

54,900,000 
154,758,000 
63,600,000 

Planning and design funds, various loca
tions 

The House bill would authorize an addi
tional $1.1 million for planning and design 
for the reserve components for the purpose 
of initiating design on high priority projects 
identified as urgent requirements. 

The Senate amendment contained author
ization of an additional $650,000 for this 
purpose. 

The conferees agree to authorize an addi
tional $1,180,000 for planning and design. 
The ·COnferees expect the reserve compo
nents to initiate design on the following 
high priority projects for inclusion in the 
fiscal year 1990 budget request: 

Army National Guard.................... $200,000 
National Guard Armory, Laredo, 

Texas. 
National Guard Armory, Clovis, 

New Mexico. 
Air National Guard ........................ 650,000 

Civil engineer facility, Camp 
Blanding, Florida. 

Aircraft hangar, Key Field, Missis
sippi. 

Tactical Construction Squadron 
Operations, Gulfport, Missis
sippi. 

Composite Training/ Operations 
Building, Thompson Field, 
Mississippi. 

Civil Engineer Facility, Thompson 
Field, Mississippi. 

Army Reserve.................................. 330,000 
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Add/ Alter Reserve Center, Syra

cuse, New York. 
Reserve Center, Brownsville, Penn

sylvania. 

Yeager Airport, Charleston, West Virgina 
(sec. 2602) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2602) that would authorize $3.3 
million for the construction of an aircraft 
parking ramp/holding pad in support of the 
Air National Guard activities at Yeager Air
port. This project was to be funded with an
ticipated savings on Air National Guard con
struction projects authorized in fiscal year 
1987. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Land exchange at Chicago O'Hare Airport 

(sec. 2603) 
Section 2603 authorizes the Secretary of 

the Air Force to use the proceeds of land ex
change between the City of Chicago and the 
Department of the Air Force regarding the 
disposition of property at the O'Hare Air 
Reserve Forces Facility, Illinois. If facilities 
dislocated by the land exchange are not con
structed by the City, the Department of the 
Air Force is authorized to collect and use 
the proceeds for such construction and 
other expenses associated with the transac
tion. 
Anny Reserve Center, Gordo, Alabama 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion (sec. 2603) that would authorize $1.547 
million for the construction of an Army Re
serve Center at Gordo, Alabama. The 
project was to be funded from within the 
overall Army Reserve military construction 
authorization. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that authorizes appropriation of $1.547 mil
lion for this PUrPose. 

TITLE XXVII-EXPIRATION OF 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Expiration of authorizations (sec. 2701) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

2701) that would establish an expiration 
date for the military construction authori
zation for the active components and NATO 
Infrastructure for fiscal year 1989. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2701) with different title 
references. 

The House recedes. 
Effective date (sec. 2702) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
2702) that would establish an effective date 
for the military construction authorizations. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2702). 

The House recedes. 
TITLE XXVIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

PART A-PROGRAM CHANGES 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Long-tenn facilities contracts (sec. 2801) 
The Senate amendment included a provi

sion <sec. 2804> that would amend section 
2809 of title 10, United States Code, to 
extend the maximum period of long-term 
facility contracts from 20 to 32 years. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Increase in foreign lease authority (sec. 

2802) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 2805) that would amend section 

2828 of title 10, United States Code, to in
crease the total number of overseas leases 
from 36,000 to 38,000. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. The conferees are con
cerned about the steady increase in the 
number and cost of overseas leases and the 
drain which such arrangements place on 
family housing funds. However, they are 
aware of an experimental Army program in 
Europe which appears to produce an overall 
savings to the Department while aiding sol
diers to find decent, affordable housing 
overseas. In order to support this program, 
the conferees agree to increase the statuto
ry number of overseas leases by 2,000 units. 
The Secretary of Defense is requested to 
analyze the United States Army, Europe 
<USAREUR> program from the viewpoints 
of personnel morale and cost, and provide 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a 
report no later than January 15, 1989 re
garding this initiative and its potential ap
plication to other Services and geographic 
areas. 
Reports on real estate transactions (sec. 

2803) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2807> that would amend section 
2662 of title 10, United States Code, to raise 
the threshold of reporting real property 
transactions from $100,000 to $200,000. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Notification requirement relating to the ac

quisition of interest in land (sec. 2804) 
The Senate amendment included a provi

sion (sec. 2808) which would amend section 
2672 of title 10, United States Code, by 
eliminating the requirement of a Service 
Secretary to advise Congress of the acquisi
tion of real estate interests valued at more 
than $100,000 but less than $200,000. 

The House bill had no similar provision. 
The House recedes. 

Community planning assistance for impact
ed communities (sec. 2805) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2801) that would amend section 
2391 of title 10, United States Code, to 
expand the scope of Department of Defense 
activities in community impact planning as
sistance to include problems of encroach
ment and the adverse impact of long-term 
reductions in civilian personnel employ
ment. The Department would continue to 
be limited to a $2 million annual authoriza
tion for this purpose. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Rental guarantee program 

The Senate amendment included a provi
sion (sec. 2803 > that would amend section 
2821 of title 10, United States Code, to pro
vide the military Services increased flexibil
ity in executing the guaranteed rental 
family housing program. The provision 
would permit Service provision of utilities; 
permit, rather than mandate, default condi
tions; and permit a Military Department or 
a separate contractor to perform mainte
nance. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
The Congress approved the Military Hous

ing Rental Guarantee Program as a pilot 
program in 1983. The law has been extended 

and amended several times over the past 
five years, but as of today, not one unit has 
been made available for rent under this pro
gram. The program now appears to be en
tirely different from what was envisioned 
when it was enacted. 

Therefore, the conferees agree not to ap
prove any further revisions, but recommend 
that the Secretary of Defense submit a new 
housing program incorporating the lessons 
learned from this pilot program if he be
lieves that it is now workable. 
Cost variation 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2806) that would provide a techni
cal correction to section 2853 of title 10, 
United States Code, regarding the handling 
of cost variations for military construction 
projects. 

The House bill contained no such provi
sion. 

The Senate recedes. 
PART B-MISCELLANEOUS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Prohibition on funding of certain military 
construction contracts on Guam (sec. 
2811) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
2801) that would prohibit the use of certain 
classes of nonimmigrant foreign labor on 
military construction projects on Guam. 

The Senate amendment contained no such 
provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Community planning assistance (sec. 2813) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2802) that would authorize plan
ning assistance for communities adversely 
affected by the Army's newly established 
light infantry divisions and the Navy's de
veloping strategic homeports. 

The House bill contained a similar provi
sion (sec. 2803 > that would authorize plan
ning assistance for communities adversely 
affected by new Defense Department mis
sions at Naval Station, Everett, Washington; 
Fort Drum, New York; and Whiteman Air 
Force Base, Missouri. 

The conferees agree to accept elements of 
the House bill and Senate amendment. The 
following amounts are authorized to be ap
propriated for community planning assist
ance: 

$350,000 for light infantry division bed
downs at Fort Drum, New York and Fort 
Wainwright, Alaska; 

$250,000 for the Navy's new strategic 
homeports; and 

$150,000 for Whiteman Air Force Base, 
Missouri. 
Fort DeRussy, Hawaii 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
2804) that would designate the Armed 
Forces Recreation Center at Fort DeRussy, 
Hawaii, the "Dan Daniel Armed Forces 
Recreation Center." The provision would 
further authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to use any excess funds realized from 
the sale of real property at Kapalama Mili
tary Reservation, Hawaii to implement the 
relocation of non-recreation functions from 
DeRussy as outlined in a plan established 
by the Secretary of the Army on March 1, 
1988. The provision also would prohibit the 
disposal of any portion of the land consti
tuting Fort DeRussy. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree with the general out
line of a Department of the Army plan to 
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enhance and expand the current recreation 
mission at Fort DeRussy by: <1 > relocating 
Anny Reserve functions from the post; <2> 
retaining the property currently comprising 
Fort DeRussy; (3) constructing with non-ap
propriated funds additional hotel accommo
dations and other recreation amenities: and 
<4> redeveloping the remaining acreage as a 
joint Department of Defense-community 
area with available appropriated funds. The 
conferees believe that the Anny plan pro
vides a sound basis for this development and 
support it, provided new facility design 
takes into account local sensitivities. 

In making a long term commitment to the 
redevelopment of Fort DeRussy as an en
hanced Anned Forces Recreation Center, 
the conferees believe that the long-standing 
debate over the future or mission of Fort 
DeRussy has been resolved. In doing so, the 
conferees defer any redesignation of the 
name of the Center. 

The conferees expressed their strong 
desire to recognize the contributions and 
tireless efforts of Congressman Dan Daniel 
in support of the recreation facilities at 
Fort DeRussy. The conferees agreed that a 
suitable portrait of Congressman Daniel 
should be displayed appropriately in the 
recreation center at Fort DeRussy in tribute 
to Congressman Daniel's efforts on behalf 
of military personnel and their families for 
these facilities. 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michiqan (sec. 

2815) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

2805 > that would designate the library at 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michigan, as the 
"General Earl T. O'Laughlin Library." 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Location of hazardous waste storage facility 

at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Hawaii 
fsec. 2816) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
2806) that would prohibit construction of a 
hazardous waste storage facility at Pearl 
Harbor Naval Shipyard which is closer than 
3,000 feet to a public school. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
prohibiting construction of such storage fa
cilities closer than 600 feet to a public 
school. 
Solicitation for proposals for office space 

for the Navy (sec. 2817) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2809 > that would direct the Secre
tary of the Navy, in coordination with the 
Administrator of General Services, to issue 
a solicitation for proposals for acquisition 
through lease or lease-buy of office and re
lated space within the National Capital 
Region. Upon receipt of proposals, the Navy 
would be directed to provide the Commit
tees on Anned Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives a report analyzing 
the relative merits of lease, lease-buy, and 
military construction alternatives in meet
ing the Service's administrative facility 
needs. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that directs that the solicitation be pub
lished by the Administrator of General 
Services, in coordination with the Secretary 
of the Navy. 

Third In,Jantry Division memorial (sec. 
2818) 

The Senate amendment contained a provi
sion <sec. 2811) that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Anny to select a site in Ar
lington National Cemetery for a privately fi
nanced memorial honoring the historic 
deeds of the 3rd Infantry Division. 

The House bill contained no such provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Commission on alternative utilization of 

military facilities fsec. 2819) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 951> that would establish a com
mission on alternative utilization of military 
facilities. This interagency body would 
review, on a biannual basis, military facili
ties identified by the Department of De
fense which are fit for closure, surplus in 
whole or part, or sufficiently underutilized 
to permit consideration as a site for a mini
mum security prison or a drug treatment 
center. 

The House bill contained no such provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
PART C-REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS ADOPTED 

Land transfer, Reserve Forces Training 
Center, Alameda County, California 
fsec. 2821) 

The House bill contained a provision <sec. 
2813> that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Anny to enter into a value-for-value 
land exchange with the County of Alameda 
and City of Dublin, California. In exchange 
for approximately 47 acres of land at the Al
ameda Reserve Forces Training Center, the 
Anny would receive approximately 450 
acres from the East Bay Regional Park Dis
trict, Alameda, California. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that changes the acreage to be conveyed 
from 450 acres to 445 acres; allows the East 
Bay Regional Park District the right of re
version to the parcel in the event the Secre
tary of the Anny determines that it is no 
longer required by the United States Anny; 
and grants the Park District an easement 
along the most easternly border of the 
parcel for its regional trail system. This 
easement does not exceed 25 acres. 
Land conveyance, Lompoc, California (sec. 

2822) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

2816> that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Anny to convey, without reimburse
ment, approximately 100 acres of land in 
Lompoc, California, to the City of Lompoc, 
California for the educational purposes of 
Allan Hancock Community College. 

The Senate amendment contained a simi
lar provision <sec. 2905) that would author
ize the transfer for less restrictive educa
tional purposes. 

The House recedes. 
Land easement, Orange County, California 

(sec. 2823) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2902) that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to grant Orange 
County, California, an easement on Marine 
Corps Air Station, El Toro, California, for 
the construction and maintenance of a flood 
control project. In consideration, the Navy 
would receive approximately 1.5 acres of 
land adjacent to Marine Corps Air Station, 
Tustin, California, as well as the benefit of 
the flood control improvements. 

The House bill contained a similar provi
sion (sec. 2815). 

The House recedes. 
Land exchange, San Diego, California (sec. 

2824) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2901) that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to enter into a value
for-value exchange of property to acquire 
approximately 32 acres of land adjacent to 
the San Diego Naval Station. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes. 
Land transfer, Washington, District of Co

lumbia (sec. 2825) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

2811) that would direct the no-cost transfer 
of approximately six acres of land with im
provements from the Administrator of Gen
eral Services to the Secretary of the Navy. 
The provision would also direct the use of 
no more than $9.2 million for the design of 
the renovation of the related facilities. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Land conveyance, Okaloosa County, Florida 

(sec. 2826) 
The House bill contained a provision <sec. 

2814) that would amend the fiscal year 1979 
Military Construction Authorization Act 
(Public Law 95-356) by conveying at fair 
market value an additional 42 acres of land 
at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida from the 
Department of the Air Force to the Air 
Force Enlisted Men's Widows and Depend
ents Home Foundation, Incorporated. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Land transfer, Suitland Federal Center, 

Maryland (sec. 2827) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2903) that would authorize the 
Administrator of General Services to trans
fer to the Secretary of the Navy, without 
consideration, vacant land at the Suitland 
Federal Center, Suitland, Maryland, that is 
excess to the needs of the General Services 
Administration and is needed to accommo
date construction of a new facility for the 
Naval Intelligence Command. 

The House bill contained a similar provi
sion (sec. 2812). 

The House recedes. 
Air Force Plant at Columbus, Ohio (sec. 

2828) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion <sec. 2812) that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Air Force to sell or lease 
Air Force Plant No. 85 at Columbus, Ohio, 
which is excess to Air Force needs. Proceeds 
of the sale or lease would be credited to the 
U.S. Treasury, after expenses connected 
with such a sale or lease, including environ
mental cleanup, have been deducted.' 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
In light of interest by the Defense Logistics 
Agency <DLA> in locating a function on a 
portion of Air Force Plant No. 85, the 
amended provision authorizes the Secretary 
of the Air Force to permit portions of the 
facility to another Defense Department or
ganization. The conferees believe that sup
port for DLA requirements and sale or lease 
of the remainder of the plant for private de
velopment are compatible uses. The Air 
Force and any Defense Department permit-
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tee are expected to insure that the property 
available for commercial redevelopment re
mains an integral industrial facility with 
adequate administrative space. 

In authorizing the Secretary of the Air 
Force to sell or lease this property and use 
some of the proceeds to fund environmental 
restoration and other related property dis
posal expenses, the conferees wish to ensure 
that the Service does not expend scarce De
fense Environmental Restoration funds for 
this purpose in lieu of investing these re
sources to address the most serious environ
mental problems outlined in the Defense 
Department priority cleanup program. 
Land conveyance, Fort Jackson, South 

Carolina (sec. 2829) 
The Senate amendment contained a provi

sion (sec. 2904) that would authorize the 

sale, at fair market value, of approximately 
14 acres of Fort Jackson, South Carolina 
that are excess to Army needs. The provi
sion would authorize proceeds of the sale to 
be used to construct a new consolidated 
maintenance facility on the post. 

The House bill contained no similar provi
sion. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agreed to the sale of approxi
mately 32 acres of excess property, the pro
ceeds of which could be applied to the mod
ernization of family housing on Fort Jack
son. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 

Camp Robinson, Arkansas 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

2817> that would authorize the use of 1,000 

acres of Camp Robinson, Arkansas as an in
dustrial park and 40 acres for other public 
uses. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The House recedes. The conferees are con
cerned about the impact which highway 
construction will have on the mission integ
rity of Camp Robinson, Arkansas. In light 
of local interest in redeveloping portions of 
the camp which may no longer be useful to 
the military mission, the Department of the 
Army is directed to submit a report to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by 
March 15, 1989, regarding this issue. 
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Rev had -------Houae------- ------senate------- Conference Agreement 
FYII Chant• to Chant• to Senate Houae +1- Change to 

INSULL.UIO• PROJECT Requeat Requeat Authorized Requeat Authertaed Senate Requeat Authorhed 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
ALABAMA 

ARMY n 
ANNISTON ARMY OHOT CHEMICAL AREA SECURITY UPGRADE I,ODO I,OOD 1,000 0 1,000 0 
FORT MCCLELLAN CONSOLIDATED FIELD MAINTENANCE SHOP 7,1DO 7,100 7,100 0 7,100 z 
FORT IIUC:I((II LAND ACQUISITION 410 410 410 0 410 ~ 
fORT RUCUII UNACCOMPANIED OFfiCER HOUSING 1,7DO 1,700 1,7DO 0 1,700 ~ 
REDSTONE ARSENAL TEST fACILITY MODERNIZATION 14,1DO 14,100 14,1DO 0 14,100 tr.l 

Cll 
Cll 

NAVY ....... 

NAVAL STATION MOBILE HOMEPDRT 1,345 11,400 11,741 11,3U "· 700 45 11,3U "· 700 0 z 
AIR FORCE > 

GUNTlll AFII CONSOLIDATED SUPPORT fACILITY 3,7DO 3,7DO 3,700 0 3,700 t-'4 
GUNTE II Afl SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS fACILITY 1,300 1,300 1,3DO 0 1,3DD 

~ 
GUNTER AFI STUDENT DORMITORY 2,100 2,100 2,1DD 0 2,100 tr.l 
GUNTER Afll PRECISION MEASUREMENT EQUIPMENT ua 1,050 1,050 1,050 0 1,D50 n 
MAXWELL AFI lASE ENGINEERING COMPLEX 1,400 1,400 1,4DO a 1,400 0 
MAXWELL Afll ALTER STUDENT DORMITORIES 1,750 1,750 1, 750 a 1, 750 ~ 
MAXWHL Afll fiRE STATION 1,150 1,150 1,150 a 1,150 tj 
MAXWELL Afl ADD TO/UPGRADE ACADEMIC fACILITY 3,200 3,200 3,200 D 3,200 I 
MAXWELL Afl ADD TO/UPGRADE HISTORICAL RESEARCH CENTER 2,500 2,10D 2,500 D 2,500 

:I: 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 0 

AUBURN ARMORY 137 137 0 137 137 137 c:: 
FORT MCCLELLAN UNIT TRAINING EQUIPMENT SITE 451 451 D 451 451 451 Cll 

GROVE HILL 100 PERSON ARMORY 132 132 132 0 t32 tr.l 

MONTGOMERY ARMORY ADDITION 711 711 7111 0 7111 

MON JGOMEIIY CONSOLIDATED SUPPORT MAl NTENANCE SHOP 3,152 3,162 0 3,112 3,152 3,152 

TUSUGU ARMORY 151 151 0 151 151 151 

AIR NATIONAL GUAIID 
DANNELLY fIELD POWER CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR ItO 110 ItO 0 ItO 

OANNELL Y "no ALTER AVIONICS SHOP 100 IDO 100 0 100 

ARMY Ill U liVE 
GORDO IIESEIIVE CENTER D 1,547 1,147 (1,547) 1,547 1,547 
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

AAMY 
fOIH AICMAIIDSOit 
fORT RICMAADSOit 
FT J M WAINWAIGMT 

" " " " FT 

" 
" 

M WAINWAICOMT 
M WAINWAICOMT 
M WAINWAI CONY 
M WAIN~AICMT 
M WAIN~AICOMT 
M WAINWAICMT 
M WAIN~AICOMT 

FT J M ~AIN~AICOMT 

NAVY 

ALASKA 

HARDSTAND/TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 
SPECIAL SECURITY OffiCI 
UTILITIES EXPANSION 
COLD STORAGE WAREHOUSE 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE fACILITY 
MAINTENANCE COMPLEX 
CONSOLIDATED FUEL fACILITY 
MILITARY CLOTHING SALES STORE 
BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 
BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 

NAVAL AIR STATION ADAK OEPENDENT SCHOOL 
D TAYLOR RSACM ClR DET KETCHIKAN ACOUSTIC RANGE OPERATIONS CENTER 

AlA FOACI 
E I H SON All 
EIELSON All 
El HSON Afl 
ELMENOOAf Afl 
ElMUOOAf Afl 
llM(NOOAf Afl 
KING SALMON Afl 
SHEMYA Afl 
SH(MYA Afl 
SHEMYA Afl 
SHEMYA Afl 

DUENII AGENCIES 

ALTER DORMITORIES 
UPGRADE MUNITION ACCESS ROAD 
SQUADRON OPERATIONS fACILITY 
DIESEL MAINTENANCE SHOP 
OTH-1 OPERATIONS BUILDING 
AIRCRAfT SUPPORT EQUIPMENT fACILITY 
COMMUNICATIONS fACILITY 
COMPOSITE AIRMAN COMMUNITY CENTER 
ADD TO AND UPGRADE CHAPEL 
ADD TO FIRE STATION 
ADD/ALTER ACfT SUPPORT EQUIPMENT SHOP 

DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT ADAK FUEL TANKAGE 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
ANCHORAGE 
CHEFORNAK 
FOAY RICHAIIOSON 
NAPAKIA 
IAEVIG MISSJOit 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
EIHSON Afl 

ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT fACILITY ADD/ALT 
SCOUT ARMORY 
ARMORY 
SCOUT ARMORY 
SCOUT ARMORY 

lASE SUPPLY AND EQUIPMENT WAREHOUSE 

Revhed 
fYat 

Requeet 

2,D50 
4,200 
2,250 
3,450 
1,100 
1,000 

11,000 
2,300 

uo 
7,100 
2,300 

21,000 
12,000 

2,750 
7,100 
4,100 
2,150 

17,600 
110 

2,150 
10,000 
1,100 

110 
2,110 

11,000 

7,500 
252 

252 
212 

2. 710 

-------Houee-------
Change to 

Requeet Authorized 

(3,450) 

(1,000) 

(2,300) 

(21,000) 

(7,100) 

(17,100) 

2,010 
4,200 
2,210 

0 
1,100 

0 
11,000 

0 
110 

7,100 
2,300 

0 
12,000 

2,750 
0 

4,100 
2,110 

0 
110 

2,110 
10,000 

1,100 
110 

2,110 

11,000 

7,100 
252 

0 
212 
212 

2,710 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authorized 

(1,000) 

21,000 

2,010 
4,200 
2,210 
3,410 
1,100 

0 
11,000 
2,300 

ItO 
7,100 
2,300 

21,000 
12,000 

2,750 
7,100 
4,100 
2,110 

17,100 
ItO 

2,150 
10,000 
1,100 

110 
2,110 

11,000 

7,100 
252 

21,000 
252 
212 

2,710 

Mouse +/
Senate 

0 
0 
0 

(3,410) 
0 
0 
0 

(2,300) 
0 
0 
0 

( 21,000) 
0 

0 
(7,100) 

0 
0 

( 17 ,100) 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

(21,000) 
0 
0 

0 

Conference Agre.ment 
Change te 

Request Authorized 

(3,450) 

(1,000) 

(2,300) 

0 

(7,100) 

0 

21,000 

2,010 
4, zoo 
2. 210 

0 
1,100 

0 

11,000 
0 

uo 
7,100 
2,300 

21,000 
12,000 

2, 750 
0 

4,100 
2,150 

17,500 
ItO 

2,150 
10,000 

1,100 
110 

2,150 

11,000 

7,100 
212 

21,000 
252 
252 
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Alllo4Y 
fOIIf HUACHUCA 
fOllY HUACHUCA 

NAVY 
MARINI CORPS Alii STATION YUMA 
MARINI CORPS Alii STATION YUio4A 
MAlliN( CORPS Alii STATION YUio4A 

Alii fOIICI 
DAVIS-Io40NIHAN Arl 
HOliSIIOOil 
LUKI Afl 
LUKE Afl 
WILL lAMS Afl 
WI L LIA1o41 Afl 
WILLIA1o4S Afl 
WIL LIA1o4S Af I 
WILLIAMS All 
WILLIA1o4S Afl 
WILLIAMS Afl 

Alllo4Y NATIONAL GUAIID 
I'HOUIX 

AIR NATIONAL GUAIID 
TUCSON IAI' 
SKY NAill Oil I AI' 

AIR fORCE RESERVE 
TUCSON IAI' 

ARMY 
I'INI ILUrf ARSENAL 
I'INE ILUrf AIISINAL 

Alii fORCE 
ILYTHEVIlLE Afl 
BLYTHEVILLE Afl 
BLYTHEVILLE Afl 
LITTLE ROCil Afl 
LITTLE ROCil Afl 

ARIZONA 

TEST AND EVALUATION CENTER 
TEST fACILITY MODERNIZATION 

COMMUNICATIONS CENTER ADDITION 
TACTICAL VEHICLE MAINTENANCE fACILITY 
AIRCRAFT ACOUSTICAL ENCLOSURE 

TROOI' SUBSISTENCE WAREHOUSE 
STR-COio4POSITE SUI'I'ORT fACILITY 
f15-WING HEADQUARTERS 
f11-FIELD TRAINING DETACHMENT fACILITY 
f11-AIRCRAFT COVERED WASHRACK 
CONSOLIDATED SUI'PORT fACILITY 
f11-IAK 12/14 ACFT ARRESTING SYSTEM 
f11-HYDRAZINE STORAGE AND SERVICE FAC 
F11-SOUND SUPI'RESSOR SUPI'ORT 
f11-FUEL SYSTEM MAINTENANCE DOCK 
ADD TO AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

STATE MILITARY ACADEMY ADDITION/ALTERATION 

COMI'OSITE AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
MEDICAL TRAINING AND ADMINISTRATION FAC 

FLIGHT SIMULATOR FAC-JOINT WITH ANG 

ARKANSAS 

CHEMICAL AREA SECURITY UI'GRADE 
IINARY MUNITION I'RODUCTION FAC I'H Ill 

ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOI' 
ADD/ALTER COMMUNITY RELIGIOUS EDUCATION FACI 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOI' ADDITION 
C130-AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
AI'RON LIGHTING 

Revhed 
FYII 

Requett 

1,40D 
1,20D 

liD 
4,110 
1,110 

liD 
[1,40D) 

1,150 
3,000 

770 
4,100 
2,100 

320 
710 

1,110 
1,100 

214 

1,000 
1,100 

1,000 

3,050 
4,410 

3,150 

-------Houte-------
Chtnge to 

Requett Authorized 

(I, 400, 

(4,450) 

1,050 
1,100 
1,100 

700 

0 
1,200 

110 
4,110 
1,110 

110 
[1,400) 

1,550 
3,000 

770 
4,100 
2,100 

320 
710 

1,110 
1,100 

214 

I,DDO 
1,100 

1,0DO 

3,010 
0 

1,050 
1,100 
1,100 
3,110 

700 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senete-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authorized 

1,400 
1,200 

110 
4,110 
1,110 

110 
[1,400) 

1,510 
3,000 

770 
4,100 
2,100 

320 
710 

1,110 
1,100 

214 

1,000 
1,100 

1,000 

3,050 
4,450 

0 
0 
0 

3,150 
0 

(1,400) 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
(4,410) 

1,050 
1,10D 
1,100 

0 
700 

Conference Agre~nt 
Change te 

Requeat Authorized 

(1,400) 

0 

1,050 
0 

1,100 

700 

0 
1,200 

sao 
4,110 
1,510 

110 
[1,400) 

1,550 
3,000 

770 
4,100 
2,100 

320 
790 

1,150 
1,100 

2&4 

1,000 
1,100 

1,000 

3,050 
4,450 

1,050 
0 

1,100 
3,150 

700 
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ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

CAMr ROBINSON 
STUTTGART 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
F T SMI TN MAr 
fT SMITH MAr 

ARMY RISUVI 
PINE ILUH 

ARMY 
FORT DAD 
fORT ORO 
fORT ORO 
SIERRA ARMY DErOT 

NAVY 
MAR COftr CTR TWENTYNINE PALMS 
MAR COftr CTR TWENTYNINE PALMS 
MAR CORP CTR TWENTYNINE PALMS 
MAR COftr CTR TWENTYNINE rALMS 
MAR CORr CTR TWENTYNINE rALMS 

RANGE, MOUT ASSAULT COURSE 
ARMORY 

AVIONICS/ICM POD SHOP/STORAGE FACILITY 
ADD/ALTER ENGINE INSrECTION & REPAIR SHOP 

ARMS ROOM ADDITION 

CALIFORNIA 

MANEUVER TRAINING RANGE 
COMPANY orERATIONS FACILITY 
AMMUNITION STORAGE 
AMMUNITION CONTAINER LOADING YARD 

ROAD IMrROVEMENTS 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
ELECTRONIC AND COMMUNICATION MAINT SHOP 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
REMOTE PILOTED VEHICLE OPERS MAINT FAC 

MARINI CORrS AIR ~TATION IL TORO CHILD CARE CENTER 
MARINE COftrS AIR STATION EL TORO ARMING rADS 
MARINE CORrS AIR STATION TUSTIN BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
MARINI CORrS AIR STATION TUSTIN CHILD CARE CENTER 
MARINI CORrS AIR STATION TUSTIN GROUND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT SHOP 
MARINE COftrS lASE CAMr PENDLETON MARINE AIR SUPPORT COMPLEX 
MARINI CORrS lASE CAMr PENDLETON ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION BUILDING 
MARINI COftrS lASE CAMr rENDLETON FIELD MAINTENANCE SHOP FACILITIES 
MARINE CORrS lASE CAMr PENDLETON TACTICAL VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
MARINI CORPS lASE CAMP rENDLETON BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
MARINE CORrl lASE CAMP rENDLETON TACTICAL VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
MARINE CORrS lASE CAMP PENDLETON INFANTRY 'CHOOL 
MCAS CAMr riNDLITON 
MCAS CAMr riNDLITON 
MCAS CAMr riNDLITON 
MCAS CAMr rENDLITON 
MCAS CAMr riNDLITON 
MARINI COftrS LOG IASI BARSTOW 
MARINI CORrS LOG lAS( BARSTOW 
MTN WARfARE TNG CTA lftiDGErOAT 

AIRCRAFT INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE ACT CPX 
STATION OrERATIONS FACILITY 
REfUELING VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
TACTICAL SUPrORT VAN PADS 
HANGAR MODIFICATIONS 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
MULTirURrOSE fACILITY 

Rev hod 
FYII 

Roque at 

312 

100 
261 

10 

3,110 
1,100 

310 

4,110 
1,130 
2,100 

13,100 
3,110 
2, 730 
1,240 
1,370 
1,170 

ISO 
1,410 
7,140 

11,110 
10,100 
11,000 
1,270 
3,110 
3,060 
1,130 

110 
1,100 
2, 250 

100 
310 

3,200 

-------Houao-------
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

131 

1,100 

312 
131 

100 
211 

10 

1,100 
3,110 
1,100 

380 

4,110 
1,130 
2,100 

13,100 
3,110 
2, 730 
1,240 
1,370 
1,170 

110 
1,410 
7,140 

11,150 
10,100 
11,000 
1,270 
3,110 
3,010 
1,130 

110 
1,100 
2,210 

100 
310 

3,200 
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------sonata-------
Chango to Sonata 

Roquoat Authorized 

312 
0 

100 
215 

10 

0 
3,110 
1,100 

310 

4,110 
1,130 
2,100 

13,100 
3,110 
2, 730 
1,240 
1,370 
1,170 

ISO 
1,410 
7,140 

11,150 
10,100 
11,000 
1,270 
3,110 
3,010 
1,130 

110 
1,100 
2,210 

100 
310 

3,200 

0 
131 

0 
0 

0 

1,600 
0 
0 
0 

Conforonco Agro.mont 
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

131 

0 

352 
131 

100 
215 

50 

0 
3,150 
1,100 

310 

4,650 
1,130 
2,500 

13,100 
3,150 
2, 730 
1,240 
1,370 
1,17D 

150 
1,410 
7,14D 

11,150 
10,100 
16,000 
1,270 
3,110 
3,060 
1,130 

110 
1,600 
2,250 

IDO ~ 
310 ~ 

3,200 ~ 
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NAVAL AIR RlWOIIK fAC ALAMEDA 
NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFETT 
NAVAL AIR STATION NORTH ISLAND 

AIRCRAFT ACOUSTICAL ENCLOSURE 
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT FACILITY 
TARGET MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

NAVAL Alii STATION NORTH ISLAND INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE FACS IMPROVEMENTS 
NAVAL AIR STATION NORTH ISLAND MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
NAVAL AVIATION OPT NORTH ISLAND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL STOREHOUSE 
NAVAL SUPPLY CTR OAKLAND GAS CYLINDER STORAGE 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION SEAL lEACH MISSILE MAGAZINES 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION SEAL lEACH MISSILE ASSEMBLY AND TEST FACILITY 
PACIFIC TEST CENTER POINT MAGU MISSILE SYSTEMS EVALUATION LABORATORY 
NAVAL AMPHIBIOUS lASE CORONADO OPEN STORAGE AREA 
NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER CHINA LAKE AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION LABORATORY 
NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER CHINA LAKE DETECTION SYSTEMS LABORATORY ADDITION 
NAVAL CONSTRUCT CTII PORT HUENEME DATA PROCESSING FACILITY 
NAVAL CONSTRUCT CTII PORT HUENEME SEABEE FLEET SUPPORT TRAINING FACILITIES 
NAVAL CONSTRUCT CTR PORT HUENEME SEALIFT SUPPORT STORAGE fACILITIES 
NAVAL CONSTRUCT CTR PORT HUENEME SEABEE TRAINING BUILDINGS 
NAVAL SCM PORT HUENEME 
NAVAL HOSPITAL LEMOORE 

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT BUILDING 
PHYSIOLOGICAL TRAINING FACILITY 

NAVAL POST GRADUATE SCH MONTEREY STEAM LINE IMPROVEMENT 
NAVAL POST GRADUATE SCH MONTEREY MUNICIPAL SEWER CONNECTION 
NAVAL SHIPYARD MARl ISLAND DRYDOCK REFUELING COMPLEX 
NAVAL SHIPYARD MARE ISLAND DREDGED MATERIALS HANDLING FACILITY 
NAVAL SHIPYARD MARE ISLAND 
NAVAL AMPHII SCHOOL SAN DIEGO 

· NAVAL HOSPITAL SAN DIEGO 

FIRE STATION 
SEAL TEAM FACILITIES 
REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER SUPPORT FACILITIES 

NAVAL OCEAN SYS CENTER SAN DIEGO LABORATORY 
NAVAL SECURITY GP DET SAN DIEGO CLASSIFIED MATERIALS ISSUE OffiCE ADDITION 
NAVAL SPACE SUllY ST SAN DIEGO SPACE SURVEILLANCE FACILITY 
NAVAL SUI lASE SAN DIEGO TORPEDO S"OP 
NAVAL SUPPLY CTR SAN DIEGO ANNEX MAINTENANCE BUILDING 
NAVAL TRAINING CENTER SAN DIEGO FIRE FIGHTING TRAINEE FACILITY 
NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CTR SAN DIEGO SEWER IMPROVEMENT 
PERSONNEL SUPPORT ACTY SAN DIEGO SUPPORT FACILITY 
SHORE IMP MAINT CTR SAN DIEGO MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
SUI TRAINING FACILITY SAN .DUGO SUaMAIIINE TRAINING FACILITY 
SUI TRAINING fACILITY SAN DIEGO OPERATIONAL TRAINER FACILITY 
NAVAL STATION SAN FRANCISCO BATTLESHIP SUPPORT COMPLEX (INCREMENT I) 
NAVY PUI WORKS CTR SAN FRANCISCO SEWER IMPROVEMENT 
NAVY PUI WORKS CTR SAN FRANCISCO ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENT 

Rev had 
FYU 

llequeat 

150 
2,11D 
3,310 
1,710 
2,110 

3,010 
10,100 
20,410 

17D 
I,IOD 
1,310 
4,000 
3,330 
1,100 
I, 750 
7,420 
2,110 
2,100 

240 
3,150 

10,100 
11,310 
1,110 
1,150 
3, 710 
3,150 
1,1!11 
7,110 

600 
1,180 

10,720 
4, 770 
1,531 
S,OOD 
1,100 
1,010 

-------Houae-------
Change to 

Raqueat Authortzed 

1,210 

1,550 

(3,100) 

2,400 
2,500 

(11,310) 

1,210 
150 

2,710 
3,310 
5,710 
2,110 
1,150 
3,010 

10,100 
20,470 

170 
1,100 
5,310 
4,000 
3,330 
3,000 
1,750 
7,420 
2,110 
2,100 

240 
3,150 
2,400 
2,500 

10,100 
0 

1,110 
1,150 
3, 710 
3,150 
1,115 
7,110 

100 
1,110 

10.720 
4,770 
5,531 
5,000 
1,100 
1,010 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeat Authortzed 

(5,710) 

(11,310) 

0 
150 

2,710 
3,310 

0 
2,110 

0 
3,010 

10,100 
20,470 

170 
1,100 
5,310 
4,000 
3,330 
I,IDO 
•• 750 
7,420 
2,110 
2,100 

240 
3,150 

0 
0 

10,100 
0 

1,110 
1,150 
3, 710 
3,150 
1,115 
7,110 

500 
1,110 

10,720 
4, 770 
5,131 
5,000 
1,100 
1.010 

Houae +/

Senate 

1,210 
0 
0 
0 

5, 710 
0 

1,150 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(3,100) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,400 
2·,50 

Confarence Atreement 
Chant• to 

Raquaat Authartzed 

1,210 

(5,710) 

1,150 

(3,100) 

0 
2,500 

(11,350) 

1,210 
150 

2,710 
3,310 

0 
2,110 
1,550 
3,010 

10,100 
20,470 

170 
1,100 
5,360 
4,000 
3,330 
3,000 
1,750 
7,420 
2,160 
2,100 

240 
3,150 

0 
2,500 

10. 100 
0 

1,110 
1,150 
3, 710 
3,150 
1,115 
7,110 

500 
1,180 

10,720 
4,770 
5,531 
5,000 
1,100 
1,010 



INSTALLATION PIIOJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alii FORCE 

BUll AFI 
BUll Afl 
CASTLE Afl 
CASTLE Afl 
CASTLE Afl 
EDWARDS AFI 
GEORGI Afl 
GEORGE Afl 
GEORGE Afl 
MARCH Afl 
MARCH Afl 
MATHEII Afl 
MATHEII Afl 
MCCLElLAN Afl 
MCCLELLAN Afl 
ONIZUKA AfS 
TRAVIS Afl 
VANOENBEIIG Afl 
VANOENBEIIG Afl 
VANOENBliiG Afl 

DHENSI AGENCIES 
MARCH Afl 
NOIHH ISLAND 
TREASURE ISLAND 
HUNTERS POINT 
DEfENSE DEPOT TRACY 
CAMP PENDLETOII 

Alii NATIONAL GUAIID 
CHANNEL ISLANDS ANGB 
CHANNEL ISLANDS ANGB 
CHANNEL ISLANDS ANGB 
CHANNEL ISLANDS ANGB 
CHANNEl ISLANDS ANCB 
CHANNEl ISLANDS ANCI 
FRESNO ANGB 
FRESNO ANGI 

UMY RESERVE 
REDOING 
CARDEN GROVE 
STOCKTON 

NAVY RESEIIVE 
MCRC HAYWARD 
NCS STOCKTON 

AIR fORCE RESEIIVE 
MARCH Afl 
MATHER ArB 

DORM I TOU 
ADD TO AND UPGRADE POWER PlANT-PAVE PAWS 
ADD TO JET FUEL STORACE/DISPENSING FACS 
FLOOD CONTROL COST SHARE 
BASE CIVIL ENGINEERING COMPLEX 
ADD/AlTER FLIGHT TEST MISSION CONTROL 
REPLACE RUNWAY 
AIR WARRIOR SUPPORT COMPLEX 
F4-FLYING TRAINING FACILITY 
EXPANDED CLEAR ZONE LAND ACQUISITION 
ADD TO AND UPGRADE DORMITORIES 
BASE fLIGHT OPERATION 
SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS 
VEHICLE REFUELING STATION 
FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 
ALTER TECHNICAL SPACE COMPLEX 
ALTER DORMITORIES 
MISSILE CREW TRAINING FACILITIES 
HYPERGOLIC MAINTENANCE CHECKOUT FACILITY 
TITAN IV LAUNCH PAD 

HOSPITAL SEISMIC UPGRADE 
MEDICAL CLINIC 
MEDICAL/DENTAL CLINIC 
MEDICAL/DENTAL FACILITY 
IMPROVE LIGHTING 
MEDICAL STORAGE 

AERIAL PORT TRAINING FACILITY 
COMPOSITE OPERATIONS I TRAINING FACILITY 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON/SITE PREPARATION 
COMPOSITE SUPPORT FACILITY 
BASE SUPPLY AND EQUIPMENT WAREHOUSE 
POWER CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR 
MUNITIONS MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

LAND ACQUISITION 
ADD/ALTER USARC/MAINT FAC/STORAGE BUILDING 
ARMED FORCES RES CTR/MAINT FAC/MARINE FAC 

TRAINING BUILDING REHAB 
RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING 

MEDICAL TRAINING AND ADMINISTRATION 
COMPOSITE MEDICAL TRAINING fACILITY 

Rovhod 
fYII 

Roquo.st 

[1,400] 
1,100 

10,100 

1,200 
11,100 
3,150 
3,400 
1,000 
3,100 

440 
110 

2,200 
4,300 

10,400 
1,210 
2,300 

21,000 

3,000 
7,200 

11,000 
1,000 

no 
1,000 

2,100 
1,000 
1,150 
1,300 
3,300 
3,900 

100 
1,400 

215 
3,425 
3,nl 

1,000 
2,100 

1,000 
150 

-------House-------
Change to 

Request Authortzed 

1,000 
1,100 

2,300 

(1,000) 

[1,400) 
1,100 

10,100 
1,000 
1,100 
1,200 

11,500 
3,150 
3,400 
1,000 
3,100 
2,300 

440 
110 

2,200 
4,300 

10,400 
1,210 
2,300 

U,OOO 

3,000 
7,200 

11,000 
0 

ItO 
1,000 

2,100 
1,000 
1,150 
1,300 
3,300 
3,100 

100 
1,400 

275 
3,425 
3,nl 

1,000 
2,100 

1,000 
160 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senete-------
Chango to Senate 

Request Authortzod 

(21,000) 

[1,400) 
1,100 

10,100 
0 
0 

1,200 
11,100 

3,110 
3,400 
1,000 
3,100 

0 
440 
110 

2,200 
4,300 

10,400 
1,210 
2,3DO 

0 

3,000 
7,200 

11,000 
1,000 

no 
5,000 

2,100 
1,000 
1,150 
1,300 
3,300 
3,t00 

100 
1,400 

275 
3,421 
3,511 

1,000 
2,100 

1,000 
150 

House +1-
len.to 

0 
0 
0 

1,000 
1,100 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,300 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

21,000 

0 
0 
0 

(1,000) 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

Conference Agre~nt 
Chant• to 

Request Authortzod 

1,000 
1,100 

2,300 

(25,000) 

(5,000) 

[5,400] 
1,900 

10,100 
1,000 
1,100 
1,200 

11,500 
3,150 
3,400 
1,000 
3,100 
2,300 

440 
110 

2,200 
4,300 

10,400 
1,250 
2,300 

0 

3,000 
7,200 

11,000 
0 

no 
5,000 

2,100 
5,000 
1,150 
1,300 
3,300 
3,900 

100 
1,400 

275 
3,425 
3,591 

1,000 ? 
2,100 ~ 

1,000 
150 

~ 



INSfAllATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
COLORADO 

A liMY 
PUUILO Ol'Ol ACl lVI lY CHOU CAL AREA SECURITY UPGRADE 

Alii fOliC( 
IUCKL B ANG UH UPGRADE EMERGENCY POWER PLANT 

IUCI(L(Y ANG lAS( ADD/ALlEII AEROSPACE DATA FACILITY PH-Il 

CH(Y(NN( Ml COMPLU Art NOIIAD COMMAND POST 

LOWRY Ul STUDENT DOIIMITOIIY 

PEJEIISON AFI FIRE TRAINING AIIEA 

PETERSON AFI ADD/ALTER PHYSICAL FITNESS CENTER 
PETEIISON Afl SPACE OPERATIONS INTELLIGENCE CENTER 

us Alii fOliC( ACADEMY DOIIMITOIIY 

us Alii fOliC( ACADEMY ALTER CADET DOIIMITOIIY 

us Alii fOliC( ACADEMY ADD TO/UPGRADE CO ... UNITY CENTER GYMNASIUM 

us Alii fOliC( ACAO(MY ADD/ALTEII lASE ENGINEERING FACILITIES 

DEfENSE AGINC II S 
FALCON AI S NATIONAL TEST BED 

Alii NATIONAL CUAIIO 
IUCKLlY ANGI PERIMETER FENCE 

AIR fOliC£ IIESEIIV( 
PETERSON Afl CIVIL ENGINEERING TRAINING fACILITY 

CONNECTICUT 
NAVY 

NAVAL SlCUIII lY CP AClY CIIOTON ELECTRONICS MAINTENANCE SHOP MODIFICATIONS 
NAVAL SUINAIIIN( lASE NEW LONDON WEAPONS fACILITIES 

AIINY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP O'NEILL TANG SITE, TRAINING FACILITIES PH I 

DELAWALIIE 
Alii fORCE 

DOV£11 Afl ADD TO TAXIWAY 

Alii NAliONAL CUAIID 
CIIEAl£11 WllNINGlON AIIIPOIIT ADD/ALTER AVIONICS SHOP 

llevtaed 
FYU 

Requeat 

3,100 

7 ,3DD 
11,100 
1,500 

12,000 
2,20D 
3,100 
7,3DD 
3,50D 
4,0DO 
1, 750 

uo 

72,500 

7DD 

75D 

1,17D 
I,IID 

2,117 

1,0DO 

410 

-------Houe•-------
Chang• to 

Requeat Authortzecl 

3,200 

7,300 
11,100 
1,100 

12 ,DOD 
2,200 

(3,1DO) D 
7,3DO 
3,1DD 
4,DDO 
1, 75D 

liD 

( 11,1DD) 14,00D 

700 

710 

1,170 
I,IID 

2,117 

1,0DO 

410 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Change to 

Requeet 
Senate 

Author lzecl 

3,200 

7,300 
11,500 
1,500 

12,0DO 
2,20D 
3,10D 
7,3DD 
3,10D 
4,DOD 
1, 75D 

ItO 

72,50D 

700 

750 

1,170 
1,110 

2,197 

1,000 

410 

Houee +/

Senate 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(3,100) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 

( 11,1DD) 

D 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

Conference Agreement 
Change to 

Requeet Authortzecl 

3,200 

7,300 
11,500 
1,500 

12 ,ODD 
2,20D 

0 3,1DD 
7,3DD 
3,5DD 
4,000 
1,750 

990 

(7,SOD) 15,DOO 

700 

750 

1,17D 
1,110 

2,997 

1,0DD 

410 

n 
0 
z 
~ 

~ 
Vl 
Vl 
'""'4 

0 z 
> 
~ 

~ 
t!j 
n 
0 
~ 
0 
I 
:I: 
0 c 
Vl 
t!j 

~ 
.;:a 
= ~ 
.;:a 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ARMY 

WALTER REED ARMY MED CTR PURCHASE WALTER REED INN 

NAVY 
CO ..... ANDANT NAVAL DIST WASHINGTON ELECTRICAL SWITCHING STATION 
CO ..... ANDANT NAVAL DIST WASHINGTON TRANSPORTATION MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
CO,...ANDANT NAVAL DIST WASHINGTON WHITE HOUSE SUPPORT COMPLEX 
CO ..... ANDANT NAVAL DJST WASHINGTON ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE MODERNIZATION 
NAVAL RESEARCH LAB WASHINGTON ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS LABORATORY 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
ANACOSTIA NAVAL STATION WHCA SUPPORT COMPLEX 
FORT MCNAIR - NDU ACADEMIC FACILITY/LIBRARY 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
FORT BEL VOl R &D PERSON ARMORY 

NAVY RESERVE 
NAVAL AIR FACILITY WASHINGTON AIRCRAFT GROUND SUPPORT 

FLORIDA 
NAVY 

NAVAL AIR STATION CECIL fiELD MISSILE INTEGRATION FACILITY 
NAVAL AIR STATION JACKSONVILLE HELICOPTER OPERATIONAL TRAINER BLDG ADDN 
NAVAL AV DEPOT JACKSONVILLE AIRCRAFT ENGINE PROCESSING fACILITY 
NAVAL AIR STATION KEY WEST ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
NAVAL LEGAL SERVICE OFF MAYPORT LEGAL SERVICES OFFICE 
NAVAL STATION MAYPORT INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT FACILITY 
NAVAL AIR STATION PENSACOLA SHIP SUPPORT COMPLEX (INCREMENT II) 
NAVAL HOSPITAL PENSACOLA PHYSIOLOGICAL TRAINING FACILITY 
NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER PENSACOLA HAZARDOUS & FLAMMABLE STOREHOUSE 
NAVAL TECH TNG CTR PENSACOLA ADMIN MODERNIZATION 
NAVAl TRAINING CENTER ORLANDO BARRACKS 
NAVAL TRAINING CENTER ORLANDO ROADS AND UTILITIES 

AIR FORCE 
AVON PARK EW OPERATIONS/VEHICLE MAINT FAC 
CAPE CANAVERAL AFS ADO TO/REPAIR SEWAGE PLANT 
CAPE CANAVERAL AFS LAUNCH OPERATIONS CONTROL CENTER 
CAPE CANAVERAL AFS PIER 

Revieed -------Houee------
FYIS Chenge to 

Requeet Requeet Authorized 

1,1DO 1,100 

1,5DD 1,6DD 
6,100 6,1DO 

21,000 21,DOD 
10,000 10,0DO 
11,100 11,100 

25,2DO (25,2DO) 0 
21,0DO 21,DOO 

2,102 2,102 

1,050 1,050 

340 340 
1,110 1,110 

14,110 14,110 
ISO 150 

1,450 1,450 
3,0&0 3,010 

25,1DO 25,100 
2,250 2,250 
2,14D 2,&4D 
2,140 2,14D 

20,0DD 2D,DOO 
3,81D 3,11D 

3,7DO 3,700 
380 310 

19,000 11,000 
7,600 (7,600) 0 

INIIII TNE UNITED ITATII 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authorized 

1,100 

1,6DD 
6,100 

21,000 
(1D,OOO) 0 

u,IOD 

( 26. 20D) 0 
21,DDD 

2,102 

1,06D 

340 
1,110 

(14,110) 0 
ISO 

1,450 
3,010 

25,&00 
2,250 
2,14D 
2,140 

20,0DO 
3,110 

3,700 
310 

19,000 
7,600 

Houae +/

Senate 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1D,OOD 
D 

0 
0 

D 

0 

0 
0 

14 ,11D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
D 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

(7,600) 

Conference Agre.ment 
Cheng• to 

Requeet Authorized 

1,100 

1,50D 
5,1DD 

21,000 
D 1D,DOD 

u,IOD 

(26,200) 0 
21,DDD 

2 ,1D2 

1,060 

340 
1,110 

0 14,110 
ISO 

1,450 
3,0&0 

25,1DO 
2. 250 
2,&4D 
2,14D 

20,000 
3,11D 

' 3,700 
31D 

19,000 
(7,600) 0 

("') 

0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
Cll 
Cll 
~ 

0 z 
> t-c 
~ 
t!1 
("') 

0 
~ 
tj 

I 
::z: 
0 
c:: 
Cll 
t!1 

? 
~ 
~ 
.......... 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



IIUTALLATIO .. PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
EGLUI All 
(GLIII Afl 
EGLIII Afl AUXILIARY FIHD 
EGLIII AFI AUXILIARY Fl ELD 
(GLI .. AFI AUXILIARY IIHD 
EGLIN All AUXILIARY fiHD 
(GLU Afl AUXIL lAilY fiHD 
(GLI .. Afl AUXILIARY f I HD 
EGLI .. Afl AUXILIARY FULD 
(GLI .. AFI AU XI L lAilY f I HD 
HOMESTEAD Arl 
MACOILL Afl 
MACOILL Afl 
PATIUCK Afl 
PATRICK AfB 
TYNDALL AfB 

DEfENSE AGENCIES 
TYNDALL AfB 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
AVON PARK 
CAMP' BLANDING 
CAMP' BLANDING 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
JACKSONVILL( lAP 
JACKSONVILLE lAP' 

AIR fORC( RESERVE 
HOME ST EAO Afl 

ARMY 
fORT lllNNING 
fORT BENNING 

NAVY 

ADO TO AND UPGRADE CORROSION CONTROL fAC 
DORMITORY 

t SOf-COMBAT CONTROL SQUADRON OPS fACILITY 
t SOF-OORMITORY 

CONSOLIDATED SUPPORT CENTER 
SOF-SIMULATOR FACILITY 

t SOF-ADD TO VEHICLE MAINTENANCE fACILITY 
I SOF-AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE COMPLEX 

SOF-DORMITORY 
SOf-ADDITION TO PARKING APRON 
fii-ALERT SHELTER COMPLEX 
FLIGHTLINE SECURITY LIGHTING 
ALTER DORMITORIES 
ALTER/UPGRADE HEADQUARTERS DATA CENTER 
ARM/DISARM PAD 
COMBAT TRAINING COMPLEX 

MEDICAL WRM fACILITY 

UNIT TRAINING EQUIPMENT SITE 
TRNG SITE, BRIGADE HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX 
BACHELORS QUARTERS 

ADD TO JET fUEL STORAGE 
MUNITIONS MAINTENANCE - STORAGE fACILITY 

fUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE HANGAR 

GEORGIA 

US ARMY SCHOOL Of THE AMERICAS 
INSTALL THERMOSTATIC CONTROLS 

MARIN( CORP'S LOG BASE ALBANY 
MARINE CORP'S LOG lASE ALBANY 
NAVAL SUBMARINE lASE KINGS lAY 
NAVAL SUBMARINE lASE KINGS lAY 
MARINE CORP'S LOG lASE ALBANY 

TANK AND AUTOMOTIVE TEST TRACK 
PAINTING fACILITY 
TRIDENT SUPPORT COMPLEX 
DREDGING 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS MODERNIZATION 

Ravhad 
FYU 

Request 

120 
10,400 

1,250 
4,200 

3,500 
1,700 
1,700 
4,600 
3,150 
6,200 

310 
4,200 

571 
150 

6,000 

aoo 

asz 
1,421 

750 
2, 700 

2,100 

24,000 
350 

5t0 
4,250 

41.730 
7,600 

100 

~ 
~ 
~ 
....... 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES ~ 
Oo 
Oo 

-------House------- ------Sonata------- Conforanca Agraamant 
Chango to Chango to Sana to HOUIO +/- Chango to 

Roqua1t Author hod Roqi!Oit Author hod Sana to Raquast Author hod 

120 620 0 620 
10,400 10,400 0 10,400 
1,250 1, 250 0 1, 250 
4,200 4,200 0 4,200 

7,300 7,300 0 7,30 7,300 7,300 
3,500 3,500 3,500 n 
1,700 1,700 1,700 0 
1,700 1,700 
4,600 4,600 
3,150 3,150 
1,200 1,200 

1,700 z 
4,100 ~ 3,150 

~ 1,200 t%1 
310 310 310 en 

4,200 4,200 4,200 en 
"""" 571 571 576 0 

150 550 
•·.ooo 1,000 

550 z 
6,000 > t-'4 

aoo aoo 0 BOO ~ 
t%1 n 

asz au 
1,421 1,421 

au ... 0 

0 152 0 
~ 0 1,421 tj 

Ill ... au 
I 
::c 

uo 750 0 750 0 
2,700 2,700 0 2,700 c en 

t%1 
2,100 2,100 0 2,100 

24,000 24,000 0 24,000 
350 350 0 350 

510 510 0 590 
4,250 4 .,250 0 4,250 

41,730 41.730 0 41,730 
7,600 7,600 0 7,600 

100 100 0 100 

1-l 
-.:J = 1-l 
c.c 



"""" -:a 
INSIDE THE UNITED STATES = ~ = 

llovhod -------Hou••------- ------sonato------- Conforonco Atroemont 

fYII Chant• to Chant• to lena to NOUIO +/- Chant• to 

INSTALLATION riiOJECT lloquo1t lloquo•t Authortzod lloquo•t Author hod Son a to lloquo1t Author hod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alii FORCE 

NOOOY Af I LANTIIIN AVIONICS FACILITY 100 100 100 0 100 

ROlliNS Afl ADD-ALTEII ENGINEEIIING TEST FACILIT-Y 7,6DO 7,600 7,600 0 7,600 

ROll HI All WEA;ON SYSTEN surroiiT CENTER 12,100 12,100 12,100 12,100 0 12 ,"100 12,100 

ROlliNS All AIRCRAFT CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 11,400 11,400 11,400 0 11,400 

DHlHSI AGENCIES 
ROlliNS Afl OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CAllE CLINIC RErLACENENT 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 0 3,100 3,100 

FORT lENNlNG ENERGENCY IIOON ALTERATION 700 700 700 0 700 n 
0 

ARI-4Y NATIONAL CUAIID z 
ATLANTA 100 rusoN ARMORY 3,210 3,210 3,210 0 3,210 ~ 
NETTER ARMORY 131 131 123 123 " 123 123 ~ 

t%1 
Cll 

ARI-4Y RESEIIVE Cll 
SAVANNAH ADO/AL TEll USARC W/MAINT FAC 2,"121 2,121 2,121 0 2,121 ~ 

0 
HAWAII z 

ARI-4Y > 
SCHOF I HD IARUCKS NCO ACADEMY 0 1,600 1,500 (1,500) 1,5DD 1,5DD t""4 
FORT SHUT Ell AUTOMATED DATA rROCESSING FACILITY 7,200 7,2DO 7,2DO 0 7,2DO ~ 

t%1 
NAVY n 

MARINE CORI'S AU STATION KANEOHE COMIAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 1,670 1,170 1,570 1,570 0 
I-4AIIINE COlli'S A Ill STATION KANEOHE AIRFIELD rAVEMENTS IMrROVEMENT 1,710 1,710 1,710 I, 710 ~ 
NAIIINE COlli'S Alii STATION KANEOHE ELECTRONICS COMMUNICATIONS MAINT SHOP 1,110 1,110 1,110 1,11D ~ 
MARINE COlli'S A Ill STATION KANEOHE ELECTRONICS COMMUNICATIONS MAINT SHOr 2,110 2,110 2,11D 2,11D I 
MAIU NE COli 'I AU STATION KANEOHE INTEGRATED SIGNALS INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM FAC 2,43D 2,430 2,43D 2,430 =c 
MARINE COlli'S AU STAll ON KANEOHE COMBINED ~IIMS STAFF TRAINER FACILITY 1, 710 1,710 1. 71D 1,71D 

NAVAL LEGAL SVC OFF PEAIIL HARIOII LEGAL SERVICES OFFICE 2,31D 2,310 2,31D 2,31D 0 
NAVAL STATION I'EARL HAIIIOR IlliG 1,370 1,370 1,370 B,370 ~ 
NAVAL SUI lASE I'EAIIL HARliOII CONTROLLED INDUSTRIAL FACILITY 11,250 . 11,250 ". 250 ". 25D 

Cll 
t%1 

NAVAL SUI JNG CTII PEARL HAIIIOII TRAINING ADDITION 1,710 1,780 1,71D 1,710 

NAVAL SUPI'LY CENTER rEARL HARIOII FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 2,540 2,640 2,640 2,540 

NAVAL SUI'I'lY CENTEII PEARL HARIOR HAZARDOUS AND FLAMMABLE STORAGE FACILITY 6,110 6,110 6,11D 5,110 

NAVY I'UI WORKS CTR I'URL HARIOII ELECTRICAL SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 3, 710 3, 71D 3, 71D 3, UD 

A Ill FORCE 
HICKAM Afl F15-NUNITIONS MAINT AND STORAGE FACS 4,25D 4,250 4,250 0 4,250 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DH FUH SI'T I'OINT I'URL CITY FIRE I'ROTECTION 1,1DD 1,100 1,100 0 1,10D 

ARI-4Y NATIONAL GUARD ? HILO RANCE, KNOWN DISTANCE UrGRADE 257 257 257 0 251 

~ 
AIR NATIONAL GUAIID ... ~ 

KOKEE Alii STATION lASE CIVIL ENGII MAINTENANCE/MEDICAL FAC 22D 220 220 0 22D 

HI CKAI-4 Afl COMI'OSITE AVIONICS/WEAPONS RELEASE FAC 4,25D 4,250 4,250 0 4,250 ...... 
~ 
Oo 
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-----------------·-----------------------------------------------------------
AIR fORCE R(S(IIV( 

HICKAI4 All CIVIL ENGINEERING TRAINING fACILITY ItO 110 ItO 0 ItO 

IDAHO 

AU fOliC( 
MOUNUIII H01o4( Afl ELEC WAR FAilE OPS AND MAINT fACILITIES 1,400 1,400 I ,400 0 1,400 

AA14Y NATIONAL GUARD 
GOWEN f I HD REGIONAL TRAINING SITE - MAINTENANCE 1,571 I ,171 1,571 0 1,579 

(") 

Alii NATIONAL GUARD 0 
IIOISE AIIIPOIIT ADD/ALTER AVIONICS/ECM PODS 2,300 2,300 2,300 0 2,300 z 
IIOISI AIIIPOIIT ADD TO ENGINE I AND II SHOP 450 450 450 0 450 ~ 

~ 
ILLINOIS t.r1 

AII14Y Vl 

fOIIT SHU I DAN CHILD CARE 0 2,400 2,400 (2,400) 2,400 2,400 Vl ...... 
fORT SHU I DAN ALTER DINING fACILITY 110 110 110 110 0 110 180 0 
IIOCI( ISLAND USUAL MODifiCATION, PHASE IV 0 10,000 10,000 (10,000) 10,000 10,000 z 
flOCK ISLAND ARSENAL CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 110 1110 180 0 180 > 
SAVANNA AIII4Y DEPOT TIIANSPOIITATION TEST CENTER 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 I ,100 1,100 t-'4 
SAVANNA AII14Y DEPOT Alii CONDITION AMMUNITION CENTER 470 470 47D 0 470 

~ 
t.r1 

NAVY (") 
NAVAL TRAINING CUI GIIUT LAKES APPLIED TRAINING fACILITIES IMPROVEMENT 2,190 2,110 2,110 0 2,690 0 
NAVY PUI WOAK S CTII GIIUT LAKES WATEII STOIIAGE TANKS 1,130 I ,130 I ,130 0 1,130 

~ 
NAVAL TIIAINING CTII GIIUT LAKES APPLIED INSTRUCTION IUILDING ALTERATIONS 750 710 750 0 750 t::j 

Alii fOliC( I 
CHANUU Afl UPGRADE STUDENT DOIIMITOIIIES 1,500 1,500 1,500 0 1,500 :I: 
SCOTT Afll HEADQUARTEIIS US TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 12,100 12,100 12,1DO 0 12 ,IDO 0 
SCOTT Afll IIADAII A, ROACH CONTROL fACILITY 1,1DO 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 c 
SCOTT Afll IN-fliGHT MEAL PREPARATION fACILITY 100 100 100 0 600 Vl 

t.r1 
ARMY NA l I ONAL GUARD 

SPARTA IOD PERSON ARMORY I ,457 1,457 I ,457 0 I ,457 

URI ANA AR140RY 0 100 100 (100) 0 0 

KANKAKI I ARMED fORCES RESERVE CENTER IID7 107 107 0 107 

PEORIA ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER 574 174 574 0 574 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
CHICAGO-OHAfll lAP POWER CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR 400 400 400 0 400 

GREATER PEORIA AIRPOIIT OPERATIONS I MAINTENANCE COMPLEX PHASE Ill 12,100 12,100 12,100 0 12,900 

ARMY liE Sl RVI 
KANKAKH ARMED fORCES RESERVE CENTER W/MAI NT fAC 1,121 1,121 1,121 0 1,921 

PEORIA ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER W/MAINT fAC 5,921 1,121 5,921 0 5,921 

NAVY IIISIIIVI ...... 
NAS GUNVI EW IIEQ 0 4,900 4,900 (4,900) 0 0 .:t 

NAS Gl(NVJ(W P-3 TACTICS TRAINER 670 170 170 0 670 = ~ ...... 
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Ravtaad -------House------- ------Sonata------- Conforonco Agro.mant 

fYII Chango to Chango to Son a to Houso +1- Chango to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Raquoat Roquoat Authorized Roquoat Author hod Son a to Roquost Authorized 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
INDIANA 

Alii IOIICI 
Gill SSOM Arl TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT FACILITY 1,160 I ,160 0 I ,160 I ,150 1,150 

ARMY NA I I ONAl GUARD 
CAMP AIIIIIBURY RANGE, MODIFIED RECORD fill£ 334 334 334 0 334 

(} 
CAMP ATIIRBUIIY fliNG SITE, TRAINING fACIILITIES PH lA 2,732 2,732 2. 732 0 2, 732 

0 z 
Alii NATIONAl GUARD 

" WAYNI NAP ADD/ALTER AVIONICS SHOP fOil ECM no 170 170 0 170 ~ 
HULMAN I I HD UPGRADE HANGAR AND SHOPS 100 100 100 0 100 ~ 

tr1 
rJ) 

ARMY IIISIIWI rJ) 

TERRE HAUTI ARMY RESERVE CENT£11/AOO/ALTER MAINT fAC 3,011 3,011 3,011 0 3,011 1-4 

0 
Alii fOliC( IHSlRVI 

z 
GIIISSON Arl AGE SHOP/STORAGE 1,150 1,150 1,150 0 1,150 > 
Gill SSOM Afl A-10 fACILITY 0 4,100 4,100 (4,100) 4,100 4,100 rc 

~ 
IOWA tr1 

ARMY NATIONAl GUUO 
(} 

lOON( ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT fACILITY 2,410 2,410 2,410 0 2,490 0 
CAMP DODGI ORGANIZATIONAL M~INTENANCE SHOP Ill Ill Ill 0 I &I ~ 
CAMP DODGI RANGE, MODifiED RECORD fiRE 632 632 532 0 532 0 
CAMP DODGI COMBINED SUPPORT MAINTENANCE SHOP 2,171 2,171 2,171 0 2,171 I 
MASON CITY 200 PERSON ARMORY 1,131 1,131 I ,131 0 I ,139 =c 
MASON Cl TY ORGANIZATIONAl MAI~TENANCE SHOP 317 317 317 0 317 0 

c 
Alii NATIONAL GUARD 

SIOUX CITY MAP POL COMPLEX 2,500 2,500 2,500 0 2,500 
rJ) 

tr1 

KANSAS 
A Ill I ORCI 

MCCONNEll Arl RELOCATE MAIN GATE 110 110 0 110 110 110 

ARMY lilA ll ONAl GUARD 
NICKElL BARRACKS IDO PERSON ARMORY 161 Ill Ill 0 Ill 

LEX INA 2DO PERSON ARMORY 1, 261 1,261 1,211 0 1,211 

OLATHI ID PERSON ARMORY 1,114 1,194 I ,114 0 1,194 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
MCCONNEll All MUNITIONS MAINTENANCE I TRAINING COMPLEX 1,700 1,700 1,700 0 1,700 ? MCCONNEll All fliGHT SIMULATOR fACILITY 1,250 1,250 1,250 0 1, 250 

MCCONNELL All ALTERNATE fUllS fACILITY 270 270 270 0 270 ~ 
MCCONNELL All POWER CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR 190 110 190 0 190 .. ~ 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
NAVY IUSliiV( 

NNCRC WI CH If A RESERVE CENTER ADO IT ION 

. KENTUCKY 

ARNY 
FORT CANPIILL AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HANGAR 

FORT CANPIIH L HARDSTAND/TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 

FORT CANPIIHL CHArEL 
LIXINGTON~BLUICRASS DEP ACT CHEMICAL AREA SECURITY UPGRADE 

NAVY 
NAVAL ORDNANCE STA LOUISVILLE MACHINE SHOP AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT fAC 

Dff(NS( AGENCIES 
DU IIEUTL I NKTG OfC FT CAMPBELL COVERED AND-OPEN STORAGE 

NAVY liE SEIIIVE 
MCRC FORT KNOX RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING 

LOU I SlANA 

NAVY 
NAVAL STATION LUI CHARLES SHIP SUPPORT PHASE II 

AIR FORCE 
ENGLAND Arl CONSOLIDATED lASE PERSONNEL OffiCE 

BARKSDALE Afl DORM I TORY 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
COLUMIIA ID PERSON ARMORY 

AIR NATIONAL .GUARD 
NEW ORLUNS NAS AL Tl R HANGAR 

NEW ORLEANS MAS MISSILE MAINTENANCE fACI L1 TY 

ARNY Rl Sl RVI 
SHREVEPORt CLASSROOM/STORAGE ADDITION 

NAVY RESERVE 
NAVAL AIR STATION NEW ORLEANS MAGAZINE ACCESS BRIDGE 

NAVAL AIR STAT ION NEW ORLIANS RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
NEW ORLEANS HAS MOBILITY STORAGE FACILITY 

llovllod 
FYII 

lloquoat 

2,100 

14,00D 
5,10D 
1,40D 

77D 

11,DDD 

1,&00 

1,100 

3,700 

3,100 
7,300 

1,054 

750 
1,90D 

375 

210 
IOD 

390 

-------Houao-------
Chango to 

lloquoat Authorized 

2,100 

14,000 
5,100 
1,4DO 

77D 

11,00D 

1,&DO 

1,1DO 

3,700 

3,100 
7,300 

1,D54 

75D 
1,90D 

375 

210 
100 

390 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------sonoto-------
. Chango to 

lloquoat 

1,3DO 

Son a to 
Author hod 

2,100 

14,DDD 
5,100 
1,4DO 

77D 

11,0DO 

1,100 

1,1DO 

5,000 

3,100 
7,3DO 

1,D54 

750 
1,9DO 

375 

. 210 
IOD 

310 

HOUIO +/

Sonato 

0 

0 
0 
D 
D 

0 

0 

0 

(1,30D) 

0 
D 

0 

D 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

Conforonco Agroomont 
Chango to 

lloquoat Authorized 

2,10D 

14.000 
5,100 
1,4DD 

77D 

U,OOD 

1·,&0D 

1,1DO 

D 3,70D 

3,10D 
7,3DO 

1,054 

75D 
1,90D 

375 

2tD 
IOD 

390 

n 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
(Jl 
(Jl 
~ 

0 z 
> rc 
~ 
t!1 
n 
0 
~ 
~ 
I ::c 
0 c 
(Jl 

t!1 

""'"" ..::t 
= N 
~ 
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INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Revtud -------Nouao------- ------Sonato------- Conforonco Agro.mont 
FYII Chango to Chango to Son a to Nouao +1-- Chango to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Roquoat Roquoat Author hod Roquoat Author hod Son a to Roquoat Authortzod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
MAINE 

NAVY 
NAVAL AIR STATION BRUNSWICK AIR EMISSIONS CONTROL 530 130 530 a 530 

AIR FORCE 
LORING AFIS ALTER HEADQUARTERS COMMAND POST 2,100 2,100 2,100 a 2,100 
LORING AFI CONTROL TOWER CAl 101 100 100 a 100 (") 

0 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD z 

GARDINER RANGE, M-11 BAFFLED RIFLE 241 241 241 0 241 ~ 
:;:d 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD t!1 
SOUTH PORTLAND AF STATION CONN/ELECTRONIC TRAINING FACILITY 0 Ill Ill (Ill) Ill Ill Vl 

Vl 
IANGOR lAP CONSTRUCT CREW READINESS FACILITY 100 100 100 0 600 ~ 

0 
MARYLAND z 

ARMY > 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND METAL WORK TRAINING FACILITY 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 1,100 1,100 t-C 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION TRNG FAC 1,400 1,400 1,400 0 1,400 :;:d 
FORT DETRICK UTILITIES EXTENSION 1,600 1,600 1,600 a 6,601 t!1 
FORT Rl TCHIE POWER ENHANCEMENT FACILITY - PH II 1,100 1,100 1,100 a 1,100 (") 

0 
NAVY :;:d 

NAVAL MEDICAL CTR BETHESDA MEDICAL DATA SERVICES FACILITY 6,130 6,130 6,130 a 5,130 0 
NAVAL SFC WEAPONS CTR WHITE OAK FABRICATION SHOP 2,540 2,140 2,540 D 2,540 I NAVAL ACADEMY ANNAPOLIS FAMILY SERVICES CENTER 540 140 540 0 540 ::t: NAVAL AIR TEST CENTER PATUXENT OIL SPILL PREVENTION 1,250 1,250 1, 250 a 1,250 
DAVID TAYLOR RSCH CTR ANNAPOLIS WELDING AND MATERIALS LABORATORY 1,110 1,110 1,160 a 1,110 0 
SUITLAND OPERATIONAL FACILITY PHASE I 61,162 61,152 61,152 a 51,152 c::: 
NAY EXPLOSIVE ORO INDIAN HEAD MUNITIONS DISASSEMILY FACILITY 7,310 7,310 7,310 a 7,310 Vl 
NAVAL ORDNANCE STA INDIAN HEAD MESS HALL 1,27D 1,270 1, 270 a ·1,270 t!1 

AIR FORCE 
ANDREWS AFB DORMITORY 2,650 2,65D 2,65D a 2,550 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DNA PRODUCTION SAFETY FACILITY 5,201 6,201 5,201 D 5,201 
FORT MEADE FIRE SAFETY 2,230 2,230 2,230 a 2,230 
FORT MEADE DEFENSE ACCESS ROAD 10,000 10,000 12,000 12,000 (2,000) 12,000 12,000 

ARMY NA Tl ONAL GUARD 
HAVRE DE GRACE COMBINED SUPPORT MAINTENANCE SHOP ALT. 200 200 200 a zoo 

? 
AIR FORCE RESERVE ~ 

ANDREWS AFB ALTER AERIAL PORT FACILITY 31D 310 310 a 360 
--~ 
........ 

~ 
Oo 



INSTALLATION 

AIR fORCE 
HANSCOM Af8 

ARMY RESERVE 
DEVENS 
BROCKTON 
ATTLEBORO 

NAVY RESERVE 
MCRC CAMP EDWARDS 

PROJECT 

MASSACHUSETTS 

SYSTEM MANAGEMENT ENGINEERING FACILITY 

REGIONAL MEDICAL TRAINING CENTER 
ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 
ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 

COMBAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
NAVAL AIR STATION SOUTH WEYMOUTH MAINTENACE TRAINING FACILITY 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
WESTOVER AFB 
WESTOVER AFB 

AIR FORCE 
WURTSMITH Af8 
WURTSMITH AFB 
WURTSMITH AFB 
WURTSMITH AFB 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
TAYLOR COUNTY 
CAMP GRAYLING 
YPSILANTI 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
SELFRIDGE ANGB 
SELFRIDGE ANGB 
SELFRIDGE ANGB 

ARMY RESERVE 
PONTIAC 
KALAMAZOO 

ARMY NATIONAL CUARO 
CAMP RIPLEY 
CAMP RIPLEY 
CAMP RIPLEY 
CAMP RIPLEY 

ADO/ALTER RESERVE OPERATIONAL TRAINING 
ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE SHOPS 

MICHIGAN 

KC131-COCKPIT PROCEDURES TRAINER SPT FAC 
FIRE STATION 
ALERT TAXIWAY BARRIER 
HEAT PLANT 

ARMORY 
TRNG SITE, MEDICAL UNIT TRAINING FACILITY 
ARMORY COMPLEX 

FUEL SYSTEM MAINTENANCE DOCK 
ALTER JET FUEL OPERATIONS STORAGE 
ALTER AIRCRAFT ENGINE I I R SHOP 

ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 
ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 

MINNESOTA 

RANGE, TANK GUNNERY TABLE VIII 
RANGE, COMBAT PISTOL 
REGIONAL TRAINING SITE - MAINTENANCE 
TRNG SITE, TRAINING FACILITIES 

Rev teed 
FYII 

Requeet 

12,400 

1,151 
1,173 
1,1DI 

3"30 

1,230 

2,411 
2,150 

1,350 
3,000 

140 

451 

2,300 
1,200 

110 

1,111 
2,411 

1 ,242 
241 

1,&11 
3,651 

-------Hou••-------
Chuge to 

Requeet Authorized 

12,400 

1,111 
1,173 
1,101 

330 
1,230 

2,411 
2,150 

1,350 
3,000 

140 
0 

2,313 2,313 
411 

3,011 3,011 

2,300 
1,200 

110 

1,111 
2,411 

1,242 
241 

1,111 
3,151 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authorized 

12,400 

1,151 
1,173 
1,501 

330 
1,230 

2,411 
2,150 

1,350 
3,000 

140 
1,700 5,700 

0 

451 
3,011 3,011 

2,300 
1,200 

110 

1,59& 
2,491 

1,242 
241 

1 ,619 
3,651 

House +/
Senate 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

(5,700) 

2,353 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Conference Agr•~•nt 
Change to 

Requeet Authorized 

12,400 

1,115 
1,573 
1,501 

330 
1,230 

2,415 
2,650 

1,350 
3,000 

640 
5,700 5,700 

2,353 2,353 
451 

3,011 3,011 

2,300 
1,200 

110 

1,596 
2,491 

1 1242 
241 

1 ,619 
3,656 

n 
0 
z 
~ 
~ 
trj 
en 
en 
~ 

0 
z 
> 
t"'4 

~ 
n 
0 
~ 
0 
I 
:I: 
0 
~ 
en 
trj 

joooo6 

'I 
= ~ 
~ 
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Rovhod -------Houeo------- ------Son a to------- Conference Agreement 

FYII Chango to Chango to Son a to HOUIO +/- Chango to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Roquoet Roquoet Author tud Roquoet Authortud Son a to Roquoet Author hod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

DULUTH ANGB ADD TO AIRCRAFT ENGINE I & R SHOP 211 211 211 0 211 

ARMY RESERVE 
FT SNELLING (MINNEAPOLIS) BAND ROOM 200 200 200 0 200 

NAVY RESERVE 
n 

NMCRC ST PAUL RESERVE CENTER ADDITION 2,000 2,000 2,000 0 2,000 0 
z 

AU FORCE RESERVE ~ 
Ml NN-ST PAUL lAP AVIONICS SHOP 1,150 1,150 1,150 0 1,150 ~ 
MINN-ST PAUL lAP BASE CIVIL ENGINEERING COMPLEX 2,100 2,100 2,100 0 2,800 ~ 

CIJ 
CIJ 

MISSISSIPPI 
,.... 

NAVY 0 
NAVAL AIR STATION MERIDIAN BEQ UPGRADE 3,100 3,100 0 3,100 3,100 3,100 z 
NAVAL CONST TNG CTR GULFPORT BUILDERS INSTRUCTION BUILDING 1,180 1,110 1,110 0 1,110 > 
NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA SHIP SUPPORT PHASE II 17,520 17,120 1,110 25,700 (I ,110) 1,1BO 25,700 t-' 

SUPERVISOR SHIPBLDG, PASCAGOULA BEQ REHABILITATION 0 1,000 1,000 (1,000) 1,000 1,000 ~ 
NAVAL CONST TNG CTR GULFPORT STEELWORKERS TRAINING BUILDING 2,110 2,110 2,110 0 2,190 ~ 

n 
AIR FORCE 0 

KEESLER AFB SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY 2,150 2,110 2,150 0 2,150 ~ 
KEESLER AFB ADO TO/UPGRADE DATA AUTOMATION CENTER 2,400 2,400 2,400 0 2,400 ~ 
COLUMBUS ArB MISSION SUPPORT COMPLEX 2,150 2,150 2,150 0 2,150 I 

::c 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

CAMP MCCAIN OMS ADDITION 513 593 0 
CAMP SHELBY TRAINING AREA FACILITY 0 1,500 1,500 ( •• 500) 1,500 9,500 ~ 

CIJ 
~ 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
ALLEN C THOMPSON FIELD FUEL CELL MAINTENANCE CORROSION FAC 3,500 3,500 3,500 0 3,500 

KEY FIELD MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION 0 1,000 1,000 (1,000) 1,000 1,000 

KEY FIELD CE FACILITY 0 1,450 1,450 (1,450) 1,450 1,450 

ARMY RESERVE 
BROOKHAVEN ARMY RESERVE CENTER W/MAINT FAC 2,307 2,307 2,307 0 2,307 

WAYNESBORO LAND ACQUISITION 100 100 100 0 100 

GREENWOOD ADO/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 1,331 1,331 1,331 0 1,336 

NAVY RESERVE 
GULFPORT SEABEE CENTER 0 1,500 1,500 (1,500) 6,500 6,500 

~ 
AU FORCE RESERVE ~ 

KEESLER AFB COMPOSITE TRAINING FACILITY 2,450 2,450 2,450 0 2,450 
"'~ 
........ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
MISSOURI 

Alii FORCE 
WHI HMAN Arl A Til IEDDOWN-UNDISTRIIUTED REDUCTION 

~HIHMAIII Ul All-CONVOY ROAD 

WHIHMAIII Arl All-ALTER MAINTENANCE HANGAR 

WHI TEMAIII AFI All-MISSION OPERATIONS CENTER 

WHil(MAIII Afl All-AIRCRAFT PAVEMENTS-PHASE I 

WHI HMAIII Afl All-HELICOPTER SUPPORT COMPLEX 

WHI TlMAIII Afl All-HYDRANT FUELING DISTRIBUTION 

WHIUMAIII Afl All-RADAR APPROACH CONTROl FACILITY 

WHITU4AIII All ATI-AI RCRAFT SUPPORT EQUIPMENT FACILITY 

WHITEMAN Afl All-AIRCRAFT PARTS CONTROl STORE 

WHIUMAN Afl CONSOLIDATED MISSILE WING MAINT CTRL CTR 

WHIHMAN Afl ATI-SOUNO SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT 

WHIHMAN Afl All-MAINTENANCE CONTROl COMPLEX 

WH I l (MAN Afl All-HYDRANT FUELING OUTlETS-MAINT DOCKS 

WHITEMAN AFI All-MAINTENANCE DOCK 

WHIUMAN ue AlB-EXPAND UTILITY SYSTEM-PHASE I 

DHEHSE AGENCIES 
FORT l(ONARO WOOD EMERGENCY . ROOM AlTER 

ARMY NA Tl ONAL GUARD 
JEFFERSON CITY u.s. PROPERTY I FISCAL OFFICER OFFICE 

FESTUS 200 PERSON ARMORY 

BOONEVIllE 60 PERSON ARMORY 
MONETT 10 PERSON ARMORY 

ARMY RESERVE 
KIRKSVIllE LAND ACQUISITION 

Alii FORCE RESERVE 
Rl CHAROS-GUAUR TACTICAl CliNIC 

MONTANA 
AIR FORCE 

MAlMSTROM Afll KCI35R-IASE ENGINEER FACILITIES 
MALMSTROM Afl KC135R-ALERT CREW SUPPORT FACiliTY 

MALMSTROM Afl KC135R-TRANSIENT AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE FAC 

t.IAlloiSlROt.l Afl KCI35R-UPGRADE UTILITIES 
MAlloiSTROM Afl KCI35R-MISSION OPERATIONS FACiliTIES 

t.IALMSTROM AFI KCI35R-AOD/ALT PRECISION MEASUREMENT lAB 

t.IAlMSTROt.l AFI KC135R-AOO/AlTER AIRCRAFT PARTS STORACE 

t.IALMSTROM Afl KCI35R-AlTER WEAPONS SYS t.IAINT CTRL FAC 

t.IAlt.ISTROiol Afl KCI35R-AIRCRAFT t.IAINTENANCE SHOPS 
t.IAlt.ISTROM AFI KC135R-VEHICLE READINESS FACILITY 

Reviled 
FYat 

Requeet 

1,250 
12,100 
5,700 
1,500 
3,200 

14,100 
1,600 
5,100 
1,450 
4,100 

500 
4,200 
4,000 
4,500 

18,100 

1,450 

431 
1, 713 

141 
155 

75 

1,100 

1 '250 
400 
410 

3,050 
700 

1,100 
110 

1,250 
7,300 
2,400 

-------Houee-------
Change to 

Requeet Authorized 

0 
1, 250 

12,100 
5,700 
1,500 
3,200 

14,100 
1,600 
5,100 
1,450 
4,100 

500 
4,200 
4,000 
4,500 

11,100 

1,450 

1,600 2,031 
1, 713 

141 
155 

( 75) 0 

1,100 

1, 250 
400 
410 

3,D50 
700 

1,100 
110 

1 '250 
7,300 
2,400 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authorized 

(50,000) (50,000) 
1,250 

12,100 
5,700 
1,500 
3,200 

14,100 
1,600 
5,100 
1,450 
4,100 

500 
4,200 
4,000 
4,500 

11,100 

1,450 

431 
1,713 

141 
IU 

75 

1,100 

1,250 
400 
410 

3,050 
700 

1,100 
110 

1,250 
7,300 
2,400 

Houee +/

Senate 

10,000 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1,100 
0 
0 
0 

(75) 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Conference Agree~nt 
Change to 

Requeet Authorized 

(20,000) (20,000) 
1,250 

12,100 
5,700 
1,500 
3,200 

14,100 
1,600 
5,100 
1,450 
4,100 

500 
4,200 
4,000 
4,500 

11,100 

1,450 

1,100 2,031 
1,713 

141 
155 

(75) 0 

1,100 

1, 250 
400 
410 

3,050 
700 

1,100 
910 

1,250 
7,300 
2,400 

n 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
Cll 
Cll ..... 
0 z 
> 
t-' 

~ 
t!1 
n 
0 
~ 
0 
I 
:I: 
0 
c:: 
Cll 
t!1 

~ 
~ 

= ~ 
~ 
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INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
00 

Revhed -------Houae------- ------senate------- Conference Agreement 
FYI I Change to Change to Senate Houae +/- Change to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Aequeat Requeat Authorized Requeat Authorized Senate Requeat Author t zed 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
ARNY NATIONAL GUARD 

GLASCO~ RANGE, MULTI-PURPOSE INDOOR 331 331 331 0 335 

CULBERTSON ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP 151 Ill Ul D 551 

LIVINGSTON &D PERSON ARMORY 764 7&4 714 0 714 

Ml SSOULA ORGANIZATIONAL MAl NTE NANCE SHOP ID7 107 107 0 &07 

NEBRASKA n 
AlA fORCE 0 

OHUTT Arl PHYSIOLOGICAL TRAINING FACILITY 2,450 2,450 2,450 0 2,450 z 
~ 

DEFENSE AGENCIES ~ 
DEF REUTIL & MKTG ore OHUTT Afl COVERED STORAGE 430 430 43D 0 430 t!1 

Vl 
Vl 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD )ooo4 

HASTINGS RANGE, MOUT ASSAULT COURSE 2&1 2&1 2&1 0 2&1 0 z 
NEVADA > 

NAVY t-t 
NAVAL AIR STATION fALLON ~AijEHOUSE 1,150 1,150 1,150 0 1,B50 

~ 
NAVAL AlA ST A Tl ON FALLON MAINTENANCE HANGAR 1,120 I ,120 I ,120 0 1,120 t!1 
NAVAL AlA STATION fALL ON AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE FACILITIES 1,500 1,100 1,500 0 1,500 n 

0 
AIR fORCE 

I NO IAN trRINGS MUNITIONS LOADING/REVETMENT 3,150 3,110 3,150 0 3,150- ~ 0 
NELLIS Afl FLIGHTLINE SECURITY FENCING 1,000 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 I NELLIS Arl AIRCRAFT MUNITIONS LOADING APRON 1,700 1,700 5,700 0 5,700 

RENO lAP FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM 100 100 100 0 aoo :I: 
0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE c 
AIR FORCE Vl 

NE~ IOSTON AIR fORCE STAT ION EMERGENCY ELECTRIC PO~ER PLANT 4,100 4,100 4,500 0 4,500 t!1 

PEASE AFI ALTER ELECTRICAL SYSTEM 0 1,150 l,a5o (1,150) 1,150 a,a5o 

PEASE AFI ADD-ALTER COMBAT ARMS TRAINING FACILITY 1,050 1,05D 1,050 0 1,050 

PEASE Afl ENERGY PLANT CONVERSION 0 500 500 (500) 0 0 

P'EASE Afl SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS 1,050 1,050 1,D50 0 "1,D50 

AIINY NATIONAL GUARD 
CONCORD OMS ADDITION 0 344 344 (344) D 0 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
PEASE Afl ADD/ALTER HANGAR FOR AIRCRAFT MAINT I,DOO 1,000 I,ODO 0 5,000 

ARNY RE SE RYE ? 
CONCORD LAND ACQUISITION 0 15D 150 (150) 150 150 

~ 
LACONIA LAND ACQUISITION 0 350 350 (350) 350 350 

MANCHESTER HARDSTAND 0 125 125 ( 125) 125 125 --~ 
........ 

~ 
Oo 



INSTALLATION 

NAVY II( U II VI 
loiANCHISIU 

Alllo4Y 
FT D IJt 

NAVY 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION EARLE 

Alii fOliC( 
loiCCiUIIIE All 
lo4CCiUIIIE Arl 

ARio4Y NATIONAL GUARD 
WASHINGTON 
T Olo4S IU VIII 
IT D IX 

AIR NATIONAL CiUAIID 
ATlANTIC C I TY 

ATlANTIC CITY 
WARREN CiiiOVf RANCE 

NAVY 
NAVAL OliO STATION WHITE SANDS 

Alii fOliC( 
CANNON Arl 
CANNON All 
HOLl01o4AN All 
KIIITLAND All 
KIIITLAND Afl 

DUENSI AGENCIES 
KIIHLAND 

ARio4Y NATIONAL GUARD 
CENTRAL 
GilA NT S 
LAS VEGAS 
SANTA fl 
SANTA IE 

SANTA ROSA 
TUCUMCARI 

PROJECT 

RESERVE CENTER 

NEW JERSEY 

RANCE MODERNIZATION 

DREDGING 

ADD TO/UPGRADE PHYSICAL FITNESS CENTER 
SECURITY POLICE COMPLEX 

ARio40RY ADDITION/ALTERATION 
TANG SITE, AVIATION TRAINING SITE 
ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP 

ADD/AlTER ROCKET CHECK OUT/STORAGE FAC 
ALTER ELECT DISTRIBUTION SYSTEiol 
RANCE TOWERS/GUNNERY RANGE 

NEW loiEXICO 

loiiSSILE TEST FACILITY 

Flit-AIRCRAFT FUEL SYSTEiol loiAINT DOCKS 
Fill-AVIONICS FACILITY 
DORMITORIES 
ADD TO OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVAL COioiPLEX 
HIGH ENERGY RESEARCH AND TECH FACILITY 

DENTAL CLINIC 

ARMORY 
ARMORY 
ARioiORY 
ORGANIZATIONAL loiAINTENANCE SHOP 
U.S. PROPERTY & FISCAL OFFICER OFFICE BLDG 
ARiotORY 
ARiotORY 

Revtaed 
FYI I 

Requett 

1,200 

11,100 

I, 250 
2,JOO 

I ,Ill 
tal 
710 

1,100 
340 

300 

1,010 

2,100 
1,300 
2,100 
3,100 
1,100 

401 
141 

-------Houte-------
Ch,ange to 

Requett Authortzed 

11,100 

1,313 

111 

0 

1,200 

30,400 

1,260 
2,300 

1,121 
Ill 
710 

1,100 
340 
30a 

l,ala 

2,100 
1,30a 
2,100 
3,10a 
I,IDa 

0 

a 
a 

1,313 
401 
141 
111 

a 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requett Authorized 

1,30a 

11,10a 

2,150 

1,010 
100 

100 
107 

1,300 

1,200 

3a,4aO 

I ,250 
2,300 

1,121 
Ill 
710 

1,10a 
34a 
300 

I,Oia 

2,100 
1,300 
2,100 
3,100 
1,100 

2,550 

1,070 
100 

0 
405 
141 
100 
107 

Houte +/
Senate 

(5.300) 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(2,110) 

(1.070) 
(100) 

I ,313 
0 
0 

11 
(107) 

Conference Agre~nt 
Change to 

Requett Authorized 

0 

11,100 

2,550 

1.07D 
100 

1,313 

100 
107 

0 

1,200 

30,400 

1, 250 
2.300 

1,1521 
Ill 

710 

1,100 
340 
300 

1,090 

2,100 
1,300 
2,900 
3,100 
1,900 

2,550 

1,070 
100 

1,313 
405 
141 
100 

107 ~ 
~ = ~ 
~ 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

A liMY 
fOIIl 011Uio4 
U S MILITARY ACADE~Y 
U MILITARY ACADEMY 
U ~ILITARY ACADEMY 
U MILITARY ACADEMY 

NAVY 
NAVAL STATION STATEN ISLAND 

AIR fOliC( 
GRIHISS AJB 
GRIHISS AJI 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
ALBANY 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
HANCOCK fiELD 
HANCOCK fIElD 
HANCOCK f I HD 
STEWART AUPOU 

AIR fOliC( RESEIIV( 
NIAGARA fALLS lAP 

ARMY 
FORT BRAGG 
FORT BRAGG 
FORT BRAGG 
FORT BRAGG 

NAVY 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP LEJUENE 
MARINE CORPS BASE CA~P LEJUENE 
MARINE CORPS BASl CA~P LEJUENE 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP LEJUENE 
MARINE CORPS BASE CA~P LEJUENE 
MARINE CORPS BASE CA~P LEJUENE 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 
M~AS NEW RIVER 
MCAS NEW RIVER 
MCAS NEW RIVER 

NEW YORK 

lOTH MOUNTAIN DIVISION FACS PH Ill 
CAMP NATURAL BRIDGE MODERNIZATION 
RECORD FIRE RANGE MODERNIZATION 
ACADEMIC FACILITY MODERNIZATION PHASE IV 
REGIONAL SEWAGE SYSTEM CONNECTION 

SHIP SUPPORT PHASE IV 

ALERT TAXIWAY BARRIERS 
UPGRADE ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT FACILITY ADDITION 

SPECIAL fUELS FACILITY 
POWER CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR 
AIRCRAfT ARRESTING SYSTEM 
AUTOMOTIVE MAINTENANCE SHOP 

ADO/ALTER MEDICAL TRAINING fACILITY 

NORTH CAROLINA 

SPECIAL fORCES OPERATIONS COMPLEX 
COMPANY OPERATIONS FACILITIES 
SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT UPGRADE 
APPLIED INSTRUCTION fACILITY 

COMBINED ARMS STAFF TRAINER FACILITY 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
AIR EMISSIONS CONTROL 
INFANTRY SCHOOL 
REMOTE PILOTED VEHICLE OPERS MAINT FAC 
GUNNERY RANGE MODERNIZATION 
CONTROL TOWER 
SHOP VENTILATION IMPROVEMENTS 
fORWARD TRAINING AREA 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
CHILO CARE CENTER 
ORDNANCE OPERATIONS BUILDING 
MAINTENANCE HANGAR MODERNIZATION 
COMBAT AIRCRAFT ORDNANCE LOADING AREA 

llovhod 
FYII 

Requott 

[214,00D) 
B,IOO 
2, 750 
1,100 
2,500 

33,315 

700 
[10,400] 

371 

270 
uo 
150 

3,100 

100 

17,000 
7,100 
7,100 
3,102 

1,140 
1,040 

11,220 
50D 

2,210 
1,740 
1,110 
3,010 

560 

1,210 
11,110 
1,740 

500 
5,550 
2,350 

-------Houto-------
Chango to 

lloquott Authortzod 

[214,000) 
(1,100) 0 

(10,000) 

2, 760 
I,IDO 
2,500 

23,315 

700 
[1D,400] 

371 

270 
760 
150 

3,100 

100 

17,000 
7,100 
7,100 
3,102 

1,140 
1,040 

11,220 
100 

2. 210 
1,740 
1,110 
3,010 

110 
1,210 

11,110 
1,740 

500 
1,550 
2,350 

INSIOE THE UNITED STATES 

------Son ate-------
Chango to Sonato 

lloquoat Authortzod 

[214,000) 
1,100 
2, 750 
1,100 
2,500 

33,315 

700 
[10,400] 

371 

270 
710 
150 

3,100 

100 

17 ,ODO 
7,100 
7,100 
3,102 

1,140 
1,040 

11,220 
100 

2. 210 
1, 740 
1,110 
3,010 

560 
1,210 

11,110 
1,740 

500 
5,550 
2,350 

Houao +1-
Sonato 

0 
(1,100) 

0 
0 
0 

(10,000) 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

Conference Agroomont 
Chango to 

Roquoat Authortzod 

[214,000] 
(1,100) 0 

(10,000) 

2. 750 
5,100 
2,500 

23,315 

700 
[10,400] 

371 

270 
710 
150 

3,100 

100 

17,000 
7,900 
7,100 
3,102 

1,140 
1,040 

11,220 
100 

2,210 
1,740 
1,110 
3,010 

560 

1,210 ? 
11,110 ~ 

1,740 ~ 
500 .. ~ 

5,550 ~ 
2,350 ~ 

Oo 



~ 
~ 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES .. ~ 
...... 
~ 
Oo 

Revtaed -------Houae------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement Oo 

fYU Change to Chango to Son a to Houao +1- Change to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Roque at Requoat Authorized llequoat Authorized Son a to Roque at Author hod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
AIR FORCE 

SEYMOUR JOHNSON Arl ADD TO/UPGRADE CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 3,050 3,050 3,05D a 3,D50 

DHENH AGENCIES 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFI MEDICAL fACILITY SAFETY 3,700 3,7aa 3,700 0 3,700 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD n 
TAYLOUVILLE 10 PERSON ARMORY 513 113 113 0 183 

0 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD z 

DOUGLAS MAP AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON 4,800 4,800 4,800 0 4,800 C') 
~ 

AIR FORCE RESERVE tr.1 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON Af8 RESERVE OPERATIONAL AND TRAINING (KC-10) 2,000 2,aaa 2,0oa 0 2,000 Vl 

Vl ...... 
NORTH DAKOTA 0 

AIR FORCE z 
GRAND FORKS AFI ALERT TAXIWAY BARRIER 340 34D 340 0 340 > 
GRAND FORKS Arl ALERT AIRCRAFT SECURITY SCREENS 4,350 4,350 4,350 0 4,350 t-C 

GRAND FORKS ArB 152-AIRCRAFT PARTS STORAGE FACILITY 2,400 2,400 2,400 0 2,400 ~ 
GRANO FORKS AFI ALTER DORMITORIES 2,350 2,35a 2,350 a 2,350 tr.1 
GRANO FORKS AFI 111-ADD TO AND UPGRADE EQUIP CORROSN CTRL 2,150 2,150 2,150 0 2,150 n 
GRAND FORKS Afl Ill-MUNITIONS LOAD CREW TRAINING FAC 1. 700 1,700 1,700 0 1,700 0 
MINOT AFI EDUCATION CENTER 3,200 3,200 3,200 0 3,200 ~ 
MINOT Afl COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 3,050 3,050 3,050 0 3,050 ~ 

I 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD ::c 

II SMARCK ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP I, 232 1,232 1,232 0 1,232 
0 

OHIO c:: 
Vl 

AIR FORCE tr.1 
WRIGHT-P'ATTERSON AFI ADD TO/UPGRADE SPECIAL OPS INTEL FAC 7. 717 7. 717 7. 717 0 7,717 

WRIGHT-PAT T l RSON Afl ADD-ALTER AIRCRAfT MODIFICATION CENTER 2,088 2,D88 2,088 0 2,088 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFI ADD TO/UPGRADE AfLC HEADQUARTERS CMD POST I ,ISO 1,150 1,150 0 1,150 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
MCCONNElSVILLE TRAINING SITE a 114 114 (114) 914 914 

MCCONNELSVIllE OMS SHOP a 1,153 1,153 (1,153) 1 ,153 1,153 

MCCONNEl SV Ill E ARMORY 4,661 4,111 a 4,161 4,169 4,669 

AIR NATIONAl GUARD 
TOLEDO EXP'RESS AIRPORT ADD TO BASE SUPPLY 30a 3D a 3DD D 3DD 

ARMY RESERVE 
DELAWARE ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 1,355 1,351 1,355 a 1,355 

CHilliCOTHE ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 1,261 1,261 1,211 0 1,261 

ZANESVIllE MAINT FAC/PARKING 275 275 275 0 275 """' ~ = ~ 
"""' 



INSTALL AT ION 

NAVY II( Sl IW( 

NMi:IIC TOLEDO 

Alii fOliC( lllS(IIVl 
YOUNGSTOWN MAP 
YOUNGSTOWN MAP 

A liMY 
fOIIT SILL 

NAVY 
NAVAL Alii DlT TINK£11 Afl 

Alii fOliC( 
l.l JUS Afl 
TINKU AJI 
TINKER Afl 

DlfENSE AGENCIU 
FORT Sill 

AIIMY NATIONAL GUARD 
TULSA 
HUGO 

Alii NATIONAL GUARD 
TUlSA lAP 

ARMY IUSUVl 
MIDWEST Cl TY 
PONCA Cl TY 

NAVY Ill Sl liVE 
NMCIIC OKLAHOMA 

Alii FOIICE RESERVE 
TJNKU AFI 
T INKU Afl 

PROJECT 

RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING 

UPGRADE DINING HALL 
MEDICAL TIIAINING FACILITY 

OKLAHOMA 

MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

SPECIAL WARFARE UNIT 

lAND ACQUISITION 
Ill-AVIONICS fAC/LAND ACQUISITION 
SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY 

HOSPITAL PHASE II 

ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP 
ARMORY 

fiRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM 

ADD/ALTU AFRC 
ADD/ALT£11 USARC W/MAINT fAC 

RESERVE CENTER ADDITION 

ADO fiRE PROTECTION fUEL SYSTEM HANGAR 
CIVIL ENGINEERING TRAINING FACILITY 

Rev lied 
FYU 

Requoet 

3,100 

1,000 
1,150 

3,700 

u,o1o 

11.400 
1,250 

400 

100 

3, 727 
1,331 

2,350 

no 
710 

-------House-------
Chango to 

Request Authorized 

3,100 

1,000 
1,110 

3,700 

31,010 

2,300 2,300 
11,400 
1,250 

14,000 14,000 

400 
700 700 

100 

3, 727 
1,331 

2,310 

110 
710 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Soneto-------
Chengo to Senate 

Request Authorized 

3,100 

1,000 
1,150 

3,700 

31,080 

2,300 2,300 
11,400 
1,250 

27,000 27,000 

400 
0 

100 

3, 727 
1,331 

2,310 

110 
710 

Nouso +1-
Sonato 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

27,000 

0 
700 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

Conforonco Agroom.nt 
Chango to 

Roquost Authorized 

3,100 

1,000 
1,150 

3,700 

31,010 

2,300 2,300 
11,400 
1,250 

27,000 27,000 

400 
700 700 

100 

3, 727 
1,331 

2,350 

110 
780 

(""} 

0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
Vl 
Vl ........ 
0 
z 
> 
t""4 

~ 
t!1 
(""} 

0 
~ 
t::j 
I 
::I: 
0 c 
Vl 
t!1 

~ 
~ 
.. ~ 
....... 

~ 
Oo 



? 
~ 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES ... ~ 
....... 
~ 
Oo 

Rev had -------House------- ------Senate------- Confaranca Agreement Oo 

FYat Change to Change to Senate House +1- Change to 

IIUULLATION PROJECT Reque1t Requa at Author tuG! Ill qua at Author tuG! Senate Requeat Author luG! 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
OREGON 

A liMY 
UMATILLA AIIMY OHOT CHEMICAL AREA SECURITY UPGRADE 3,100 3,100 3,100 0 3,600 

A liMY NATIONAL GUARD 
II EDMOND UNIT TRAINING EQUIPMENT SITE AOO/ALT 613 IU 113 0 693 

AU NATIONAL GUARD 
PORTLAND lAP ADO TO AIRCRAFT ENGINE I I R SHOP 300 300 300 0 300 n 
POIITLANO lAP ALEIIT FACILITIES 2,000 2,000 2,000 0 2,000 0 
POIITLANO lAP AVIONICS FACILITY 1,100 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 z 
PORTLAND IU POWEll CHECK PAD WITH SUPPRESSOR uo 110 190 0 990 ~ 

~ 
ARMY liE SERVE ~ 

CORVALLIS UPGRADE KITCHEN 150 150 150 0 150 en en ...... 
AU fOliC( RESERVE 0 

PORTLAND lAP CIVIL ENGINEERING TRAINING FACILITY 750 750 750 0 750 z 
> 

PENNSYLVANIA t-'4 
ARMY ~ 

LETTERUNNY ARMY DEI'OT INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT PLANT 1,100 1,100 1,100 0 1,100 t!1 
NEW CUMBULAHD AD ENERGY CONSERVATION ALTERATIONS 1,100 (1,100) 0 (1,100) 0 0 (1,100) 0 n 

0 
NAVY ~ 

NAVAL AIR DEY CENTER WARMINSTER BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS IMPROVEMENTS 1, 270 1, 270 1,270 0 1, 270 0 
NAVY SHIP CENTER PHILADELPHIA WATER DISTIIIBUTION SYSTEM PHASE II 10,300 10,300 1,200 1,200 2,100 10,300 10,300 I 
NAVY SHIP CENTER MECHANICSBURG ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 2,050 2,05D 2,050 0 2,050 

:I: 
NAVY AV SUPPLY Off PHILADELPHIA OFFICE ADDITION 1,400 1,400 1,400 0 1,400 

0 
DEfENSE AGENCIES c 

DEFENSE DEPOT MECHANICSBURG TRAILER LOADING/PARKING AREA/PAVING 410 410 460 0 460 en 
~ 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
LEWI SIIURG ARMORY ADDITION ALTERATION 144 144 144 0 144 

fT INDIANTOWN GAP HELICOPTER PARKING AREA 211 261 261 0 269 

fINLEYVILLE RANGE, 25 METER BASIC BAFFLED 111 111 111 0 181 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
GREATER PITTSBURGH lAP ACCESS ROAD 5,000 6,000 6,000 0 5,000 

ARioiY Ill 5( RVE 
MEADVILLE AOO/ALT USARC W/MAINT FAC 1,102 1,102 1,102 0 1,102 

STAll COLLEGE ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 1,501 1,501 1,501 0 1,501 

NAVY RESEIIVE 
NAS WILLOW GROVE RESASWTRACEN ADDITION 2,300 2,300 2,300 0 2~300 

NAS WillOW GROVE AIR OPERATRIONS AND TERMINAL BUILDING 1,100 1,100 1,100 0 1,900 """ 'I = ~ 
~ 



INSTALLATION 

AI~ FO~CE ~ESE~VE 

CREATE~ PITTSBU~GH lAP 

NAVY 
NAVAL ED I TNG CT~ NEWPO~T 

SfC WA~FA~E Off SCH CMD NEWPORT 
NAVAL JUSTICE SCHOOL NEWPORT 
NAVAL _ED I TNG CT~ NEWPORT 

AI~ NATIONAL GUA~D 

COVENTRY AGS 

NAVY 
NAVAL HOSPITAL BEAUFORT 
NAVAL SHI PYA~D CHARLESTON 
NAVAL SUPPLY CENTE~ CHA~LESTON 
NAVAL WEAPONS 
NAVAL WEAPONS 
NAVAL WEAPONS 
NAVAL WEAPONS 
NAVAL WEAPONS 
NAVAL WEAPONS 

AIR FORCE 
CHA~LESTON Afl 

CHARLESTON Afl 

CHARLESTON AfB 

STATION 
STAT ION 
STATION 
STATION 
STATION 
STATION 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
PAUlS ISLAND 

CHARLESTON 
CHARLESTON 
CHARLESTON 
CHARLESTON 
CHARLESTON 
CHARLESTON 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
fORT JACKSON 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
MCENT I ftE 

MCENTIRE 
MCENTIRE 

ARMY RESERVE 
GREENWOOD 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
CHARll STON AFB 

PROJECT 

IMPROVE BASE ACCESS ROAD 

RHODE ISLAND 

ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMNTS 
COMBAT SYSTEMS TRAINER BUILDING 
LEGAL TRAINING BUILDING 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

ADO/ALTER BUILDINGS PHASE Ill 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS 
BULK FUEL lOADING AND UNLOADING FACILITY 
MISSILE MAGAZINES 
MISSILE FACILITY 
VE~TICAL LAUNCH MISSILE FACILITY 
ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
TORPEDO MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
INERT STOREHOUSE 

C17-fliGHT SIMULATOR TRAINING FACILITY 
ADO/ALTER RECREATION CENTER 
ADD/ALTER CHILO DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

DENTAL CLINIC ADO/ALTER 

NONCOMMISSIONED OfFICER ACADEMY 

lASE ENGINEER MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINT CORROSION CONTROL FAC 

ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 

CIVIL ENGINEERING TRAINING FACILITY 

Ravhad 
FYU 

Requa at 

1,150 

7,&00 
4,750 
2,0&0 
3,110 

1,350 

2, 2&0 
uo 

1,0t0 
3,120 
1,400 
2,470 
Z,IDO 
3,3t0 

47D 

S,OOD 

4,100 

',171 

1,150 
too 

1,100 

1,150 

no 

-------Houaa-------
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

1,150 

7,100 
4,750 
2,060 
3,110 

1,350 

2,210 
140 

1,090 
3,120 
1,400 
2,470 
2,100 
3,310 

470 

1,000 
110 liD 
410 410 

4,100 

1,171 

1,150 
tOO 

1,100 

1,850 

120 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Chango to Senate 

Roquoat Authorized 

1,150 

7,100 
4, 750 
2,D60 
3,960 

1,350 

2,210 
140 

1,090 
3,120 
1,400 
2,470 
2,100 
3,3t0 

470 

I,ODO 
0 
0 

4,100 

1,171 

1,150 
100 

1,100 

1,850 

120 

Houao +/
Senate 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
110 
410 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

Conference Agreement 
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

1,650 

7,600 
4, 750 
2,060 
3,t60 

1,350 

2,260 
640 

1,0t0 
3,620 
9,400 
2,470 
2,900 
3,390 

470 

5,DOO 
0 0 
0 0 

4,100 

1,176 

1,150 
tOO 

1,100 

1,850 

620 

n 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!1 
V'J 
V'J 
jooo( 

0 z 
> t""4 

~ 
t!1 
n 
0 
~ 
0 
I 
:I: 
0 c 
V'J 
t!1 

? 
~ 
~ 

....... 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 
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INSIDE THE UNITED STATES ~ 
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Rev teed -------Houee------- ------Senete------- Conference Agreement 

nat Cheng• to Cheng• to Senate Mouse +1- Change to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Requeet Request Authorized Request Authorized Senate Requeet Authorized 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
SOUTH DAKOTA 

AIR FOIICI 
Ill SWOIItN AF'I Ill-MUNITIONS LOAD CREW TRAINING fAC 1,700 1,700 1,700 0 1,700 

Ell SWOIITH Afl IMPROVE lASE TRAffiC FLOW 1,150 1,150 1,11D D 1,650 

ELLSWOIITH All STRATEGIC WARfARE CENTER 1,300 1,300 1,30D 0 5,300 

("') 
GUARD ARNY NATIONAl 0 

RAP'IO CITY 200 PERSON ARMORY 1,114 1,114 1,114 0 1,114 z 
TENNESSEE G1 

~ 
NAVY 

NAS MENP'HJS TIIAINING fACILITY 0 10,010 10,010 (10,010) 10,090 10,090 trj 
Vl 
Vl 
~ 

AIR fORCE 0 
ARNOLD ENG INURING DEV CENTER LARGE ROCKET TEST FACILITY (J-1) IO,OOD 10,000 10,000 0 50,000 z 
AIINOLD ENG INURING DEV CENTER INDEPENDENT WIND TUNNEL DRIVE SYSTEM 23,000 u,ooo 23,000 0 23,000 

ARNOLD ENGINEERING DEY CENTER UPGRADE STEAM PLANT 7,100 7,100 7,100 0 7,100 > 
t'"'4 

ARNY NATIONAl GUARD ~ 
MILAN TRNG Sl TE, TRAINING fACILITIES PM II 1,151 1,111 1,151 0 1,551 trj 

TRENTON ARMORY 0 1,100 1,500 (1,100) 1,100 1,500 ("') 
0 

AU NATIONAL GUARD ~ 
MCGHEE-TYSON AIIIP'ORT P'ROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUC CENTER PHASE II 4,300 4,300 4,300 0 4,300 0 

I 
NAVY IIISERVE :I: 

NAS MEMP'HI S AIRCRAFT RINSE FACILITY 1,1DO 1,10D 1,100 0 1,100 0 
NAS NEMP'HIS RESERVE TRAINING AND ADMIN BUILDING 3,100 3,100 3,10D 0 3,100 c:: 

Vl 
TEXAS trj 

A !liMY 
CORPUS CHRIST I ARMY DEP'OT AIRFRAMES SUPPORT fACILITY 4,900 4,iOO 4,900 D 4,900 

CORP'US CHIIIISTI A !liMY D EP'OT AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE SHOP ADDITION 2,500 2,500 2,100 0 2,500 

FORT Ill SS BARRACKS MODERNIZATION 7.100 7,100 0 7,100 0 D 

FORT BLISS TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 3,100 3,100 0 3,1DO 3,100 3,100 

FOIH HOOD BATTLE SIMULATION FACILITIY 1,000 1,000 1,000 0 9,000 

FORT HOOD CHILD DEVELOP/CHAPEL/RELIGIOUS ED FAC 1,100 1,100 1,900 0 1,900 

FORT SAM HOUSTON CHIL.D DEVELOPMENT CENTER/RELIGIOUS ED CTR 3,210 3,250 3,260 0 3,250 

RED RIVER ARMY DEP'OT WEATHERIZE BUILDINGS 400 400 . 400 0 400 

RED RIVER .AftNY DEPOT CENTRAL DISTRIBUTION CENTER - PHASE II 10,000 10,000 (11,400] 10,000 0 10,000 

NAVY 
NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE SHIP SUPPORT rHASE II 31,150 31,150 31,150 0 31,150 

NAVAL STATION GALVESTON SHIP SUPPORT PHASE II 1,110 1,110 1,390 14,500 (1,390) 0 1,110 

...... 
-:a = ~ 
Q1 



PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alii fOliC( 

IIIIGSliiOW AJI 
IIIOOKS AJI 
CAIISWHL AJI 
DYESS AJI 
DYESS AJI 
DYESS AJI 
GOODfflLOW AJI 
KELLY Afl 
KELLY AJI 
KELLY Afl 
LACKLAHD AFI 
LACK LAND AJI 
LAUGHLIN Afl 
LAUGHLIN AJI 
IIANDOLPH Afl 
RANDOLPH AJI 
RANDOLPH .,. 
REESE AJI 
SHEPPAIID AFI 
SHEPPAIID AJI 

DEfENSE AGUICI U 
COIIPUS CHill Sll 
DYESS Afl 
FORT SAW HOUSTON 
DEF REUTIL I WKTG CAIISWELL AFI 

AIIWY NATIONAL GUARD 
ElliNGTON ANG lASE (HOUSTON) 
ElliNGTON ANG lAS( (HOUSTON) 
ElliNGTON ANG lAS( (HOUSTON) 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
ELLINGTON ANGI 
ElliNGTON ANGI 
DALLAS NAS 

AIIWY lllSEIIVE 
HARLINGEN 
SEAGOVILLE 
SEAGOVILLE 
FOIIT HOOD 
AWAIU L LO 
HOUSTON (OLD SPANISH TRAIL) 

NCO PROFESSIONAl EDUCATION CENTER 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
DINING FACILITY 
CONTROL TOWER 
Ill-ADD/ALTER ACFT WAINT MACHINE SHOP 
Ill-DIVISION OPERATIONS FACILITY 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
DEPOT WAREHOUSE 
AIRCRAFT CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 
ADD TO HAZARDOUS MATERIAL STORAGE FAC 
OLI-LANGUAGE TRAINING LABORATORY 
EMERGENCY POWER PLANT 
ADD TO VEHICLE MAINTENANCE COMPLEX 
PETROLEUM OPERATIONS COMPLEX 
STUDENT DORMITORIES 
ALTER TECHNICAL TRAINING MGMT FACILITY 
MANPOWER ANALYSIS FACILITY 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
STUDENT DORMITORY 
FUEL CELL REPAIR FACILITY 

HOSPITAL SAFETY 
HOSPITAL SAFETY 
HOSPITAL REPLACEMENT PHASE I 
COVERED STORAGE 

ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP 
ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT FACILITY 
ZOO PERSON ARMORY 

ALTER ILDG 1351 FOR ICE I ADMIN 
ADD/ALTER ILDG 1310 AGE FACILITY 
WEAPONS SYSTEM SECURITY/MEDICAL TNG/ADMIN 

ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER W/MAINT FAC 
LOCAL TRAINING AREA 
ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT FAC 
REGIONAL MAINTENANCE TRAINING SITE 
UPGRADE KITCHEN 
PURCHASE USARC W/MAINT FAC 

Rovhod .;------Houao-------
FYU Chango to 

Roquoet Roquoet Author I zod 

2,100 2,100 
2, 750 2, 750 

3,500 3,500 
2,000 2,000 

120 520 
150 110 

2,350 2,350 
17,500 17.500 
1,100 1,100 
3,000 3,000 

12,000 12,000 
2,031 2,031 

110 110 
130 130 

4,400 4,400 
1,750 1,750 

[2,400] [2,400] 
110 ItO 

1,100 1,500 
1,200 1,200 

1,100 1,100 
150 150 

23,000 23,000 
350 350 

315 311 
1,160 1,110 
2. 213 2,213 

340 340 
350 350 

2,100 2,100 

2, 731 I, 731 
2,184 2,114 
1,003 1,003 
Z,504 Z,I04 

zoo zoo 
Z,IOO Z,IOO 

..... 
'I = ~ 
~ 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Son a to------- Conforonco Agro.mont 
Chango to Son a to Houoo +1- Chango to 

Roquoot Authorized Son a to Roquott Authorized 

2,100 0 2,100 

0 2, 75 2, 750 2, 750 

3,100 3,500 

2,000 2,000 

120 120 

150 150 n 
2,350 2,350 0 

17,500 17.500 z 
1,100 1,100 ~ 
3,000 3,000 ~ 

12,000 12,000 trJ 
2,031 2,031 en en 

110 910 ~ 
130 130 0 

4,400 4,400 z 
1, 750 1, 750 > 

[2,400] [2,400] rc 
110 110 

~ 
1,100 1,100 trJ 
1,200 1,200 n 

0 
1,100 

~ 
1,100 0 0 

110 0 150 I 23,000 0 23,000 

350 0 350 :I: 
0 
c:: 

311 0 315 en 
1,160 0 1,160 trJ 
2,213 0 2,213 

340 0 340 

350 0 350 

2,100 0 2,100 

2. 731 0 2. 731 

2,114 0 2,184 

1,003 0 5,003 

? ~,504 0 Z,504 

zoo 0 zoo ~ 
Z,IOO 0 Z,500 

~ 
~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



INSTALLATION 

NAVY IUS( liVE 
NAVAL Alii STATION DALLAS 
Nlo4CIIC DAllAS 
NHCIIC HAIILINGEN 

Alii fOliC( RESEIIVE 
CAIISWHL AfB 
CARSWEll ArB 
CARSWELL ArB 
CARSWELL ArB 
CAIISWELL AFB 
KHLY AFB 
KELLY ArB 

ARMY 
TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 
TOOELE Alllo4Y DEPOT 
TOOELE ARMY ~EPOT 
DUGWAY PIIOVING GROUND 

AlA fORCE 
HILL AFB 
HILL AFB 
HILL ArB 
HILL ArB 
HILL AFB 

DEfENSE AGENCIES 
DEFENSE DEPOT OGDEN 

Alii NATIONAL GUARD 
SALT LAKE CITY lAP 

Alii fORCE RESERVE 
HILL AFB 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
ETHAN ALLEN 

PIIOJECT 

fiRE I RESCUE STATION STORAGE ADDITION . 
RESERVE CENTER ADDITION 
RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING 

COMPOSITE MAINTENANCE SHOPS 
fUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
ALTER AVIONICS SHOP 
MUNITIONS STORAGE 
ALTER MAINTENANCE SHOPS 
COMPOSITE MAINTENANCE fACILITY 
OUTDOOR WASHRACK 

UTAH 

CHEMICAL AREA SECURITY UPGRADE 
AMMUNITION DEMILITARIZATION fACILITY 
CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE fACILITY MOD 
CHEMICAL LABORATORY fACILITY 

ADO TO/UPGRADE METAL PROCESSING SHOP 
COMBAT LOGISTICS SUPPORT fACILITY 
LANTIRN AVIONICS fACILITY 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT fACILITY 
TACTICAL AIRCRAfT CONTROL OPERATIONS fAC 

ADP fACILITY 

ELECTRONICS SECURITY COMPLEX 

ADD/ALTER RESERVE OPERATIONAL TRAINING 

VERMONT 

400 PERSON ARMORY 

Revised 
fYU 

Requeet 

351 
3,300 
Z,IOO 

3,550 
Z,550 
2,100 

310 
1,000 
2, 700 
1,ZOO 

5,700 
41,&00 
37,000 
12,100 

1,100 
3,700 

110 
110 

3, 750 

1,000 

2,100 

1,540 

4,001 

-------Houee-------
Chanoe to 

Requeet Authortzed 

3U 
3,300 
2,100 

3,150 
2,110 
2,100 

310 
1,000 
Z,700 
1,ZOO 

5,700 
41,100 
37,000 
12,100 

1,100 
3,700 

110 
110 

3, 760 

1,000 

z,1oo 

1,140 

4,001 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeet Authortzed 

3U 
3,300 
2,100 

3,550 
2,550 
2,100 

310 
1,000 
2,700 
1,200 

5,700 
41,100 
37,000 
12,100 

1,100 
3,700 

110 
110 

3,710 

1,000 

2,100 

1,140 

4,001 

HOUle +/
Senate 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Conference Agreement 
Change to 

Requeet Authortzed 

355 
3,300 
2,100 

3,550 
2,550 
2,100 

310 
1,000 
Z,700 
1,ZOO 

5,700 
41,100 
37,000 
12,100 

1,100 
3,700 

110 
110 

3, 750 

1,000 

2,100 

1,540 

4,001 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

A liMY 
FORT IUSI IS 
FOIIT PICKEH 
FORT (USTI S 
FORT A P HILL 
FORT L(( 
VINT HILL FAII1o4S STATION 

NAVY 
MARINE CORPS CIT CMD QUANTICO 
MARINE COIIPS CIT CMD QUANTICO 
MAIIINE CORPS CIT CMD QUANTICO 
MARINE CORPS DIT CAMP ELMORE 
MARINE (NV SYSTEMS fAC DAM NECK 

VI RGI MIA 

EMERGENCY SERVICES BUILDING 
CENT.AL WASH FACILITY 
APPLIED INSTRUCTION FACILITY 
UTILITIES AND TRAINING FACILITY UPGRADE 
PETROLEUM FIELD TRAINING FACILITY 
WAREHOUSE ADDITION 

TRAINING RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS 
APPLIED INSTRUCTION BUILDING 
AMPHIBIOUS BRIGADE SUPPORT COMPLEX 
BOAT STORAGE FACILITIES 

FLT CBT TNG CTR All DAM NECK RAOARMAN TRAINING BUILDING ADDITION 
NAV GUIDED MISSILES SCH DAM NECK FIRE FIGHTING TRAINER FACILITY 
NAVAL AIR STATION OCEANA 
NAVAL AIR STATION OCEANA 
NAVAL AMPHII lASE LITTLE CREEK 

STORAGE BUILDING ADDITIONS 
TACTICAL AIRCREW TRAINING SYSTEM COMPLEX 
BOAT SHOP 

NAVAL AMPHII SCHOOL LITTLE CREEK TRAINING FACILITIES 
NAVAL SEC GP ACT NW CHESAPEAKE PERSONNEL SUPPORT FACILITIES 
NAVAL SEC GP ACT NW CHESAPEAKE 
NAVAL SFC WEAPONS CTR DAHLGREN 
NAVAL SFC WEAPONS CTR DAHLGREN 
NAVAL SFC WEAPONS CTR DAHLGREN 

GYMNASIUM 
WEAPONS SYSTEM LABORATORY 
AEGIS EDUCATION CENTER ADDITION 
TARGET SUPPORT FACILITY 

NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER WILLIAMSIURG MUNICIPAL SEWER CONNECTION 
NAVAL OPHT SPT ACT YORKTOWN 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION YORKTOWN 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION YORKTOWN 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION YORKTOWN 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION YORKTOWN 
ATLANTIC fLT HQ SPT ACT NORFOLK 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT NORFOLK 
NAVAL LEGAL SERVICE Off NORFOLK 
NAVAL MEDICAL CLJNfC NORFOLK 

OPTHALMIC SUPPORT BLDG AOON I ALTERATIONS 
PIER MODERNIZATION 
MISSILE MAGAZINES 
MISSILE MAGAZINES 
MISSILE FACILITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING ADDITION 
MATERIALS AND STANDARDS LABORATORY 
NAVAL LEGAL SERVICE BUILDING ADDITION 
AVIATION PHYSIOLOGY TRAINING FACILITY 

NA~AL SUPPLY CENTER NORFOLK LARGE COMPONENT STORAGE 
NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER NORFOLK DRUM STORAGE AND ISSUE FACILITY 
NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER NORFOLK STEAM PLANT IMPROVEMENTS 

AIR FORCE 
LANGLEY Afl TACTICAL AIRCRAFT CONTROL COMPLEX 

Ravhad 
FYat 

Requa at 

4,000 
2,500 
5,100 

100 

4,1DO 
7,70D 
1, no 
1,110 
I,ODO 
4,7DO 
4,450 

710 
1,100 
1,270 

140 
4,31Q 
1,DIO 
1,140 
1,470 

10,132 
3,300 
1,170 

[7,170] 
7,470 
4,110 

[I ,1DD] 
1,700 
1,150 
1,010 
2,47D 
2,010 
4,100 
4,410 

[2,250] 

-------Houaa-------
Changa to 

Raquaat Authorized 

2,500 

4,100 

2,500 
4,000 
2,500 
1,100 
4,100 

100 

4,100 
7,700 
1,710 
1,110 
1,000 
4,700 
4,450 

no 
1,100 
1,270 

140 
4,310 
1,010 
1,140 
1,470 

10,132 
3,300 
1,170 

[7 ,170] 
7,470 
4,110 

[1,100] 
1,700 
1,15D 
1,010 
2,470 
2,010 
4,100 
4,410 

[2. 250] 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------senate-------
Change to Senate 

Raqueat Authorized 

4,000 

0 
4,000 
2,500 
I,IDD 

0 
100 

4 , 100 
7,700 
1,710 
1,11D 
1,000 
4,700 
4,450 

no 
1,100 
1,270 

140 
4,310 
1,010 
1,140 
1,470 

10,132 
3,300 
1,170 

[7,170] 
7,470 
4,110 

[1,100] 
1, 700 
1,150 
1,010 
2,470 
2,060 
4,600 
4,410 

[2,250] 

Houae +/

Senate 

2,100 
0 
0 

(4,000, 
4,100 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 

0 

Conference Agre~ant 
Change to 

Requeat Authorized 

2,500 

4,000 
4,100 

2,500 
4,000 
2,500 
1,100 
4,100 

100 

4,100 
7,700 
1,710 
1,610 
5,000 
4, 700 
4,450 

710 
1,900 
1,270 

640 
4,310 
1,010 
1,140 
1,470 

10,132 
3,300 
, ., 170 

[7,110] 
7,470 
4,190 

[I ,100] 
1,700 
1,150 
1,010 
2,470 
2,060 
4,600 
4 , 410 

[2,250] ? 
~ 
--~ 
1-...&. 

~ 
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~ 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES ~ 
~ 

~ 
Oo 

llevhed -------Houee------- ------senate------- Conforonco Agreement 

fYII Cheng• to Cheng• to son1to HOUIO +/- Chango to 

IHSTALUT JON PROJECT llequoet llequeet Authortz•d lloquoet Authortzod Son•t• Roquo1t Author hod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
DEFENSE AGENCIES 

fl IHVOIII BUILDING CONVERSION 3,DOO 3,000 3,000 0 3,000 

AllliNGTON SEIIVICE CUUEII DCA HQS ALTERATIONS BLDG 12 741 741 741 0 741 

CHEATHAM ANNEX COLD . STORAGE fACILITY 450 410 450 0 450 

Alllo4Y NAT I OIIAl GUAIID 
HAIIIIISONIUIIG ARio40RY ADDITION/ALTERATION 130 au uo 0 130 n 
WAIIIIUTON ARio40RY ADDITION/ALTERATION 445 441 441 0 445 0 
GATE CITY ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP ADDITION 341 341 341 0 341 z 
WEST POINT ARMORY 1,420 1,420 0 1,410 1,420 1,420 ~ 
I'ETEIISIUIIG ARMORY ADDITION/ALTERATION 1,031 1,031 1,031 a t,D31 ~ 
COVINGTON/ClifTON fOIIGE 100 PERSON ARMORY 1,071 1,071 1,071 0 1. 071 trj 

SANDSTON 200 PERSON ARMORY 1,104 2,104 2,104 0 1,504 V'J 
V'J 

AIILINGTON HAll ST A Tl ON NATIONAL GUARD CENTER 11,100 11,100 11,100 0 11,100 ,..... 
0 

ARio4Y IU SE II \IE z 
fOllY EUSTIS STORAGE/MAINT fAC 3,113 3,113 3,113 0 3,163 > rc 

Alii fOliC£ liES EAVE ~ 
lANGlEY AfB AERIAL PORT TRAINING fACILITY 130 130 130 0 130 trj 

n 
WASHINGTON 0 

ARMY ~ 
FORT lEWIS SPECIAL NEEDS SCHOOL 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 t:j 
fOIU LEWIS HARDSTAND/TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOPS 1,100 1,100 1,100 a 1,100 I 

NAVY :I: 
TRIDENT USE BANGOR MAINTENANCE STORAGE fACILITY 190 ItO 190 a 990 0 
NAVAL STATION EVERETT CARRI Ell SU I'I'ORT COMPLEX (INCREMENT IV) 51,150 ( 14 ,550) 31,400 (12,150) 0 31,400 (14,550) 31,400 c:: 
NAVAL SUI'PlY CTR IREMERTON BULK STORAGE 1,740 1,740 1,740 0 5,740 V'J 

NAVAL AIR STATION WH IllY AIRCRAFT APRON 2,140 1,140 1,140 0 1,640 
trj 

NAVAl AIR STA Tl ON WHITIY AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE 1,370 1,370 1,370 0 11,370 

ST IIA lEG I C WEAPONS FAC Sl LVERDAL E STRATEGIC WEAPONS fACILITIES 16,060 16,010 16,060 a 15.060 

AIR fOIICE 
fAIIICHilD Afl CRUISE MISSILE SUPPORT fACILITIES 4,1100 4,100 4,100 0 4,100 

fAJIICHJlD Afl IEQ SURVIVAL SCHOOL 11,100 1,100 a 1,1DO 1,100 1,100 

FAIIICHJLD Afl KC135-COCKPIT PROCEDURES TRAINER SPT fAC 130 130 130 a 930 

fAIIICHilD Afl COMBAT ARMS TRAINING AND MAINT fACS 1,400 1,400 1,40D 0 1,400 

fAIIICHilD Ml ADO/ALTER ALERT CREW SUPPORT fACILITIES 2,350 2,350 1,350 a 2,350 

MCCHORD Afl ALTER DORMITORIES 1,300 1,300 1,300 a 9,300 

MCCHORD Afl DINING fACILITY 3,1100 3,100 3,100 a 3,100 

Olf(NSE AGENCIES 
fT LEWIS MADIGAN HOSPITAL PHASE IV 71,000 71,000 71,000 0 72,000 

~ 
'! 
Q 
~ 
CoO 
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INSIDE THE UNITED STATES = 
Rev hod -------House------- ------sonata------- Conference Agreement 

fYU Chango to Chango to Senate House +1- Chango to 

I NSULLATI ON PROJECT Request Request Author hod lloquost Author hod Senate lloquost Author tzod 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
AR~Y NATIONAL GUARD 

KENT 400 PERSON ARMORY 3,111 3,111 3,111 0 3,111 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
FAIRCHILD Afl COMPOSITE ~AINTENANCE FACILITY 1,500 1,500 1,500 0 1,500 

FOUR LAKES COMM ELECTRONICS TRAINING FACILITY 300 300 300 0 300 

n 
ARMY R£SUVE 0 

TUMWATER UPGRADE KITCHEN 150 150 150 0 150 z 
YAKIMA EXPAND ARMY RESERVE CENTER 125 125 126 0 125 

~ 
~ 

NAVY USERVE 
NAS WHIDIEY ISLAND ADMIN/TRAINING BUILDING 5,400 1,400 1,400 0 5,400 t'%j 

Cll 
Cll 
Jooo4 

WEST VIRGINIA 0 
ARMY NAJIONAl GUARD z 

PARKERSBURG ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT FACILITY 5,041 1,041 5,041 0 5,041 

CAMP DAWSON TRNG SITE, TRAINING FACILIITES PH Ill 1,474 1,474 1,474 0 1,474 > 
CA~P DAWSON TANG SITE, TRAINING FACILITIES PH II 2,237 2,237 2,237 0 2,237 t""4 

IUCKHANNON PROPERTY OFFICE ADDITION 0 321 326 (325) 325 326 ~ 
t'%j 
n 

AIR NATIONAl GUARD 
wv REGIONAL APJ (MARl I NSIURG) All VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 0 200 200 (200) 200 200 0 
wv REGIONAL APT (MARTINSBURG) OPERATIONAl TRAINING FACILITY 3,000 3,000 3,0DO 0 3,DDO ~ 
wv REGIONAL APT (MARTINSBURG) COMPOSITE AVIONICS/NDI 740 740 740 0 740 ~ 

KANAWHA COUNTY AIRPORT ADD/AlTER JET FUEL STORAGE COMPLEX 1,700 1,700 1,700 0 1,700 I 
KANAWHA COUNTY AIRPORJ SQUADRON OPERATIONS ADDITION 170 170 170 0 17D =c 

0 
ARMY RESERVE c 

BECKLEY LAND ACQUISITION 0 175 175 ( 175) 175 175 Cll 
PARKEIISIURG RESERVE CENTER 0 3,3DI 3,301 (3,301) 3,3DI 3,3DI t'%j 

MORGANTOWN LAND ACQUISITION 0 .150 150 ( 15D) 150 150 

AIR FORCE RESUVE 
MORGANJOWN CIVIl ENGINEERING TRAINING FACILITY 100 100 100 0 100 

WISCONSIN 

AR~Y 

FORT MCCOY ELECTRICAl SUBSTATION 2.100 2,100 2,100 0 2,100 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
Ml TCHElL F lllD SUPPORT FACILITIES 2,170 2,170 0 2,170 2,17D 2,170 ~ 

AIR FORCE RESERVE ~ 
BILLY MITCHELl fiELD COMPOSITE TRAINING FACILITY 1,700 1,700 1,700 0 1,700 ,:'l 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



I NST ALLA Tl ON PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
WYOMING 

AIR FORCE 
FE WAUEN AFI PE~CEKEEPER-ROADS AND UTILITIES 

F£ WARREN AFI PEACEKEEPER-MISSILE ASSEMBLY FACILITY 

FE WARREN AFI PEACEKEEPER-RAILROAD EXTENSION 

F£ WARREN AFI MISSILE OPERATIONS FACILITY 

FE WARREN AFII UPGRADE DORMITORY 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP GUERNSEY WATER TOWER 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
CHEYENNE MAP lASE ENGINEERING FACILITY 

CHEYENNE MAP DINING HALL/FIRE STATION 

CONUS CLASSIFIED 
Alii FORCE 

CLASSIFIED LOCATION MILSTAR CMD/COMMUNICATIONS/MAINT FACILITY 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
CLASSIFIED LOCATION CLASSIFIED PROJECT 

CLASSIFIED LOCATION CLASSIFIED PROJECT, NSA 

CONUS VARIOUS 

ARMY 
ACCESS ROADS DEFENSE ACCESS ROADS 
VARIOUS CONUS LOCATIONS CLASSIFIED PROJECT 

All!. FOliC( 
lASE ao SPECIAL SUPPOIIT FACILITIES 

lASE at ·SPECIAL ACTIVITY FACILITIES 

Revised -------House------
FYII Ch1nge to 

Requeet Requeet Authortzed 

2 ,10D ( 2 ,100) D 
24,0DO (24,000) 0 

1,1DD (1,1DD) D 
4,00D 4,DOO 
2,DDO 2,000 

215 271 

1,1DO 1,100 
2 ,15D 2,150 

4,0DO 4,DOD 

4,20D 4,2DO 
2D,DOO 20,DDO 

1,DDD 1,DDD 
3,&DD 3,&DD 

117 117 
2,11DO 2,10D 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------S•n•t•-------
Ch•nge to Sen1te 

Requeet Authortzed 

2,10D 
24,0DO 

5,10D 
4,0DO 
2,000 

275 

1,1DD 
2,150 

4,DOO 

4,200 
(2D,ODO) 0 

1,0DD 
3,&0D 

117 
2,1DD 

Mouee +1-
Senete 

(2,1DD) 
(24,000) 

(1,1DD) 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

D 
2D,DDO 

0 
D 

D 
D 

Conference Agreement 
Ch1nge to 

Requeet Authortzed 

(2,10D) 0 

(24,000) 0 
(5,1DD) D 

4,DDD 
2,DDD 

275 

1 ,IDD 
2,150 

4,000 

4,20D 
0 20,DOD 

i,ODO 
3,&DO 

117 
2,IOD 

n 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t:rJ 
Cll 
Cll ..... 
0 z 
> 
~ 

~ 
t:rJ 
n 
0 
~ 
~ 
I 
:I: 
0 c 
Cll 
t:rJ 



IUTAllATIOII PROJECT 

----- ------------------------------------------------------------------------

IIAV'I' 
NAVAl surro"T FACILITY 

Alii fOliC( 
KL E I Ill IIIOGH 

A liN 'I' 
AIISIACH 
lAD KUUZNACM 
IAUNHOLDEII 
FIIUDUIIG 
Gl USU 
GIIAf(NWOEHII TNG AIIEA 
HOHENfllS TIIG AlllA 
HOH(NfELS TIIG AlllA 
HOHENfElS TIIG AlllA 
HOHENFELS TNG AlllA 
HOHlllf(LS TNG A"lA 
HOHENfllS TNG AIIEA 
HOHlllflLS TNG AIIEA 
HOH(NfllS TIIG AII(A 
HOH(NfllS TNG AII(A 
KAIILSIIUHl 
MAINZ 
MAINZ 
MAIN I 
MA 1111 
MANNHEIN 
IIHl INUIIG 
IIH(INiliiG 
SCHW( lllf UIIT 
STUTJGAIIT 
STUTTGART 
VARIOUS SITU 
VAlli OUS Sl HS 
VI LUCK 
Vll S(CK 
VILSECK 
VILSECK 
VILSECK 
Vll SECK 
VllSlCK 
WllSUDEII 
wllSUDU 
WllSUDU 
WllDHECKlll 
WOIIMS 
WUliiUUIIG 
WUEIIZIUIIG 
WU(IIZIUIIG 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

ANTIGUA 

SUPPORT FACILITY UPGRADE 

BELGIUM 

ALTER MUNITIONS STORAGE FACILITIES 

AIRCRAfT PARKING APRON 
fACILITY MODERNIZATION 
ORGANIZATIONAL VEHICLE PARKING 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
HARDSTAND/fACILITY UPGRADE 
CLASS t STORAGE fACILITY 
PHYSICAL fiTNESS TRAINING CENTER 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
WAREHOUSE 
OPERATIONS fACILITY 
EDUCATION CENTER ADDITION 
TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
DINING fACILITY 
URIIACKS COMPL Ell 
TRAINING SUPPORT CENTER 
CHILD DEVELOrMENT CENTER 
AIRCRAfT MAINTENANCE fACILITY 
ORGANIZATIONAL VEHICLE PARKING 
AMMUNITION STORAGE 
UTILITIES SYSTEM EXPANSION 
HARDSTAND/FACILITY UPGRADE 
INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS FACILITY 
PHYSICAL fiTNESS TRAINING CENTER 
HARDSTAND/FACILITY UPGRADE 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
RANGE MODERNIZATION 
WARTIME HOST NATION SUPPORT 
GENERAL PURPOSE WAREHOUSE 
HARDSTAND/TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
IARIIACKS 
FACILITIES ENGINEER COMPLEX 
POST OffiCE 
BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 
BARRACKS 
AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HANGER 
HARDSTAND/TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
HARDSTAND 
HARDSTAND 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
COMBAT AVIATION COMPLEX 
HARDSTAND/fACILITY UPGRADE 
CHArEL AND RELIGIOUS EDUCATION fACILITY 

Ravtaad -------Houea------ 
fYII Chango to 

Roquoet Roquoat Authortaod 

1,470 

1,100 

11,000 
[10,200] 
[10,10D] 

1,300 
1,300 
7,000 
3,05D 
1,650 
3,30D 
1, 750 

110 
1,40D 
2,15D 

13,10D 
1,25D 
2,51D 

10,000 
[1,10D] 

1,15D 
7,7D0 

14,4DD 
I,IDO 
I,IOD 
1,70D 
3,31D 

[1,100) 
13. DDO 

I,DOO 
2,DDO 

11,000 
I,OOD 

13 ,IOD 
1,2DO 
I. 75D 
1,D5D 
I,IOD 
2,150 
2,150 

[11,400) 
1,30D 

11,000 
13,100 

t ,150 

1,470 

1,100 

11,000 
[10,200) 
[10,100) 

1,300 
1,300 
J,OOO 
3,010 
1,UD 
3,30D 
1, 750 

110 
1,4DD 
2,550 

13,100 
1,250 
2,150 

1D,DOD 
[1,100) 

1,850 
7,70D 

14,4DD 
I,IOD 
I,IDD 
1,7DO 
3,310 

[I,IOD) 
13,0DD 

I,ODD 
2,0DD 

II,DDO 
I,DDO 

13 ,IDD 
1,2DD 
1,UD 
1,050 
I,IDD 
2,UO 
2 ,ISO 

[11,4DO] 
1,3DO 

ti,OOO 
13,100 

1,15D 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Chango to Sonato 

Roquoet Authortaod 

1,470 

1,100 

11,000 
[10,20D) 
[10,100) 

1,300 
1,3DO 
7,D00 
3,050 
1,550 
3,300 
1, 750 

110 
1,400 
2,150 

13,100 
1,250 
2,650 

10,000 
[1,10D) 

1,150 
7,700 

14,400 
1,100 
I,IDD 
1,70D 
3,35D 

[1,100) 
13,00D 

I,OOD 
2,000 

11,000 
I,ODO 

13,100 
1,200 
1,750 
1,050 
1,100 
2,150 
2,150 

[11,400) 
1,300 

ti,OOO 
13. aoo 

1,850 

Houeo •1-
Sonato 

0 

0 

Conforonco Agroem.nt 
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

1,470 

1,100 

15,000 
[1D,200) 
[10,100) 

1,30D 
1,300 
7,000 
3,050 
1,550 
3,300 
1. 750 

110 
1,400 
2,550 

13,50D 
1,250 
2,550 

10,000 
[1,100) 

1,150 
7,700 

14.400 
I ,500 
5,100 
1,700 
3,350 

[1,100) 
13.000 
5,000 
2,000 

11,000 
1,000 

13,100 
1,200 
1,750 
1,050 
1,100 
2,550 ~ 
2,550 ~ 

[11 ,400] ~ 
1,300 ~ 

11,000 
13,100 
1,150 



OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES ? .... 
"' ~ b 
;n 

"' ... ~ 
:;) 
I ------Sonato------- Conforonco Agroamont ~ 00 Rovlaod -------Houao-------
"' ~ 
I FYat Chango to Chango to Son a to Houao +1- Chongo to 
~ Oo 
"'" 
~ 

INSTAllATION PROJECT Roquoat Roquoat Author tzod floquoat Authorized Son a to floquost Authortzod Oo 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------...... 
!:::;! 

AI II fORCE 
II TIURC AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORACE FACILITY uo 650 650 550 

IIHIUJIIC AI ADD/AlTER AEROSPACE GROUND EO FACILITY 610 110 110 110 

EINSJ(Ol(JIIHOf AlTEJII TRANSIENT DOIIMITOJIIY 1,500 1,600 1,600 1,500 

HAHN AI ALTER MUNITIONS STORACE FACILITIES 1,900 I,IDO 1,100 I,IDO 

HAHN AI PASSIVE DEFENSE EOUIP STORACE WAREHOUSE 500 600 500 500 

HAHN AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORACE fACILITY 1,05D 1,050 1,D50 1,050 

HAHN AI ALTERNATE COMBAT RUNWAY 6,2DD 1,200 1,2DD 5,20D 

HESSISCH SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY 74D 740 74D 74D 

NORVENICH AI ALTER MUNITIONS STORACE FACILITIES 2,30D 2,300 2,300 2,300 n 
PRUEN AS TACTICAL OPEJIIATIONS FACILITY 120 &20 120 &20 0 
RAMSTE IN AI COMBAT AMMUNITION CONTROL CENTER 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 z 
RAMSTE 1M AI PASSIVE DEFENSE EQUIP STORACE FACILITY 450 450 450 450 ~ 
RAMSJ E IN AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORACE FACILITY 1,10D 1,100 1,100 1,100 ~ 
RAMSTEIN AI ADD TO/UPGRADE AIRMAN COMMUNITY CENTER 4,100 (4,100) 0 4,100 (4,10D) (4,100) 0 t!j 

RAMSTE IN AI UNINTERRUPTABLE BACKUP POWER SUPPLY SPT 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,30D en 
en 

RAMSTEIN AI MUNITIONS EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE FACILITY 1,550 1,650 I ,550 1,55D ...... 
RHEIN-MAIN AI ADD/ALTER SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY IDO IDO IDO IDO 0 
RHEIN-MAIN AI WIDEN AIRCRAFT TAXIWAY 2,2DO 2,200 2,200 2,200 z 
RHEIN-MAIN AI AIRCRAfT PARKING 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,DDD > 
SEMIACH AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY 550 650 550 550 t"4 
SEMIACH AI UPGRADE WATER STORAGE AND DIST SYSTEM 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 ~ 
SPANCDAHL(N AI AIRCRAfT CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 2, 750 2, 750 2,150 2,750 t!j 
SPANCOAHllM AI COMBAT ARMS TRAINING FACILITY 170 170 170 170 n 
SPANCDAHlEM AI POST OFF ICE 1,300 1,300 1,3DO 1,300 0 
SPANCDAHlEM AI MUNITIONS STORAGE IGLOOS 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 ~ 
SPANGOAHL(M AI FIELD TRAINING FACILITY 2,100 2,100 2,100 2,100 tj 
SPANGOAHlEM AI SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY 1,250 1,260 1,250 1, 250 I 
WENICERATH AIR lASE GROUND DEFENSE MUNITIONS IGLOOS 1,700 1,700 1,7DD 1,7DO 

ZWEIIRUCKEN AI DIGITAL EUROPEAN BACKBONE FACILITY 710 710 780 710 :I: 
ZWE IIRUCKEN AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY 62D 120 520 520 0 

c:: 
DHlNS( AGENCIES en 

ASCHAHENIUJIIG ELEMENTARY I JUNIOR HIGH ADDITIONS 1,151 1,151 1,151 1,151 
t!j 

IA!I KISSINCEN ElEMENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 1,120 1,12D 1,620 1,520 

IAUMHOlDER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 1,140 1,140 1,140 1,14D 

DH IIEUT I L I MIONG OfC IITIURC COVERED STORAGE IDO 100 100 IOD 

DH REUTL I MKTNG KAISERSLAUTERN ADMINISTRATIVE FACILITY 6DD 5DO 5DO 500 

DO'WNS IKS DISPENSARY/DENTAL CLINIC 4,2DD 4,2DO 4,20D 4,2DD 

ERLANCEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 3,190 3,190 3,11D 3,11D 

GEILENK MEDICAL STORAGE 450 450 450 450 

GEISSHI HICH SCHOOL ADDITION 6,43D 6,43D 5,430 6,430 

GEISSEN MIDDLE SCHOOL ADDITION 2,117 2,117 2,117 2,197 

GELNHAUSEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 1,412 1,412 1,412 1,412 

HAHN Afl COMP MEDICAL FACILITY ADD/ALTER 11,50D 11,5DO 11,5DO 11, 50D 

PATCH IKS DISPENSARY/DENTAL CLINIC 4,700 4,7DD 4,7DO 4,7DD 

RHEIN-MAIN DISPENSARY/DENTAL CLINIC 14,2DD 14, 2DO 14,2DO 14,20D 

SMITH IKS DENTAL CLINIC 6,1DO 6,1DD 6,1DO 5 ,IDD 

SPANCOAHl(M AD MEDICAL STORAGE 1,25D 1,25D 1,250 1,25D ..... 
WllDflECKEN DISPENSARY/DENTAL CLINIC 4,100 4,100 4,1DD 4,100 'I 

= 'WILDflECKEN ELEM AND MIDDLE SCHOOL ADDITIONS 2,752 2, 752 2. 752 2,752 ~ 
~ 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Alii FOliC( 
SONDIII ST 110M AI 
SOND Ill ST 110114 AI 

THULE AI 
THULE AI 

NAVY 
FLEET SUIIV SUPPORT CO~AND 
NAVAL STATION CUAM 
NAVY PUBLIC WOIIKS CINTIR CUAM 
NAVAL SECURITY CP PET CUA114 
NAVAL SUPPLY DIPOT 
NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT 
NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CINTIR CUA114 

Alii FOIICE 
ANDIIISEN AFI 
ANDIIISEN AFI 

A liMY 
HONDUIIAS 

NAVY 
NAVAL Alii SATATION KEFLAVIK 

AJ.II FOIICE 
KHLAVIK 

DHENSE ACIHCIES 
KHLAVIK 

ARMY 
VAIIIOUS 

NAVY 
NAVAL Alii STATION SICONELLA 
NAVAL Alii STATION SICONILLA 
NAVAL SUPPOIIT ACTIVITY NAPLES 
NAVAl SUPPOIIT ACTIVITY NAPLES 
NAVAl SUPPOIIT ACTIVITY NAPLES 

CIIEENLAND 

ADD/ALTEII Fill( STATION 
SUPPLY STOIIACE AIIEA 
INSTAll CIIICULATION FANS 
THIIESHOLD LICHTS 

CUAII4 

ELICTIIONIC INSTALLATION 
IIOAD IMPIIOVIMENTS 
IOILEII SAFETY 1114PIIOVEMINTS 
IIAD0114E UPCIIADE 
TIIANSIT SHED 
Filii SAFETY 
WHAIIVIS ELICTIIIC POWEll IMPROVEMENT 

ADD TD/UPCRADE PHYSICAL FITNESS CENTER 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT FACILITY 

HONDURAS 

UPCRADE FACILITIES - SITE I 

ICELAND 

FUEL FACILITIES 

Fti-AIRCIIAFT PARTS WAREHOUSE 

AT MAHAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

ITALY 

CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON 
ENCINE TEST CELL 
COLD STORACE FACILITY 
AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON 
CMD CTRL COMMS I INTEL COMPLEX (PHASE il) 

llevtud 
fYU 

llequeet 

3,150 
2,100 
1,050 

710 

ZI,21D 
2,12D 
1,120 

400 
1,710 
1,150 
4,10D 

[3,400] 
100 

3,010 

12,000 

1,100 

5,434 

1,250 

3,100 
4,050 
1,150 
1 ,400 

-------Houee-------
Ch•nge to 

lleque•t Authorized 

(1,301) 

3,150 
2' 100 
I,D50 

710 

20,172 
2,120 
1,120 

400 
1,710 
1,150 
4,100 

[3,400] 
IDO 

3,010 

12,000 

1,100 

1,434 

1, ZIO 

21 ,&DD (11,40D) 

3,100 
4,050 
1,110 
1,400 
2,200 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------S•n•t•-------
Ch•nge to Sen•t• 

llequeet Authorized 

(2,120) 

(3,010) 

( 11 ,400) 

3,160 
2,100 
1,050 

710 

21,21D 
0 

1,120 
400 

1,710 
1,150 
4,100 

[3,400] 
tOO 

0 

12,0DO 

1,100 

6,434 

1,250 

3,IOD 
4,060 
1,110 
1,4oa 
2,20a 

Hou•• +1-
Sen.te 

0 
a 
0 
0 

(6,301) 
2,12D 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

3,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

Conference Agreem.nt 
Cheng• to 

llequeet Authorized 

(6,301) 
(2 ,12a) 

a 

(11,4Da) 

3,160 
2,100 
1,05a 

ua 

2a. 972 
0 

1,120 
4DO 

5,710 
1,950 
4,100 

[3,400] 
900 

3,050 

12,000 

1,100 

5,434 

1,250 

3,900 

4,050 ~ 
1,150 ~ 

1,400 ~ 
2,200 ... ~ 

~ 

~ 



INSTAllATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alii fORCE 

AVIANO AI 
AVIANO AI 
AVIANO AI 

DEfENSE AGENCIES 
A VIANO 

Alllo4Y 
JAPAN VARIOUS 
JUAN VARIOUS 

N~VY 

MARINE CORPS lASE CAMP BUTLER 

DORMITORY 
CHEM WARfARE PROTECTION-AVIONICS FACILITY 
COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY 

ELEM AND HIGH SCHOOL ADDITIONS 

JAPAN 

COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY - OKINAWA VARIOUS 
AMMUNITION STORAGE FACILITY 

COMBAT TRAINING FACILITIES 
lo4ARINE CORPS lASE CAMP BUTLER ELECTRONICS AND COMMUNICATIONS MAINT SHOP 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION FUTENMA MAINTENANCE HANGAR ADDITION 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION FUTENMA AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS BUILDING ADDITION 

AIR fORCE 
YOKOTA AI 
Ml SAWA AI 
Ml SAWA AI 
KADENA AI 

DEfENSE AGENCIES 
YOKOTA AIR lASE 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
DNA HDQ 
DNA HDQ 

ARMY 
CAMP CASEY 
CAMP GARY OWEN 
CAMP GREAVES 
CAMP GREAVES 
CAio4P HOVEY 
CAMP Kl TTY HAWK 
CAio4P L lilY 
CAMP PAGE 
CAMP SEARS 
CAMP STANLEY 
CAMP STANTON 
KOREA VARIOUS 
KOREA VARIOUS 
K-16 ARMY AIRfiElD 
TAEGU 
YONGSAN 

CONTROL TOWER CAl 
CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WARFARE PROTECTION 
Fti-FUEL TANK STORAGE/BUILDUP fACILITY 
FIRE PROTECTION-VARIOUS fACILITIES 

DCA-NWP COMMUNICATIONS OPERATIONS CENTER 

JOHNSTON ISlAND 

COLD STORAGE 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

KOREA 

TACTICAl EQUIPMENT SHOP MOD/ADDN 
BARRACKS 
EXPLOSIVES TRAINING RANGE 
GRENADE lAUNCHER RANGE 
BARRACKS 
COMPANY OPERATIONS FACILITIY 
TACTICAl EQUIPMENT SHOP 
BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 
BARRACKS 
BRIGADE/BATTALION HEADQUARTERS 
UNACCOMPANIED OFFICER HOUSING 
AVIATION SUPPORT COMPLEX 
AMMUNITION STORAGE 
TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
CHILD DEVElOPMENT CENTER 
UPGRADE TACTICAl EQUIPMENT SHOP 

Revtud 
FYU 

Requeat 

4,250 
2. 750 

100 

1,450 

5,3DO 
7,10D 

liD 
1,150 
2,420 

110 

100 

2,D50 
2,500 
1,150 

715 

1,372 
1, 272 

3,700 
1,150 

110 
730 

3,200 
1,350 
1,150 

170 
1,100 
1,200 
1,400 
1,200 
1,200 

170 
190 

1,400 

-------Hou••-------
Change to 

Reqweat Authorized 

4,250 
2, 750 

100 

1,450 

1,300 
7,100 

110 
1,150 
2,420 

110 

500 
2,050 
2,100 
1,150 

715 

1,372 
1, 272 

3,700 
1,150 

110 
730 

3,200 
1,350 
1,150 

570 
1,100 
1,200 
1,400 
1,200 
1,200 

170 

190 
1,400 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Chango to Senate 

Roquoet Authortzod 

4, 250 
2,710 

100 

1,450 

1,300 
7,100 

110 
1,150 
2,420 

110 

500 

2,050 
2,500 
1,150 

715 

1,372 
1,272 

3,700 
1,150 

110 
730 

3,200 
1,350 
1,150 

570 
1,100 
1,200 
1,400 
1,200 
1,200 

170 

990 

1,400 

Houao +/

Senate 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

Conference Agro~ont 
Chango to 

Roquoat Authorized 

4,250 
2, 750 

100 

1,450 

1,300 
7,100 

110 
1,150 
2,420 

110 

500 
2,050 
2,500 
1,150 

715 

1,372 
1,272 

3,700 
1,150 

110 
730 

3,200 
1,350 
1,150 

170 

1,100 
1,200 
1,400 
9,200 
1,200 

170 
990 

1·,400 



INSTALLATION PROJECT 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alii FORCE 

CAMP HUMPHREYS 
KUNSAN AI 
KUNSAN AI 
KUNSAN AI 

KUNSAN AI 
KUNSAN AI 

KUNSAN AI 

OSAN AI 
OSAN AI 
OSAN AI 

OSAN AI 
OSAN AI 
OSAN AI 

OSAN AI 

OHENSE 
SEOUL 
SEOUL 
TAEGU AI 

PUSAN 
CAMP HOWZE 

A liMY 
KWAJALEIN 
KWAJALEIN 
KWAJALEIN 
KWAJALEIN 

AGlNC IE S 

OHlNSE AGENCIES 
Ml SSILE RANGE 

AUI FORCE 
VOLUL 
CAMP NEW AMSTERDAM 
CAMP NEW AMSTERDAM 
CAMP NEW AMSTERDAM 

DEfENSE AGENCIES 
IIIUNSSUM 

DORMITORY 
VEHICLE OPERATIONS AND NAINT COMPLEX 
DOIIIoiiTORIES 
F11-AIRCRAFT NAINTENANCE UNIT FACILITY 
ALTER MUNITIONS STORAGE FACILITIES 
F11-JET ENGINE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
ALTER AIRCRAFT SHELTERS 
F11-AIRCRAFT NAINTENANCE UNIT FACILITY 
JET FUEL STORAGE 
F11-ADD TO AVIONICS FACILITY 
MUNITIONS PRELOAD EQ STORAGE FACILITY 
F11-AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE SHOPS 
F11-FLIGHT SINULATOR TRAINING FACILITY 
CONTINGENCY NATERIEL WAREHOUSE 

HOSPITAL REPLACEMENT 
ELENENTARY SCHOOL ADDITION 
MEDICAL/DENTAL CLINIC 
ELEMENTAllY AND HIGH SCHOOL ADDITIONS 
AID STATION 

KWAJALEIN 

TRANSMITTER BUILDING 
DRY DOCK FACILITIES 
UPGRADE WATER STORAGE SYSTEN 
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPNENT BUILDINGS 

RADAR COMPLEX 

NETHERLANDS 

ALTER MUNITIONS STORAGE FACILITIES 
PASSIVE DEFENSE EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY 
COMBAT READINESS CENTER 
DORMITORIES 

AFCENT INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL 

Reviled -------Houae-------
FYU Change to 

Reque•t Reque•t Author tud 

3,350 3,350 
5,DOO I,DDO 
4,4DD 4,400 
2,950 2,150 
1,300 1,300 

180 110 
3,000 3,DOO 
2,100 2,100 

170 17D 
460 460 
510 110 

3,000 3,000 
1,10D 1,100 
1, 250 1,250 

55,000 11,000 
7,332 7,332 
4,400 4,400 
1,110 1,110 

780 780 

no no 
12,100 12,10D 

1,500 1,500 
630 630 

11,000 11,000 

2,300 2,300 
500 500 

4,100 4,100 
6,000 1,000 

1,163 1,113 

1-' 
'I 
Q 
~ 
~ 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate------- Conforonco Agreement 
Chango to Sonato Houao +1- Chango to 

Requo•t Author tzed Sen a to lloquo•t Author lzed 

3,35D 3,350 
I,ODO I,DDO 
4,400 4,4DO 
2,15D 2,950 n 
1,300 1,300 0 180 6110 z 3,000 3,000 
2,100 2,100 ~ 

170 170 ~ 
460 460 t!1 

00 
110 570 00 

3,000 3,000 
...... 
0 1,100 1,100 z 1,250 1,250 > 
t""4 

(27,000) 21,000 21,000 (27,000) 21,000 ~ 
7,332 D 7,332 t!1 
4,400 D 4;400 n 
1,110 0 1,910 0 

710 0 710 ~ 
tj 

I 
:I: 

160 0 660 0 
12,100 0 12,100 c 1,500 0 •.• 500 00 

630 0 530 t!1 

11,000 0 16 '000 

2,300 0 2,300 
500 0 500 

4,100 0 4,100 
6,000 0 5,000 

1,163 0 1,163 ? 
~ 
.. ~ .._ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



? 
~ 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES ... ~ 
~ 
~ 
Oo 

Revised -------House------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement Oo 
fYU Cheng• to Change to San eta House +1- Chenge to 

INSTAllATION PROJECT Request Request Author tud Request Author had Senate Request Author had 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
OMAN 

Alii FORCE 
SUI AI JET fUEl STORAGE 7,1DO 71100 7.100 0 7,100 

MASIIIAH AI APPROACH LIGHTING SYSTEM 2,100 2,aoo 2,100 0 2,800 

PANAMA 

NAVY 
NAVAl STATION PANAMA SPECIAL WARFARE UNIT 7.140 (7 ,140) 0 7,140 ( 7,140) (7 ,140) 0 ("') 

0 
Alii fOliC( z 

HOWAIID Afl AL TEA DORMITORY 2,&00 2,&00 2,&00 0 2,&00 G1 
~ 

PHILIPPINES ~ 
NAVY Vl 

NAVY PUI WORKS CENTER SUBIC BAY POWER PLANT 27.770 27,770 27,770 0 27.770 Vl 
loot4 

NAVY I'UI WORKS CENT Ell SUBIC BAY HAZARDOUS AND FlAMMABLE STORAGE fACILITY 170 170 170 0 570 0 z 
AIR fOliC( > 

CLARK AI COMBAT REPAIR EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY I ,&DO I ,100 1,&00 0 11&DD t""" 
CLARK AI DORMITORIES I liDO 11200 11200 0 51200 

~ 
CLARK AI flOW THRU SHELTERS-PHASE I 41200 4,200 (4,200) 0 4,200 (4,200) 0 

~ 
CLARK AI MUNITIONS EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE FACILITY aoo 100 aoo 0 aoo ("') 
CLARK AI SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY 3,200 3,200 31200 0 3,2DO 0 
CLARK AI AEROMEDICAL EVACUATION SQUADRON "FACILITY 11500 1,100 1,500 0 1,500 ~ 
CLARK AI ADD TO/UPGRADE MAINTENANCE CONTROL FAC 140 140 140 0 140 0 
C-LARK AI SOF-HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM aoo aoo aoo 0 aoo I CLARK AI SOF-HELICOPTER MAINTENANCE FACILITY 41 IQO 4,100 41100 0 4,100 

CLARK AI INTELLIGENCE fACILITY-PHASE II 21210 21250 21250 0 21250 :I: 
CLARK AI SOF-HANGAR/NOSE DOCK 2.100 I 1100 2,100 0 2,100 0 
ClARK AI AIRCRAFT OPERATIONAL APRON-PH I 4,150 41150 4,150 0 4,950 c 
CLARK AI ADD/ALTER FUEL SYSTEM MAINTENANCE DOCK 1,100 1,5DD 115DO 0 11500 Vl 

~ 

PORTUGAL 
Alii fORCE 

LAJES f I HD UPGRADE DINING fACILITY 21&50 2,650 2,650 0 21650 

LAJES fiELD TRANSIENT DORMITORY 2,200 2,200 2,200 0 2,200 

PUERTO RICO 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 

FORT BUCHANAN MIDDLE SCHOOL 1,110 •• 110 1,110 0 91 I 10 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
TOA IAJA zoo PERSON ARMORY 11305 1,305 1,305 0 1 ,305 

ARROYO 200 I' Eft SON ARMORY 1,304 1,304 1,304 0 1 ,304 

ARMY II( S[ liVE 
YAUCO ADD/ALTER USARC W/MAINT fAC 1 ,052 1,052 1,052 0 1,052 ..... 
fOIIT BUCHANAN MAINT FAC 1, 254 1,214 1,254 0 1,254 ...::J 

Q 
~ 
...::J 



INSTALlATION PROJECT 

SPAIN 
NAVY 

NAVAL COMMUNICATION STATION ROTA OPERATIONAL STORAGE 

AI II fORCE 
INCIRliK AI 
INCIRliK AI 
INCIRliK All 
INC IIILIK All 
PIIIINCliK 

AIR fORCE 
fEL TWELL 
liM ALCONIIUIIY 
liM IIENTWATERS 
RAJ IIENTWATERS 
RAF IIENTWATERS 
IIAF IIENTWATEIIS 
UF IIENTWATERS 
RAF FAIRFORD 
RAf lAKENHUTH 
Uf LAKENHEATH 
liAr LAKENHEATH 
RAf LAKENHEATH 
liAr lo41lDENHAlL 
liAr MllDENHALL 
liAr Ml LDENHAll 
IIAf UPPER HEYfOIID 
RAf UPPER HEYfOIID 
RAf UPPER HEYFOIID 
Uf WElfORD 
RAf WElfORD 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 
RM HIGHWYCOMII 
IIAF LAKENHEATH 

TURKEY 

SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT FACILITY 
POST OFFICE 
DORM I TORY 
JET FUEL STORAGE 
COMIIAT READINESS CENTER 

UNITED KINGDOM 

PASSIVE DEFENSE EQUIP STORAGE FACILITY 
DORMITORIES 
CENTRAL POST OFFICE 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT FACILITY 
ADD TO/UPGRADE FIRE STATION 
AIRMAN COMMUNITY CENTER 
SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS fACILITY 
ADD/ALTER PHYSICAL FITNESS CENTER 
SEMIHARDENED COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 
DIGITAL EUROPEAN IIACKIIONE FACILITY 
CHEM WARFARE PROTECTION-SQUAD OPS FAC 
DORM I TORY 
ADD/ALTER OPERATIONS FACILITY 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
UPGRADE WATER STORAGE AND DIST SYSTEM 
ADD TO/UPGRADE VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
PASSIVE DEFENSE EQUIP STORAGE WAREHOUSE 
COMIIAT AMMUNITION CONTROL CENTER 
FIRE STATION 
MUNITIONS STORAGE IGLOOS 

MEDICAl AID STATION 
MEDICAL FACILITY ADD/ALTER 

Revtaed 
FYIIt 

Requeat 

400 

1140 
550 

3,200 
1,000 
1,500 

500 
2,150 

800 
110 
120 

2,100 
1,300 

[1,700] 
780 
440 

1,750 
7,200 
2,100 

850 
4,200 
2,400 

500 
130 
870 

2,850 

720 
41,000 

-------Hou•e-------
Change to 

Requeat Authortzed 

400 

840 
550 

3,200 
5,000 
1,500 

500 
2,150 

800 
110 
12a 

2,10a 
1,300 

[1,700] 
710 
440 

1, 750 
7,200 
2,100 

850 
4,200 
2,400 

5DO 
130 
117D 

2,1150 

720 
41,000 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

------Senate-------
Change to Senate 

Requeat Authortzed 

(800) 

400 

840 
550 

3,2DO 
5,000 
1,500 

500 
2,150 

0 
110 
120 

Z,IDO 
1,300 

[1,700] 
780 
440 

1,750 
7,200 
2,100 

850 
4,200 
2,400 

iDD 
130 
870 

2,850 

720 
41,000 

Houae +/

Senate 

8D 

0 

0 
a 
a 
a 
a 

0 
a 

0 
0 

Conference Agreement 
Change to 

Requeat Authorized 

400 

840 
550 

3,200 
5,000 
1,500 

500 
2,150 

(800) 0 
110 
920 

2,100 
1,300 

[1,7DD] 
780 
440 

1,750 
7,200 
2,100 

850 
4,200 
2,400 

500 
930 
870 

2,850 

720 
41,000 

l) 
0 z 
~ 
~ 
t!j 
en 
en ..... 
0 z 
> r-c 
~ 
t!j 
l) 

0 
~ 
~ 
I 
::t 
0 
c 
en 
t!j 

? 
~ 
.. ~ 
........ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Revhed -------Houee------- ------Sen•te------- Conference Agreement 
fYU Ch•nge to Ch•nve to Sen1te Hou•e +1- Ch•nve to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Requeet Requeet Authortzed Requeet Authortzed Sen•t• Requeet Authorhed 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED ~ 

0 NAVY z OVERSEAS CLASSifl£0 SEAL TEAM OPERATIONS FACILITIES 4,110 4,11D 4,11D D 4,910 
~ 

AIR fORCE ~ 
BASE 30 TR1-0PERATIONS FACILITY 1,50D 1,50D 1,5DD 0 1,500 t'f1 

en 
BASE 30 TR1-EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE FACILITY 2,35D 2,36D 2,35D D 2,35D en 
lASE 74 F11-HYDRAZINE fACILITY 260 26D (26D) 0 260 (260) 0 ...... 

0 BASE 74 F 16-EGRESS SHOP 410 490 ( UD) 0 490 (490) D z BASE 71 SPECIAL SUPPORT fACILITIES 1,100 1,1DO 1,100 D 1,100 
lASE u SPECIAL ACTIVITY fACILITIES 2,100 2,IOD 2,800 0 2,100 > 
BASE 119 f15-FLIGHT SIMULATOR TRAINING fACILITY 2,D50 2,050 (2,050) 0 2,D50 (2,050) 0 t:""4 
OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED CLASSIFIED SUPPORT 12,00D 12 ,DOD 12,DDO 0 12,000 ~ 
OVERSEAS CLASS IF lED OPERATIONS fACILITY 3,473 3,473 3,473 0 3,473 t'f1 
OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED CLASSIFIED PROJECT 1,0DO 1,DDD 1,DOO 0 1,000 ~ 

0 
DEFENSE AGENCIES ~ 

lASE 54 MEDICAL CONTINGENCY COMPLEX 12,100 12,aoD 12,800 0 12,aoo 0 
CLASS IF lED LOCATION CLASSIfIED PROJECT 2,000 2,DOO 2,0DD 0 2,0DD I 
CLASS IF UD LOCATION OPERATIONS BUILDING 31 ADD 8,30D 8,3DD 8,3DD 0 8,300 :I: 
CLASSIFIED LOCATION CLASSIFIED PROJECT lSD lSD 150 0 ISO 0 OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED MEDICAL SUI'I'ORT 12,600 (1,100) 11,DDD (1,100) 11,00D 0 (1,100) 11 ,DDD c:: OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED MEDICAL SUI'I'ORT 8,500 a,SDD a,5DO D 8,5DD en 

t'f1 
OVERSEAS VARIOUS 

ARMY 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION OVERSEAS- ARMY D 0 0 (18,DOO) (18,DDD) 

AIR FORCE 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION OVERSEAS- AIR fORCE D 0 0 (I,ODO) (8,000) 

OVERSEAS VARIOUS CANADIAN FORWARD OPERATING LOC/DOI IOD IDD IOD D IOD 



~ 
..;J 
<:> 
~ 
<:> 

WORLDWIDE VARIOUS 

Revhed -------House------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement 
FYat Change to Change to Senate House +1- Change to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Requeet Request Author 1 zed Requeet Author had Senate Raqueet Author heel 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

WORLDWIDE UNSPECIFIED 
Alllo4Y 

UNSPECIFIED WORLOWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 91,321 11,328 (5,DDD) 13,321 5,DDD D 11,321 n 
UNSPECIF lED WORLDWIDE lOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 1fi. 2DD 11, 2DD 11, 2DD D 16. 20D 0 

NAVY 
z 

UNSPECIF JED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS ACCESS ROADS 11,111 11,111 11,111 D 11,111 ~ 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 141,271 (10,DOD) 131' 271 (1D,DOO) 131,271 D (1D,DDD) 131,216 :::0 
UNSPEC IF JED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 15.300 11,3DD 1fi. 3DD D 16. 3DD t%:1 

rJ'J 
rJ'J 
~ 

AIR FORCE 0 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 124, IDD ( 13. 2DD) 111,1DD (5,DDD) 111,1DD (1,20D) (5,DDD) 119,1DD z UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 15. 5DD 11,5DD 11,5DD D 11,500 > 

t""'4 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 2,DDD 2,DDD 2,DDD D 2,DDD :::0 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 12.221 12,221 12,229 D 12.221 t%:1 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONTINGENCY CONSTRUCTION I,DDD I,DDD I,DDD D I,DDD n 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 4,DDO 4,DOD 4,DDD 0 4,DDD 0 

:::0 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD ~ 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 10,124 20D 1D,I24 1D,I24 2DD 2DO ID ,124 I 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 1,900 1,9DD I,IDD D 1,9DD ~ 

0 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD c:: 

UNSPECif JED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 12.600 670 13. 27D &SD 13 ,25D 2D 65D 13,25D rJ'J 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 2,300 2,30D 2,300 D 2,3DD t%:1 

ARMY RESERVE 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 1D,700 33D 11,D3D 1D,7DO 33D 330 11,03D 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 1 ,70D 1,7DO 1,7DD D 1,700 

NAVY RESERVE 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 5,44D 5,44D 5,440 0 5,440 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 1,915 1,915 1,915 D 1,915 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING AND DESIGN 6,223 1,223 6. 223 D 6,223 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 2,152 2,152 2,852 D 2,152 ? 

~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



WORLDWIDE VARIOUS 

Rovhod -------Houao------- ------Sonata------- Conforonco Agreement 
fYII Chango to Chango to Son a to Houao +/- Chango to 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Roque at Roque at Authorized lhquoot Author hod Son a to Roquoot Author hod 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- n WORLDWIDE VARIOUS 0 ARMY z VARIOUS WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS COMMAND AND CONTROL fACILITY UPGRADE 7,10D (7 ,9DD) D (7,10D) 0 0 (7,1DO) D 
VARIOUS WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS INTERMEDATE STAGING fACILITY 17. 5DD (17,5DO) 0 17,500 ( 17.500) ( 17 ,50D) 0 ~ 
VARIOUS WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS OPERATIONS fACILITY 5,3DO 5,300 5,300 0 5,3DD :::0 
VARIOUS WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PRE-POSITIONED WAR MATERIEL fACILITIES 4,450 4,450 4,45D 0 4,450 tr1 

Cll 
Cll 

NAVY 1-4 

LAND ACOUI Sl T ION LAND ACQUISITION 31,115 31,115 31,115 0 31,115 0 
VARIOUS LOCATIONS HOST NATION INfRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT 500 100 5DO 0 5DD z 

> 
DEfENSE AGENCIES t-'1 

VARIOUS LOCATIONS CONfORMING STORAGE fACILITIES 9,300 1,3DD 1,300 0 9,300 :::0 
tr1 

NAVY n 
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION- NAVY WORLDWIDE 0 D 0 ( 13,100) (13 ,100) 0 

:::0 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD tj 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION- ARMY GUARD (593) (593) I 
ARMY RESERVE :X: 

0 UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION- ARMY RESERVE 0 (1,547) (1,547) 1,547 (1,547) (1,547) c 
Cll 
tr1 

OSO MILCON NATO INfRASTRUCTURE 502 ,10D . 0 502,1DO (1D,100) 412,000 10,100 (10,100, 492,000 

SUBTOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 5,449,110 (15,511) 5,314,211 (13,614) 5,366,116 11,095 (41,525) 5,401,355 



1-' 
.::I = ~ 
N 

Revhed -------Hou•e------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement 

fYU Change to Chug a to Senate Houae +1- Change to 

INSTAllATION PROJECT Requeat Requa at Authorized Requa at Author I zed Senate Requa at Authorized 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
fAMilY HOUSING 

fAMILY HOUSING ARMY 

"ALASKA 

fORT WAINWRIGHT NEW CONSTRUCTION (150) 27,000 27,000 Z7. 000 0 27,000 

CALIFORNIA 

fOIH IRWIN NEW CONSTRUCTION (263) 24,000 24,000 24,000 0 24,000 

("') 
HAWAII 0 

SCHOFIELD IIAIIIIACKS NEW CONSTRUCTION (40) 4,450 4,410 4,450 0 4,450 z 
HELEMANO NEW CONSTRUCTION (100) 11,400 11 ,400 11,400 0 11 ,400 

~ 
~ 

KANSAS trJ 
fORT LEAVENWORTH NEW CONSTRUCTION (272) 20 ,ODD 20,000 20,000 0 20,000 Cll 

Cll 
1-4 

NEW YORK 0 
fORT DRUM NEW CONSTRUCTION (100) 10,0DO 10,0DO 10,0DO 0 10,000 z 

> TEXAS r-' 
FORT ILl SS NEW CONSTRUCTION (101) 1,100 • ,100 0 1,100 1,100 1,100 

~ 
GERMANY trJ 

HOENFELt NEW CONSTRUCTION (II) 1,400 1,400 1,400 0 1,400 ("') 
0 

WOR~WIDE UNSPECIFIED ~ 

UNSPECI flED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING 10,1~1 10,121 1 D ,121 0 10,121 0 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 72,300 72,300 72,300 0 72 ,30D I 

:I: 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 0 

UNSPECIFIED WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS LEASING 227.700 227,700 227.700 0 227,700 c 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS INTEREST PAYMENTS 41 41 41 0 49 Cll 
UNSPECIFIED WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS MAINTENANCE Of REAL PROPERTY 541,011 541,011 541,011 0 541,061 trJ 
UNSPECif UD WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT 13,137 13,137 13,137 0 13. 137 

UN SPEC If 1£0 WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS fURNISHINGS ACCOUNT 131,711 131,711 (5,000) 134,711 5,000 0 131,711 

UNSPECif UD WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MORTGAGE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 31 31 31 0 31 

UNSPECIF lEO WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNT 1,610 1,510 1,510 0 1,510 

UNSPECIFIED WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS DEBT REDUCTION 3 71 371 371 0 371 

UNSPECIF lED WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS UTILITIES ACCOUNT 284,265 284.265 214,215 0 284,265 

UNSPECIF lED WOIILDWIDE LOCATIONS SEIIVICES ACCOUNT 55,200 55,200 55,200 D 55.200 

-------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
TOTAL fAMILY HOUSING ARMY 1,621,271 • ,100 1,537,371 (1,000) 1,523,271 14,100 1,100 1,537,371 

RECAP: 
CONSTRUCTION & ACQUISITION 181,118 I ,100 117,271 D 188,178 1,100 1,100 197,278 ? 
SUPPORT/OPERATING EXPENSE 1,340,013 0 1,340,013 (5,DOO) 1,335,013 5,000 0 1,340,093 

~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
Oo 
Oo 



~ 
~ 
"'~ 

Revhed -------Houee------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement 
._ 

FYat Change to Chango to S•nate Houee +1- Change to ~ 
Oo 

INSTALLATION PROJECT Requeet Requeet Authorhed Requoet Author tud Senate Requoet Author tud Oo 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

fAMILY HOUSING NAVY/MARINE CORPS 

CALifORNIA 
MAR COR AIR-GRND TWENTYNINE PALMS NEW CONSTRUCTION (100) 1,470 1,470 1,470 0 1,470 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO TRAILER PADS (10) 1,410 1,410 1,410 0 1,410 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION EL TORO NEW CONSTRUCTION (100) 1,110 1,110 1,110 0 1,110 

MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON NEW CONSTRUCTION (332) 27,540 27,540 27,140 0 27,540 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON ACCESS ROADS 17D 170 170 0 170 n 
NAVAL COMPLEX SAN DIEGO NEW CONSTRUCTION (400) 31,130 31,130 31,130 D 31,130 0 
NAVAL STATION LONG lEACH NEW CONSTRUCTION (300) 21,110 21,110 21,110 0 21,110 z 
PUBLIC WORKS CTR SAN fRANCISCO NEW CONTRUCTION (300) 35,731 35.731 35,731 0 35,731 ~ 

~ 
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA t%1 

NAVAL DISTRICT WASHINGTON NEW CONSTRUCTION ( 2) 0 330 330 (330) 330 330 Cll 
Cll 
~ 

GEORGIA 0 
NAVAL STATION KINGS BAY NEW CONTRUCTI ON (250) 11,110 11,160 11,110 0 11,110 z 

> 
ILLINOIS t"'"4 

NAS GLENVIEW fAMILY HOUSING 0 23,000 23,000 (23,000) 10,000 10,0DO 
~ 
t%1 

NEW YORK n 
NAVAL STATION STATEN ISLAND NEW CONTRUCTI ON ( 150) 14,10D 14,1DO 14,100 0 14,100 0 

~ 
WORLWIDE UNSPECifiED 0 

UNSPEC If lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PLANNING 2,315 2,315 2,315 D 2,315 I UNSPEC If lEO WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 11,511 11.511 (3,000) 51,511 3,000 0 11,511 :z: 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 0 

UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS SERVICES ACCOUNT 32,323 32,323 32,323 0 32,323 c:: 
UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS DEBT REDUCTION 121 121 121 0 121 Cll 

UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNT 401 401 401 0 401 t%1 

UNSPECif lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MORTGAGE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 211 211 211 0 211 
UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT 42,513 42,513 42,513 0 42,513 
UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS LEASING 42,411 42,411 42,411 a 42,411 
UN SPEC If lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MAINTENANCE OF REAL PROPERTY 241,950 241,950 (10,100) 231,150 10,10D D 241,950 
UNSPECIfIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS INTEREST PAYMENTS 2 2 2 0 2 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UTILITIES ACCOUNT 179,127 179,127 171,127 0 179,127 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS fURNISHINGS ACCOUNT 15,910 15,910 15,910 0 15,910 

-------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
TOTAl FAMILY HOUSING NAVY/MARINE CORPS 795,421 0 795,421 9,53D 104,951 (9,530) 10,330 105,751 

RECAP: 
CONSTRUCTION & ACQUISITION 240,440 0 240,440 20,330 210.770 (20,330) 10,330 250.170 
SUPPORT/OPERATING EXPENSE 554,911 0 554,911 ( 10,100) 544,111 10,100 0 554,911 

1-' 
'I 
Q 
Q1 
~ 



Revtaed -------House------- ------senate------- Conference Agreement 
fYU Change to Change to Senate House +1- Change to 

INSTAllATION PROJECT Request Requ.eat Authorized Request Author t zed Senate llequeat Authorized 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- {j 

0 
FA~ILY HOUSING AIR FORCE z 

~ 
PHILIPPINES ~ 

CLARK AI NEW CONSTRUCTION ( :160) 11,120 11,120 11,120 0 11,120 t.r1 
V'J 
V'J 

WORLWIDE UNSPECIFIED 1-4 

UNSPECif lED WORLDWIDE LOCAl IONS PLANNING 7,000 7,000 7,000 0 7,000 0 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONSTRUCTION IMPIIOVE~ENTS 164,210 (515) 153.715 (515) 153,715 0 (515) 153,715 z 

> 
OPERATING EXPENSES: t-C 

UNSI'ECIFIED WORLDWIDE lOCATIONS ~ANAGE~ENT ACCOUNT 34,447 34,447 34,447 0 34,447 ~ 
UNSI'ECIF lEO WORLDWIDE lOCATIONS ~ISCEllANEOUS ACCOUNT 5,141 5,141 5,141 0 5,141 t.r1 
UNSI'ECI f I ED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS ~ORTGAGE I NSUIIANCE rREMIUMS 100 100 100 0 100 {j 
UNSI'ECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS INTEREST PAYMENTS 0 0 
UNSI'ECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS ~AINTENANCE Of IlEAl rROPERTY 215,111 215,111 211,111 0 215,111 ~ 
UNSI'ECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS SERVICES ACCOUNT 24,461 24.461 24,461 0 24 ,4&1 0 
UNSI'ECIFIED WOIUDWIDE lOCAl IONS fURNISHINGS ACCOUNT 51,460 51,410 (3,000) 53,460 3,000 0 51,460 I UNSI'ECIF lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS lEASING 10,111 10,111 10,111 0 10,111 :I: UNSI'ECIFIED WORLDWIDE lOCAl IONS UTILITIES ACCOUNT 234,503 234,503 234,503 0 234.503 

0 UNSPlCif lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS OUT REDUCTION II II 61 0 61 

-------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- c:: 
TOTAL fAMilY HOUSING AIR FORCE 122,111 (515) 122,451 (3,515) 111,451 3-,000 (515) 122,451 V'J 

t.r1 

RECAP: 
CONSTRUCTION I ACQUISITION 111,200 (515) 110,115 (515) 110,115 0 (515) 110,115 
surrORT/OrERATING EXrENSE 741,711 0 741.761 (3,000) 731,711 3 ,oo·o 0 741,761 



? 
~ 
.. ~ 

Revhed -------House------- ------Senate------- Conference Agreement ........ 
fYU Change to Change to Senate House +1- Change to ~ 

INSTAllATION PROJECT Request Request Authortud Request Authortzed Senate Request Authortud Oo 
Oo 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

FAMILY HOUSING DEFENSE AGENCIES 

OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED 
OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED 400 4DO 4DO 0 400 

WORLDWIDE UNSPECIFIED 
UNSPECif lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONSTRUCT I ON IMPROVEMENTS 93 u 93 0 93 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 20 20 20 D 20 

n 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 0 

UNSPECifiED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS LEASING 9,662 9,662 9,662 9,662 z UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MAINTENANCE OF REAL PROPERTY 250 250 250 250 
~ UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MAINTENANCE OF REAL PROPERTY 301 301 301 301 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS FURNISHINGS ACCOUNT 1,347 1,347 1,347 1,347 ~ 
~ 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNT 700 7DO 70D 700 (I) 
UNSPECIF lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS LEASING 36 36 36 36 (I) 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS SERVICES ACCOUNT 125 125 125 """" 125 0 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE lOCATIONS SERVICES ACCOUNT 12 12 12 12 z UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS FURNISHINGS ACCOUNT 17 17 17 17 
UNSPECIF lED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS LEASING 7,481 7,411 7,481 7,411 > 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UTILITIES ACCOUNT 125 125 125 125 

t-'1 

UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS UTILITIES ACCOUNT 131 131 131 131 ~ -------- -------- -------- --------
TOTAL FAMilY HOUSING DEFENSE AGENCIES 20,700 0 20,700 0 20,700 0 0 20,700 n 

0 
RECAP: ~ 

CONSTRUCTION I ACQUISITION 513 0 513 0 513 0 0 513 0 
SUPPORT/OPERATING EXPENSE 20,117 0 20,117 0 20,117 0 0 20,117 I 

:I: 
0 c 
(I) 

HOMEOWNER'S ASSISTANCE ~ 

WORLWIDE UNSPECIFIED 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY 144 144 144 0 144 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS MORTGAGES ASSUMED [3,000] [3,000] [3,000] 0 [3,000] 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS OTHER OPERATING COSTS 992 992 992 0 992 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS PAYMENT TO HOMEOWNERS 164 164 164 0 164 

-------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
TOTAL HOMEOWNER'S ASSISTANCE 2,000 0 2,000 0 2,000 0 0 2,000 

SUBTOTAL FAMILY HOUSING 3,269,365 1,585 3,277,950 1 ,015 3,270,380 7,570 11,915 3,288,280 

TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION/FAMILY HOUSING 8,719,245 (57,014) 8,662,231 (82,679) 8,636,566 25·, 665 (22,610) 8,696,635 

1-' 
-:J = Q1 
Q1 
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From the Committee on Armed Services, for 
consideration of the entire House bill 
<except sections 4101 through 4110), and the 
entire Senate amendment <except sections 
938 and 949), and as exclusive conferees 
with respect to any proposal to report in 
total disagreement: 

LES ASPIN, 
CHARLES BENNETT, 
SAMUEL S. STRATTON, 
BILL NICHOLS, 
G.V. MONTGOMERY, 
PAT ScHROEDER, 
BEVERLY BYRON, 
NICHOLAS MAVROULES, 
IKE SKELTON, 
DAVE McCURDY, 
THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 
MARILYN LLOYD, 
NORMAN SISISKY, 
RICHARD RAY, 
JoHN M. SPRATT, Jr., 
FRANK McCLOSKEY, 
SOLOMON P. ORTIZ, 
GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN, 
ToMMY F. RoBINSON, 
ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE, 
BARBARA BoXER, 
BENBLAZ, 
JAMES V. HANSEN, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, 
solely for consideration of sections 209, 212, 
935, and 936 of the House bill, and section 
223 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

LEs AsPIN, 
CHARLES BENNETT, 
PAT SCHROEDER, 
NICK MAVROULES, 
DAVE McCURDY, 
THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 
JOHN M. SPRATT, Jr., 
FRANK McCLosKEY, 
BARBARA BOXER, 

From the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, for consideration of matters 
within the jurisdiction of that committee 
under clause 2 of Rule XLVIII: 

LoUIS STOKES, 
ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, 
ROBERT A. ROE, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 
DICK CHENEY, 

From the Committee on Education and 
Labor, solely for consideration of sections 
4101 through 4110 of the House bill, and 
modifications committed to conference: 

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, 
WILLIAM D. FORD, 
JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, 
WILLIAM CLAY, 
AUSTIN J. MURPHY, 
PAT WILLIAMS, 
JIM JEFFORDS, 
ToM PETRI, 
STEVE BARTLETT, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, 
solely for consideration of sections 4101 
through 4110 of the House bill, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

LEs AsPIN, 
FRANK McCLOSKEY, 

From the Committee on Energy and Com
merce, for consideration of sections 3141 
through 3150 of the House bill, and sections 
3141 through 3144 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
PHILIP R. SHARP, 
NoRMAN F. LENT, 

From the Committee on Foreign Mfairs, for 
consideration of sections 234, 303, 304, 318, 
354,937,940,944,946,947,948,950,952,953, 

and 959 of the House bill, and sections 232, 
233,234,237,303,806,807,809,911,912,913, 
914,915,922,924,926,928,930,931,932,933, 
934,937,939,941,943,948,949,950, and952 
of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: 

DANTE B. FASCELL, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Gus YATRON, 
STEPHEN J. SoLARZ, 
BILL BROOMFIELD, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

From the Committee on Government Oper
ations, for consideration of section 921 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

JACK BROOKS, 
JOHN CONYERS, 
CARDISS COLLINS, 
GLENN ENGLISH, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
FRANK HORTON, 
BILL CLINGER, 

From the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
consideration of sections 304, 954, and 1103 
of the House bill, and sections 918, 940, 941, 
and 951 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to conference: 

BoB KASTENMEIER, 
CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, 
BILL McCoLLUM, 

From the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, for consideration of section 
921 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

WALTER B. JONES, 
GERRY E. STUDDS, 
DENNIS M. HERTEL, 
DoN YOUNG, 
NORMAN F. LENT, 

From the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, for consideration of section 
917 of the Senate amendment, and modifi
cations committed to conference: 

WILLIAM D. FORD, 
BILL CLAY, 
GARY L. AcKERMAN, 
GENE TAYLOR, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

From the Committee on Rules, for consider
ation of section 921 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

CLAUDE PEPPER, 
JOE MOAKLEY, 
BUTLER DERRICK, 
TONY BEILENSON, 
MARTIN FROST, 
JAMES H. QUILLEN, 

From the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for consideration of sections 938 and 949 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

DAN RosTENKOWSKI, 
SAM GIBBONS, 
ED JENKINS, 
TOM DOWNEY, 
BILL FRENZEL, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, for 
consideration of sections 938 and 949 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: 

LEs AsPIN, 
GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

SAMNUNN, 
JoHN C. STENNIS, 
J.J. ExoN, 
CARL LEviN, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
JEFF BINGAMAN, 
ALAN J. DIXON, 
JoHN GLENN, 
ALBERT GoRE, Jr., 

TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, 
RICHARD SHELBY, 
JOHN WARNER, 
STROM THuRMOND, 
BILL CoHEN, 
JoHN McCAIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
GENE TAYLOR, 

From the Committee on Small Business, for 
consideration of sections 820 and 821 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: 

JOHN J. LAFALCE, 
JOSEPH M. McDADE, 

From the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for consideration of sections 938 and 949 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
SAM GIBBONS, 
ED JENKINS, 
ToM DOWNEY, 
BILL FRENZEL, 

From the Committee on Armed Services, for 
consideration of sections 938 and 949 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: 

LEs ASPIN, 
GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

SAMNUNN, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
J.J.EXON, 
CARL LEviN, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
JEFF BINGAMAN, 
ALAN J. DIXON, 
JoHN GLENN, 
ALBERT GORE, Jr., 
TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, 
RICHARD SHELBY, 
JOHN WARNER, 
STROM THURMOND, 
BILL COHEN, 
JoHN McCAIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

DEFENSE SAVINGS ACT OF 1988 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

GRAY of Illinois). Pursuant to House 
Resolution 489 and rule XXIII, the 
Chair declares the House in the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 4481. 

0 1217 

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. 4481> to provide for the closing 
and realigning of certain military in
stallations during a certain period, 
with Mr. VOLKMER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

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

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
AsPIN] will be recognized for 22¥2 min
utes; the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] will be recognized for 
22¥2 minutes; the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BRooKs] will be recognized 
for 22¥2 minutes; the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. HoRTON] will be recog-
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nized for 22¥2 minutes; the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNEs] will 
be recognized for 15 minutes; the gen
tleman form Michigan [Mr. DAVIS] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes; the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes; and 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPINl. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. McCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 4481 as passed 
out of Armed Services Committee. The 
issue of base closure is certainly one of 
the toughest political issues for Con
gress especially for Members such as 
myself who represents a district that 
contains three military bases. There is 
no doubt that of the 5, 737 separate 
DOD installations and properties 
worldwide, many are overlapping in 
their function and should be closed or 
consolidated. This bill would give us 
the chance to streamline our conven
tional and strategic base structure 
without worrying about individual pa
rochialism or partisan considerations. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill, as opposed 
to the Army substitute, provides for 
proper consideration of environmental 
protection. As the former chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee De
fense Environmental Restoration 
Panel, I am aware of the severe prob
lem of toxic and hazardous waste that 
is found on many military bases. We 
cannot and should not walk away from 
our responsibility to clean any base. 
Furthermore, we should calculate this 
cost as part of the price to close the 
base. 

I believe the recommendations in
cluded in this bill by the Armed Serv
ices Committee are responsible provi
sions that are fair and equitable. Mr. 
Chairman, this is a unique opportuni
ty for the administration and Congress 
to rise above the parochial concerns 
for the good of the country, and I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I might con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of this effort to save the tax
payers money by closing or realigning 
certain military installations. 

Let me first commend the efforts of 
my friend and colleague, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl. As 
many of my collleagues know, the gen
tleman from Texas has brought this 
issue of base closure to the House for 
the past 2 years. He has not given up 
on the issue, and even in the face of 
opposition last year from the Depart
ment of Defense he kept on and modi
fied his bill, and now he has gained 
the support of the Department of De
fense. He simply kept working at the 

issue that he is dedicated to, and one 
that will save substantial sums of 
money for the taxpayers of the United 
States. I join with many of our col
leagues in expressing gratitude to our 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas. 

Last year, the proposal of the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl failed 
passage on the House floor by only six 
votes. I voted against it. The Depart
ment of Defense was opposed to it. 
Most of our committee was opposed to 
it. 

Today we have a different era, a 
modified bill that would accomplish 
the same purposes, and I am support
ing it. The chairman of our committee 
is supporting it and the administration 
supports it. The Secretary of Defense 
supports it and its time has come. We 
need it. 

As has been pointed out and will be 
pointed out several times today, I am 
sure, it has been unthinkable and un
workable for the Department of De
fense to close a military installation. 
There has not been one closed since 
1977, one reason for this being that 
the Environmental Protection Act 
allows one to throw legal roadblocks in 
the way, ask for studies, and ask for 
impact statements. Opponents of a 
base closure can do all these things, 
and then if they do not like the re
ports they get, they simply take the 
issue into Federal court and drag it 
out. As a consequence, it has come to 
the point where a small group of dedi
cated Members of Congress, applying 
all of the tricks of the trade, have 
been very effective in being able to 
block any base closure for the past 12 
years. 

The time has come, and we now 
have a narrow window in which to 
work our will to allow the Department 
of Defense to close certain bases. The 
fact is that many circumstances have 
come together to make it possible in 
this short window to pass this legisla
tion now. It is my opinion that if we 
do not pass this bill and allow these 
base closures to be named this year, 
we will be another 10 years before 
such an opportunity comes again. 

We have a lameduck Congress, we 
have a lameduck administration, we 
have a lameduck Secretary of Defense, 
all of whom support this legislation. 
The President has named a nonparti
san commission of seven members, in
cluding notably former Senator Abra
ham Ribicoff and our former col
league, Congressman Jack Edwards. 
There is nothing partisan about it. 

The time has come for us to give the 
Government the tools that it needs to 
save billions of dollars. One particular
ly attractive feature of this bill is that 
when the package is decided on and 
sent over to us, it is a "take it or leave 
it" deal. Neither the administration 
nor the Congress can pick and choose 
individual bases from the list. A 
Member cannot protect an individual 

base in his or her district, but will 
have to vote for or against the entire 
list. 

One of the arguments that will be 
heard involves the question of wheth
er we will require an affirmative act to 
approve the closure of the bases or 
whether we will require a negative act 
to close the bases. This issue has some 
significant political aspects and is ex
tremely important. But whatever the 
case, I will support the bill. 

In addition to this, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl has a substi
tute which is a modified version of his 
original bill that was the basis of the 
work of our Committee on Armed 
Services. The Armey substitute has 
been made in order to be offered as a 
substitute to whatever bill we pass. I 
intend to support the Armey substi
tute bill. Many of the Members who 
will be opposing the bill here today 
are the ones who have been speaking 
most loudly about cutting the waste in 
the defense budget, and cutting the 
Defense budget. If these Members are 
really serious about saving money, let 
them put their money where their 
mouths are now. The time has come to 
close bases, to authorize the Depart
ment of Defense to save money, and if 
Members want to do that, if they are 
serious about it, then they should not 
hide behind some spurious reasoning 
and argue about individual provisions. 
There is only one game in town. This 
is the only chance we will have to vote 
on this issue in an atmosphere where 
it is likely to pass in the next 10 to 15 
years. 

I would urge the Members of the 
House to support the Armey version of 
the bill. We need to pass this bill here 
and now. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] has 
consumed 6 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this legislation which is before the 
House today. I think I agree with the 
gentleman from Alabama that basical
ly what we need to do here is to pass 
this procedure, and use this method of 
closing excess and redundant military 
bases because, frankly, I have come to 
the conclusion that it is the only way 
that we are going to be able to do it. 
With declining budgets and with 
squeezes on the procurement end of 
the Pentagon, I think that the Con
gress ought to take every opportunity 
that it can to make sure that the 
money that we are spending on de
fense is spent as wisely and as produc
tively as possible. That means elimi
nating waste wherever we can. 

There is enormous debate, as Mem
bers in the Chamber know, on exactly 
how much savings can be expected 
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from closing bases. In the short run it 
often costs money, but in the long run 
it saves money. 

I think that given the climate, the 
general squeeze on military expendi
tures, it is incumbent upon us to take 
advantage of making the savings, 
whatever savings they may be, in this 
piece of legislation. So I rise in sup
port of it. 

Today there will be a lot of amend
ments offered, some of which I will 
support, some of which I will oppose, 
and we will be able to debate those 
fully when we get to the point that 
they will be offered. But I would like 
to tell the Members that I will support 
the bill on final passage almost regard
less of how some of these amendments 
come out, because I think that the 
purpose of the legislation and passing 
the legislation is very, very important. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
ECKART]. 

0 1230 
Mr. ECKART. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I have read the lan

guage of the bill, H.R. 4481, as report
ed by the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, and have paid particularly close 
attention to the language of the 
amendments offered in that commit
tee by the gentlelady from California 
[Mrs. BoXER]. Those amendments, 
which remain part of the bill we have 
before us today, reflect the gentle
lady's concern that no military bases 
may be closed or otherwise transferred 
in a manner that is environmentally 
unacceptable. 

As the primary House sponsor of the 
1986 amendments to the Superfund 
law, which included in section 120 a 
comprehensive program for the clean
up of hazardous wastesites on Federal 
facilities, I share the gentlelady's con
cerns wholeheartedly. For this reason, 
I would like to ask the gentlelady a 
question about the environmental res
toration language contained in the bill 
before us today. 

The language of the bill to which I 
refer: 

First, requires that the Secretary of 
Defense develop a plan to accomplish, 
within 5 years, the environmental res
toration of the bases to be closed or re
aligned-unless the Secretary deter
mines that because of extraordinary 
circumstances a longer period is neces
sary; and 

Second, restricts the transfer to the 
General Services Administration of 
real property at a military base to be 
closed or realigned until environmen
tal restoration has been completed and 
the property is in a condition that 
would permit its disposal by the Feder
al Government in accordance with ap
plicable law. 

My question to the gentlelady is 
simply this: Am I correct in my under-

standing that the provisions of this 
bill that deal with environmental res
toration are to be implemented in ac
cordance with and subject to the Com
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act 
[CERCLA or Superfund] and the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ECKART. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is cor
rect. The provisions of current law, in
cluding Superfund and the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act, governing the 
cleanup of hazardous substances at 
Federal facilities, will be complied 
with. I can also assure the gentleman 
that the cleanup priorities established 
in accordance with the above two stat
utes and funded by the Defense envi
ronmental restoration account will not 
be altered by this bill. Any lower prior
ity cleanups associated with bases ad
dressed by this bill will be funded by 
the base closure account. In sum, this 
bill is not only fully consistent with 
DOD compliance with existing envi
ronmental restoration laws, but pro
vides additional funding for expedited 
cleanup of toxic wastesites that may 
not otherwise be addressed in the next 
5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman very much for engaging in 
this colloquy with me. There has been 
some misunderstanding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very proud to 
have the support of the gentleman for 
this amendment as well as that of the 
chairman of his committee, the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Military Installations and Facilities 
of the Committee on Armed Services, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this legislation. I want to take 
a few minutes to explain the difficulty 
that the committee has had in coming 
up with a bill that is subject to the ju
risdiction of so many subcommittees 
and so many competing interests, and 
also to thank the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYl who has worked so 
long and so hard for so many years to 
get a piece of legislation such as this 
before the House. It does indeed repre
sent a compromise among the commit
tees of jurisdiction and for that 
reason, if for only that reason, it is an 
imperfect piece of legislation. That 
happens when you have so many com
peting interests and so many subcom
mittees which have jurisdiction, as 
well as a variety of passionate feelings 
on all sides of the issue. 

But the fact of the matter is we are 
here at a time, as the gentleman from 
Alabama has said, when action has to 
be taken. Something that all the Mem
bers should be aware of, that we have 
to be very careful to insure that while 
we are passing this legislation and at
tempting to take steps to close or re
align bases to save taxpayers' dollars, 
that we do not abdicate our responsi
bility as Members of Congress as far as 
the review process is concerned. 

I have a great deal of respect for the 
panel that has been put together 
under the charter to review these 
bases. 

Let us understand that they have a 
tremendous challenge and in a very 
short period of time are going to have 
to make some monumental decisions. 
It is going to require the support as 
well as the scrutiny of Congress as 
well. 

The environmental concerns that 
were spoken to earlier, during our 
hours of hearings before the subcom
mittee and later before the entire com
mittee, we wanted to make sure that 
there was not going to be unnecessary 
delay and roadblocks thrown in the 
way of the Pentagon in closing bases 
that were unneeded but at the same 
time balance the environmental con
cerns. 

Let us face it, our Federal military 
installations, where they are polluted, 
where they have environmental prob
lems, are going to have to be cleaned 
up whether the bases are closed or 
whether they remain open. We have 
to be sure that we do not find our
selves in the ridiculous position of set
ting aside those bases that do have en
vironmental concerns and say, "You 
cannot close them irrespective of how 
outdated or outmoded they might be 
because they have our environmental 
problems." We are going to have to 
clean up each and every military in
stallation that has environmental 
problems irrespective of whether or 
not this bill ultimately becomes law. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will be 
asking for time later on during the 
amending stage. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 4481, the Defense Savings Act. 

As we debate this military base clo
sure legislation, I would like to point 
out some misconceptions regarding its 
effects. 

The first is the misnomer: "The De
fense Savings Act of 1988." This is not 
true; in fact, this legislation, if en
acted, will not save the taxpayers $1. 

Our greatest economic threat is the 
bloated budget deficit. Instead of 
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using the alleged base closure savings 
for deficit relief, the money will 
simply be used to fund other defense 
projects. While testifying before the 
Committee on Armed Services, Secre
tary of Defense Frank C. Carlucci ad
mitted that the money will be trans
ferred to "higher priorities." When I 
asked if that meant more money for 
example, for SDI, he answered "Yes." 
That is outrageous. Deficit reduction 
should be our highest priority, not 
funding redundant, wasteful weapons 
systems. I believe defense spending is 
adequate already, any savings should 
go toward shrinking the deficit or 
funding domestic programs already 
cut to the bone. 

Furthermore, let us not delude our
selves into thinking that closing bases 
saves very much money at all. The 
functions must be relocated, possibly 
costing even more money. Environ
mental cleanup and economic assist
ance, which I fully support, will cost 
still additional money. 

I am also apprehensive of Pentagon 
claims that closing bases stimulates 
employment. While true in some cases 
where the property was utilized most 
efficiently, many communities are still 
reeling from the base closings of the 
1970's. It is interesting to note that 
out of the 3,600 military bases which 
were closed during the 1960's and 
1970's, the Pentagon has only listed 
100 examples of economically stimu
lated areas. 

This legislation is too important to 
be fraught with such uncertainties
communities will suffer, and budget 
savings are iffy at best, the deficit will 
not shrink. We must go in with our 
eyes wide open. Which we are not 
doing here today. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I wonder if I mis
understood the gentleman when he 
was quoting Secretary Carlucci. Mr. 
Chairman, did the gentleman intend 
to say that the savings from the clos
ing of the base might be used for any 
other purpose but not the money that 
was recouped from the sale of proper
ty? Because there are two sums of 
money here. One has to do with that 
from the sale of property, whatever is 
realized from that would be held for 
other cleanups, pollution, and so 
forth. But it is my understanding that 
these funds would not go into the gen
eral fund or the General Treasury. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. No. 
Mr. DICKINSON. What the gentle

man meant is the projected savings 
after the closure and not the funds 
being manipulated. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. The funds that 
would be used for the closing of that 

base, we are not talking about that. 
We are talking about the net savings 
from the closing of bases would not be 
used for deficit reduction, would not 
be taken out of the military budget, in 
his opinion, would not be used for defi
cit reduction, would not be used for 
other programs but would be used for 
programs within the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen
tleman for making that clear. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BATEMAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Alabama 
for yielding the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the bill now pending before the Com
mittee of the Whole in the form in 
which it now exists. I do that because 
I think there is a legitimate case that 
has been made that we need a proce
dure, a mechanism by which sound 
and rational judgments may be made 
on the alignment and operation of 
military facilities throughout the 
United States and for that matter 
throughout the world. 

I am willing to support the bill that 
comes to us as the product of the sev
eral committees which have worked 
upon it and brought it to the floor. I 
think it is reasoned. I think it is realis
tic, I think it requires certain things to 
be taken into consideration which in
herently either must be taken into 
consideration or we rush to enacting 
something which is not going to save 
ourselves money but which is going to 
cost the taxpayers of America perhaps 
a great deal of money. 

There is no witness who appeared 
before any of the committees dealing 
with this bill who did not indicate that 
in the short-run it costs money to 
close military reservations. There is no 
immediate short-term savings. 

The savings, where it is a potential 
for savings, comes from long-term cost 
avoidance. Now if we are going to look 
at bases throughout the United States 
and make decisions based upon a 
sound and comprehensive cost analy
sis, then I can support such efforts. 
But legislation which says, in effect, to 
a commission, as much as I respect 
that commission, "You make your 
analysis but you are not mandated to 
take into consideration all of the ele
ments that ought to go into a sound 
analysis," I cannot support. The bill 
before you does require not a short
term, not a restricted view, "would 
closing this base save money for the 
Department of Defense?" without 
regard to how much other depart
ments of Government might be re
quired ultimately to expend because of 
closing their military facility. I want 
all aspects of the equation which have 
a proper bearing on the sound analysis 
of potential savings, actual savings, 
actual additional costs incurred in re-

location and replacement, I want all of 
these things considered. 

When, if and as they are required by 
a bill, I support it. Short of that, I cer
tainly cannot and would say to my col
leagues that you would have been ab
dicating an incredible responsibility to 
an administrative agency, to the De
partment of Defense, that would be a 
dereliction in our duties if we did not 
impose upon the administration and 
the commission standards and guide
lines which would be acceptable. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the chairman of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to reserve my right 
on final passage as to how I will vote 
on this bill until we see how the 
amendments come out and what is 
adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say 
though I support the so-called Brooks 
amendment. I like what the Commit
tee on Rules did on protecting the 
House on approval of this resolution 
and what the Governmental Affairs 
Committee has done. 

I certainly oppose the Armey substi
tute and also the Kasich amendment. 
However, I do want to commend the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl 
for his persistence and hard work on 
this legislation coming to the floor. 
However, I really do not think this leg
islation is necessary. 

I want to point out to my colleagues 
I do serve on the Committee on Armed 
Services. The Secretary of Defense has 
the authority without notifying Con
gress to close any base he wants to 
that has less than 300 civilians work
ing on that base. Also, the Secretary 
of Defense has the authority, he can 
notify Congress in most cases, but he 
has the authority to close bases who 
have 300 civilians or more. · 

0 1245 
Mr. Chairman, here is the way they 

can do it, and he is doing it now; he is 
contracting out. He is getting rid of 
the military personnel on these bases, 
and he is putting civilians in there. 
That reduces the size of the base. 

The Secretary of Defense has the 
authority to transfer Air Force wings, 
Army divisions, regiments, and battal
ions out of a base, out of a camp, or 
out of a fort, and move those regi
ments wherever he wants to. So he has 
the authority of moving units off of 
bases. 

Quite frankly, this legislation is not 
necessary. I ask the Members to not 
take my word for it. They should ask 
other Members around here today if 
they have had base closings, and they 
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would be surprised at the number of 
bases that have been closed in this 
country in the last few years. 

Mr. Chairman, I close by saying this: 
if some Members have bases they want 
closed in their States, if they will come 
forward and tell us, then probably we 
will not even need this legislation. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BUSTAMANTE]. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Chairman, 
today we are considering a clever 
setup that is supposed to avoid the pit
falls of politics which tends to get in 
the way of cost-efficient government. 
Proponents of this bill feel they have 
suddenly found a way to save billions 
of defense dollars by relieving Con
gress of its responsibilities to deliber
ate the major national security and 
economic implications of military base 
closings. This bill relegates Congress' 
responsibility to a bipartisan commis
sion already appointed by the Secre
tary of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, while I oppose this 
bill because it will strip the affected 
people of a voice on base closings, I 
commend my colleagues in the Armed 
Services and Government Operations 
Committees for improving this bill. 

Since I support initiatives for a 
frugal and cost-efficient Government, 
I wonder why under the Armey substi
tute such a clever solution is only 
being applied to a narrow area of po
tential defense savings. The substitute 
limits the Commission's review of the 
military usefulness of bases to those 
inside the United States. The cost of 
our overseas bases amounts to $35.5 
billion this fiscal year and $37 billion 
next year. These are not negligible 
costs and should also be reviewed. In 
addition, the future viability of our 
overseas bases need to be taken into 
account when we consider closing 
bases inside the United States. If we 
do not take such factors into account, 
we will fritter away the bill's purport
ed savings. 
If we are to really address wasteful 

programs of questionable value to our 
national security, we need to include 
in a Defense Savings Act not only ob
solete military installations but also 
wasteful and ineffective weapons pro
grams. It is just as difficult, if not 
more difficult, to cancel a bad weapons 
program than close an unneeded mili
tary base. One only needs to look at 
the strategy of defense contractors for 
assuring the future of a program by 
having work on the project performed 
in all the 50 States. Why, then, have 
the proponents of this legislation not 
included weapons systems in their ef
forts to save defense dollars? I am sure 
there are more dollars to be saved in 
weapons procurement than in military 
bases. I hope that it is not because 
bases are more expendable than busi
nesses and that Government employ-

ees are less important than private 
sector employees. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to make sure 
that the legislation's purported sav
ings are as real as its impact on the af
fected communities. While many 
smaller savings schemes have failed to 
materialize in the past, the conse
quences of this one to the socioeco
nomic well-being of many of our com
munities should require everyone to 
pause and reflect before taking a leap. 
I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, today we 
have an opportunity. We have an op
portunity to save taxpayer dollars; we 
have an opportunity to make defense 
more efficient; and, we have an oppor
tunity to show that Congress puts the 
national interest above parochial in
terests. 

We can do that best today by sup
porting the Armey version of the base
closing legislation. As between the two 
versions of the bill, the Washington 
Post in its lead editorial this morning 
concluded that the Armey bill was the 
better of the two approaches. As the 
Post pointed out, "The basic problem 
is the disposition in Congress to treat 
the military budget as pork." 

Mr. Chairman, in fatter days, the 
Members of Congress might have been 
able to rationalize spending money to 
keep questionable facilities open, but 
how can it be rationalized today when 
defense budgets are experiencing 
annual real reductions averaging 5 
percent a year since 1985? We are 
shortchanging the men and women in 
the military services by unnecessarily 
spending $2 to $5 billion a year. That 
is the amount of estimated savings 
under this legislation. 

That money could be put to better 
use, for compensation for the men and 
women in the service, for providing 
them better training and equipment, 
or for nondefense needs, or maybe 
even reducing the Federal budget defi
cit. Do we remember that problem? 

It is said that the Secretary of De
fense can close bases or contract out, 
and that is the way we can save 
money. But the same people who 
oppose closing bases oppose contract
ing out. So we are not saving money. It 
is obvious that Congress will not close 
bases and will not allow bases to be 
closed. None have been closed since 
1977. It is too politically difficult, and 
we all know that. 

Defense should not be used as a 
community development or jobs pro
gram. The Department of Defense is 
not a public works program. It is im
portant for the defense of this country 
to do everything that should be done, 
nothing more and nothing less. Bases 
obviously should exist solely as a func
tion of whether they serve the nation-

al defense, not their immediate impact 
on the local economy. 

Frankly, I am disappointed at some 
of the provisions in the committee bill 
that we are considering, and I would 
ask my colleagues who support a 
strong defense especially, do they un
derstand that defense is suffering 
today because the American taxpayer 
does not support it? And the reason 
the American taxpayer does not sup
port more spending for good defense is 
because the American taxpayer knows 
we are wasting money. And one of the 
places where he knows we are wasting 
money is in keeping inefficient and ob
solete bases open. 

Let us look beyond our short-term 
parochial interests to the national in
terest. This is the way to generate 
more support for defense. Without 
reform, I am concerned that we will 
never have the support of the Ameri
can people to do what we should with 
defense. 

In my concluding moments, let me 
point out one or two differences and 
problems with the committee bill, as 
opposed to the Armey proposal. I do 
not think we are fooling anyone when 
we say we are all for closing obsolete 
bases, but then we attach so many pre
conditions to it that we know we are 
never going to end up closing the 
bases. One of these is the difference 
between automatic closure, which 
would occur under the Armey propos
al, and the provision that is in the 
committee bill that would require Con
gress to affirmatively act. Who among 
us believes that we will actually close 
bases if we have to affirmatively act? 
That is the current law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL] 
has expired. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. ALEXANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Military Construction Appropriations 
Subcommittee, I have followed the 
issue of base closings for about 6 or 8 
years intensively, and even before 
then, as a Member of Congress, I was 
very interested in the issue of base 
closings. 

It may be somewhat encyclopedic, I 
suppose, to advise Members that in 
1969 some military bases were closed. 
In fact, I recall, when I first arrived as 
a newly elected Member of Congress, 
the Secretary of Defense recommend
ed that a naval training reserve center 
in my district be closed, and after con
ferring with many of my constituents 
in Helena, AR, they agreed that it was 
a waste of money to maintain that fa
cility, and we agreed that it should be 
closed. In contrast, Eaker Air Force 
Base in Blytheville has always been re-
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garded as a vital part of America's de
fense structure. The 97th Bombard
ment Wing at Eaker Air Force Base 
won the coveted Omaha Trophy, 
which is annually awarded to the best 
unit in the Strategic Air Command. 
This honor again demonstrates the ex
cellence of Eaker Air Force Base. 

So it is not without some reasonable 
response that Members of Congress 
approach this issue, even though it is 
a political one and even though it may 
be extremely volatile in our various 
districts to address that question when 
it affects us directly. All Americans 
want to eliminate waste and duplica
tion and unnecessary spending, and so 
do we in Congress as we approach 
these issues. 

The gentleman from Texas a minute 
ago mentioned that base closings 
alone do not solve the problem of ex
pensive military preparedness. The 
balancing of global commitments 
against the willingness of taxpayers to 
pay for the national defense is a vital 
issue. After all, if we close a base, we 
still have the units involved, which are 
72 or 75 pecent of the cost, and osten
sibly they would be transfered to an
other facility somewhere else, and 
that does not address the question of 
manpower levels and equipment costs, 
and so on, that are involved. 

Frankly, I do not know why it is nec
essary to create another commission. 
Like several speakers before me, I am 
somewhat ambivalent about a new 
commission for this purpose, and will 
reserve my judgment on how to vote 
until I see what the full content of the . 
bill is after the debate. When Congress 
or the administration has an issue 
that it cannot resolve, it seems that we 
resolve it by establishing a commis
sion. I do not think the Secretary of 
Defense really needs a commission, 
and the only thing I can say as a 
Member of Congress who wants to ful
fill my responsibility on these issues of 
national defense is that I am some
what reassured that the process of al
lowing Congress to approve or disap
prove recommendations that may be 
made by the proposed commission still 
remains intact. I appreciate the work 
that has been done by the numerous 
Members on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for yielding time to me. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, prob
ably the most important element of 
this legislation is the formula that we 
use to close bases down. When Mr. 
Weinberger was the Secretary of De
fense, the Department took a list of 22 
military bases, and what they tried to 
do to determine whether a base should 
be closed down was, they said, "We 
don't want to expend more money to 
close a base down than we save. So, 
therefore, we have to have some for-

mula that says if we can save money 
during a certain period of time, more 
than the cost of closing the base down, 
then we will close the base down. If 
the cost of closing the base over some 
period of time is greater than the sav
ings, then we won't close the base 
down." 

What were the costs involved? There 
were about three of them. One of 
them was an environmental survey to 
decide what was actually located on 
the military base. Another one was the 
cost of building new facilities, because 
when you close an old base down and 
you have to transfer people, there is a 
cost associated with new facilities. 

· The third one was the cost of actual
ly transferring people. Now, when you 
add those things together, you take 
these 22 bases and you see that each 
of these 22 bases has a different time 
period when the savings will outweigh 
the cost of closing it down. Now, when 
you average these 22 together, you 
find out that the average period of 
time that it takes to make savings, 
when the savings overwhelm the cost 
of closing, is 6 years. That was an aver
age, and that was a goal. 

The Congress then took this average 
or this goal of 6 years and mandated it 
into law and said, if we could not save 
money within a period of 6 years
when I say, "save money," what do I 
mean? I mean the savings from not op
erating the base, because there are op
eration and maintenance costs-what 
we did was, we said, if we cannot close 
it in 6 years, we do not close it at all. 

That would not have been so bad, 
but then what happened was that we 
recognized that there was a legitimate 
problem with the environment, that 
what we could not do would be to take 
a military base and close it down and 
burden communities with the cost of 
an environmental cleanup. 

So the Armed Services Committee 
then added an amendment stating 
that when closing a base, we have to 
calculate in the cost of an environmen
tal cleanup. Now, if we do that and we 
add a major cost that the Pentagon 
did not originally calculate in the for
mula, we are then limiting the number 
of bases that will be closed. Of these 
22 bases, only one-half of them would 
be closed when we add in the environ
mental cleanup costs. 
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Now many people would like to strip 

those environmental cleanup costs out 
of the formula. Frankly, it is probably 
the best way to go, but it is not what 
would sell on this House floor, and it 
does not represent our concern about 
what we do to help local communities 
resolve their environmental problems. 

Now what we did by adding in envi
ronmental cleanup costs was to dra
matically increase the time period it 
will take to make savings to offset the 
cost of closing the base. What we did 

is we took the same list of the 22 
bases, and we added in the environ
mental cleanup costs, and we came out 
with another average, and that aver
age is 13 years. 

What we are doing is, we are recog
nizing the vital aspect of environmen
tal cleanup. We are providing that we 
will help local communities in environ
mental cleanup, but that we will make 
the formula for closing bases realistic. 
And that is why it is necessary to 
extend the period of time in which we 
calculate cost savings from 6 to 13 
years. Without extending the total 
amount of time that we calculate cost 
savings, we might as well take the bill 
and throw it away because it has no 
impact. 

So, those who are in favor of meet
ing environmental concerns, communi
ty concerns, economic concerns, re
training concerns, should support the 
Kasich amendment that provides for a 
13-year calculation on cost savings. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPINl, the chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that the gentleman in the well, Mr. 
KASICH, has a very, very important 
amendment here. We will debate it 
further in the day, but it is a very im
portant amendment that we ought to 
pass to this bill that we are consider
ing here today. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KAsiCH] is making a very impor
tant contribution, and we have dis
cussed this on and off the floor on 
many occasions, but, to make it per
fectly clear, to agree what the gentle
man is doing is trying to increase the 
number of bases that could be consid
ered in this alignment and at the same 
time insuring that those bases that do 
have environmental problems will not 
be kept open just because they have 
an environmental problem. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARTIN] is absolutely right. If we do 
not approve this 13-year provision, the 
bill is meaningless, and those who will 
oppose this 13 years really do not want 
to close bases down. This is an effec
tive effort to try to take care of these 
concerns and yet still have an ability 
to close down a great number of bases. 
Without the 13-year provision my col
leagues know that we do not have 
much of anything, and the gentleman 
is exactly right. 

Mr. Speaker, I will reluctantly yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HERTEL] who is opposed to the basic 
concept of the bill. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA.sicHl 
has expired. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. HERTEL]. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to clarify that the amendment of 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KA.siCH] is not discussed at all in the 
Armey substitute. Is that correct? 

Does the Armey substitute deal with 
these environmental questions the 
gentleman has just-

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

Mr. HERTEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. The Armey substitute 
takes out all the environmental lan
guage. 

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

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, does 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr • .ARMEYl or his substi
tute-! yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, my sub
stitute accepts the provisions included 
in all three committees for modified 
waiver or NEPA. All environmental 
language for performance in cleanup 
that we have in all environmentals are 
still in effect. The only thing we do is 
remove the threat of extended law
suits in the NEPA provisions. 

Mr. HERTEL. I do not have a base 
in my district, Mr. Chairman. I come 
to this legislation though because of 
my concern about the communities 
that might be left in pain because of 
the operation of our actions that we 
take today. 

I am in favor of closing bases, but I 
want to do it properly. We have pock
ets of high unemployment in this 
Nation. I do not want to see more, and 
I think the next Democratic adminis
tration will change that. A simplistic 
approach like Gramm-Latta cannot be 
taken. One must address the ques
tions, and in this committee bill I ad
dress two. 

One is that we would say that Con
gress would clean up all the toxic 
waste that is left behind when a base 
is closed. Fine. Close the base, but 
clean up the toxic waste so the com
munities are not left with it. That is 
not in the substitute. 

Second, I would say where we have 
areas of high unemployment that we 
create new ones by closing a base. Give 
the people a break. Give them just a 
chance. Have the Department of De
fense do community planning with 
those communities to try to find new 
industries to take the place of the jobs 
lost and train those people that are 
thrown out of jobs and unemployed. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all we ask in 
the committee approach. Give those 
communities a break. Close the bases, 
save the money, but be honest and 

straightforward with those communi
ties. 

Clean up the toxic waste now, and, 
second, help the unemployment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield on that point 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
.ARMEY]. Does he favor helping the un
employed? 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, yes, I 
do. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, is the 
substitute of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYl designed to help 
the unemployed? 

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

Mr. HERTEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, the De
partment of Defense does have an eco
nomic adjustment provision, and it 
will be, of course, utilized to help the 
unemployed. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I re
claim my time. 

The Department of Defense does 
not always do that. We only stipulate 
that they shall do it in every case to 
help with community planning and 
help and train the unemployed. The 
current law does not do that, and the 
substitute of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYl does not address 
the question of the unemployed that 
will be harmed by the base closure. 

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

Mr. HERTEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, my sub
stitute gives communities all the pro
tection and assistance of current law. 
In addition-

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, I re
claim my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just pointed out 
that the current law does not guaran
tee any help for the unemployed and 
does not guarantee community plan
ning for those people thrown out of 
jobs where they have a high rate of 
unemployed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HERTEL] has expired. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
AsPINl has 2 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DicK
INSON] has 1¥2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
say in closing that in answer to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HERTEL] who just spoke that we al
ready have in the law a provision for 
economic impact; I mean that feature 
is already in the law, but it is a very 
spurious argument to vote against the 
whole bill for that reason. 

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

Mr. DICKINSON, No, Mr. Chair
man. I have 1 minute left, and I am 
going to take it. 

But to say we are not going to close 
the base anywhere because it might 
create undue hardship and unemploy
ment, that is really not a very valid 
reason because it has already been ad
dressed in the law today . 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield on that point for 
one sentence? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman, only 
15 percent of the communities where 
bases were closed in the past got such 
assistance. That answers the question. 
The current law does not protect these 
people. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
getting to current law, the gentleman 
from Mississippi says that the Secre
tary of Defense already has the right 
to close bases. That is true, but there 
is not one base that we have been able 
to close in 12 years, not one. He said 
that a lot of them have been closed re
cently, but he cannot name one. 

Now why is that, Mr. Chairman? Be
cause the gentlemen on this floor and 
the gentlemen on the Senate floor 
know that all that has to be done is 
put a little proviso in the appropria
tion bill that says no money appropri
ated in this bill may be used to trans
fer an air wing, may be used to close a 
base, may be used to do any of the 
things we are trying to do. Base clo
sures can and have been stopped by 
the appropriations process. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. DICK
INSON] has expired. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remaining 2 minutes to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ]. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, the sub
ject of base closures is one that de
serves the careful consideration of the 
House. What we do today will not only 
effect the Department of Defense and 
its structure, but also the lives of 
thousands of Americans. 

Although most of us support the ad
mirable goal of closing unneeded mili
tary facilities and saving taxpayer dol
lars, we must not lose sight of the po
tential impact of base closures on the 
communities that support our Nation's 
military structure. 

I, for one, am intimately aware of 
the impact on a community of a 
sudden closure of a major military fa
cility. Several years ago, the Depart
ment of Defense made a decision to 
close the Corpus Christi Army Depot, 
the largest industrial employer in the 
area. Literally, hundreds of people 
were put out of work in one stroke. 
Every family in the community was af
fected by this decision, either because 
a family member worked at the depot 
or like many others who could no 
longer sell their products. The impact 
on the community could not have 
been more devastating. 
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In this bill, we have worked to try 

and prevent what happened in Corpus 
Christi from happening again. The 
text of the bill includes many provi
sions important to the protection of 
communities that may be affected by 
this legislation. We have put in safe
guards such as ample time for notifica
tion, economic impact studies, foreign 
base consideration, economic assist
ance to affected communities, and con
gressional review. 

Without these provisions, I could 
not even consider supporting base clo
sure legislation. As it is, I have many 
reservations. 

I support the inclusion of language 
requiring a congressional resolution of 
approval before any base closure 
action can be initiated. I believe that it 
is imperative that the Congress have 
the final voice in base closure deci
sions and I comment the chairman of 
the Government Operations Commit
tee, JACK BROOKS, for his diligent ef
forts to include this provision in the 
bill. 

I also comment the efforts of the 
chairmen of the House Armed Services 
Committee, the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, and the Rules 
Committee for their efforts to fairly 
consider all of the concerns of the 
Members of the House. 

The concerns are valid. We must be 
sure that the savings are real, the 
communities are protected, and our 
defense is enhanced. I urge us all to 
listen carefully to the debate. This 
may well be one of the most important 
votes of the year. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for the 
Committee on Armed Services has ex
pired. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] will be recognized for 22¥2 
minutes and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HORTON] will be recognized 
for 22¥2 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 
- yield myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4481 would es
tablish an unprecedented and untested 
mechanism for expediting the identifi
cation and closure of military installa
tions that no longer fit our national 
defense posture. A Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure, ap
pointed by the Secretary of Defense, 
would review all U.S. military installa
tions over the next few months and 
report to the Secretary on those that 
should be closed or whose functions 
should be realigned. 

Under the original proposal, if the 
Secretary accepted the Commission's 
recommendations, he would then 
begin the closure and realignment 
process. There would be no participa
tion by the legislative branch after 
passing the bill; even the account set 
up to fund the closure and realign
ment activities would be isolated from 

the normal authorization and appro
priations process. 

Mr. Chairman, the removal of the 
Congress from the original base clo
sure commission scheme was no acci
dent. In fact, it lies at the heart of the 
philosophy behind H.R. 4481. The bill 
is expressly designed to circumvent 
the legislative process, because it is 
felt that the political pressures that 
are a natural part of that process have 
traditionally thwarted the shutdown 
of military bases that have outlived 
their usefulness. 

Unfortunately, getting base closures 
out of politics by this scheme also gets 
them out of the constitutional process 
of Government. It is the Constitution 
that gives the Congress the authority 
to regulate the management and dis
posal of property belonging to the 
Federal Government. It is the Consti
tution that requires us to "provide for 
the common defense." And, it is the 
Constitution that requires us occasion
aly to make tough political choices
not to set up Rube Goldberg gimmicks 
that are purposely crafted to let us 
avoid making those choices. 

That is what H.R. 4481 as intro
duced would have done. It would have 
put the base closure decisionmaking 
process on autopilot, getting Congress 
off the hook by permitting it to avoid 
its constitutional duty. 

This institutional concern caused 
the Committee on Government Oper
ations to adopt an amendment to H.R. 
4481, putting the Congress back in the 
process without jeopardizing the un
derlying goal of an expedited decision
making timetable. The amendment 
specifies that the Commission's report 
will not take effect until a joint resolu
tion of approval has been passed by 
both Houses of Congress and signed 
by the President. The amendment in
cludes provisions that will assure con
gressional consideration of the resolu
tion-the Congress won't be able to 
block enactment of the recommenda
tions by sitting on the resolution. It is 
assured of coming to a vote, and Con
gress is assured of having a voice in 
this matter. 

The provision for a joint resolution 
of approval was one component of the 
consensus amendment in the nature of 
a substitute that is before the Com
mittee of the Whole today. We 
reached this agreement after exten
sive discussions among the four com
mittees with substantive jurisdiction 
over the base closure issue: Govern
ment Operations, Armed Services, 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and 
Rules. Each of those committees had 
input into the final product. It in
cludes the Government Operations 
provisions putting the General Serv
ices Administration-the agency with 
expertise and experience in property 
management and disposal-back into 
the game. It includes Armed Services 
provisions regarding the socioeconom-

ic impact of closures and plans for en
vironmental restoration. It adopts 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries' rec
ommendations for language limiting 
the coverage of the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969. And, Rules 
Committee joined in advocating the 
provision I discussed earlier which re
quires an affirmative vote of approval 
by the Congress before the Commis
sion's recommendations go into effect. 

Mr. Chairman, no legislative idea is 
so pure, so righteous, so logical, that it 
cannot be improved by going through 
the process of examination, review, 
and change by the committees of the 
Congress. The base closing bill that is 
before the House today has been sub
jected to that process and changed by 
it. The result is a piece of legislation 
that retains whatever merit the origi
nal proposal possessed and is also 
more workable and more reflective of 
this body's institutional responsibil
ities. I urge the adoption of the 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. 

D 1315 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, the original bill that 

was presented to the four committees, 
the so-called Armey bill, was and 
would have been the largest unbridled 
delegation of legislative authority in 
the history of this country, because we 
literally were delegating our authority 
to the Secretary of Defense, to the 
staff of the Secretary of Defense, and 
to the Commission, because what we 
would have been saying was that the 
Secretary of Defense would appoint 
this Commission. The Commission 
would be staffed by personnel from 
the Defense Department. They would 
act by the end of this year, December 
31, and whatever action they took 
would then be placed in effect without 
any congressional oversight whatso
ever. 

Mr. Chairman, as one who has strug
gled to find an acceptable approach to 
the problem of identifying and closing 
unnecessary military bases, I am sup
portive of the language of H.R. 4481 as 
reported by the Rules Committee and 
I would urge its approval by the full 
House. I firmly believe that the com
mittee version offers a better ap
proach, one that keeps intact the con
cept of executive branch execution 
and congressional oversight without 
destroying the laudable intent of the 
original bill. 

As I pointed out a number of times 
during the Government Operations 
Committee consideration of this bill, 
cutting inefficiency anywhere in the 
Government requires a thoughtful 
process. This bill, in its current form, 
will provide for an independent base 
closure and realignment selection 
process as well as brief -and I want to 
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stress the word brief -but important 
judicial and congressional review pro
cedures. 

It is important to point out that this 
measure has been closely examined by 
four different committees, each with a 
clear jurisdictional interest in the base 
closure concept. I firmly believe that 
we have a better bill because of that 
scrutiny. 

For starters, this is a better product 
because it keeps the property disposi
tion where it belongs, with the proper
ty disposal specialists at the General 
Services Administration. As the rank
ing Republican on the Government 
Operations Committee, I can tell you 
without hesitation that property dis
posal should be in the hands of GSA, 
and not the DOD, which it would have 
been in the original bill. 
If there is anything more important 

than keeping GSA in the ·loop during 
this base closing and realignment ex
ercise, it is keeping the Congress in 
the loop. While I understand and ap
preciate the argument to remove poli
tics from the base closure process this 
one time, I believe that a stronger ar
gument can be made for preserving 
and protecting the integrity of the 
Congress as an institution. 

I might point out parenthetically, 
Mr. Chairman, that what we have pro
vided is, as the chairman of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee just 
explained, there would be a resolution 
of approval after the process is com
pleted and it would then be reported 
to the Congress and then we would 
have an opportunity to vote up or 
down. In my judgment, this should be 
an incentive for those who are op
posed to the concept, because it will 
give the Congress an opportunity to 
have a voice, an approval, that is, a 
direct approval. We would vote to ap
prove the product. 

I would be opposed to the substitute 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEYl will present a little bit later to 
have it as a disapproval resolution, be
cause that is not the same thing. 

The Committee on Government Op
erations has a long and distinguished 
history in the fight against wasteful, 
duplicative, and unnecessary spending. 
We have identified and eliminated bil
lions of dollars of waste and we have 
never done it by giving someone else 
the difficult job that we, the Congress, 
have the responsibility to do. Congress 
should play a role in the closing of un
necessary military bases. That is why I 
like the congressional approval process 
that is part of this bill. It requires a 
simple up or down vote, a take it or 
leave it vote. That is not much, but it 
at least is going to keep Congress in 
the loop. 

I will be the first to admit that this 
is not a perfect piece of legislation, 
Mr. Chairman, but it is one that can 
work. It is a good compromise. I urge 

my colleagues to support H.R. 4481 in 
the form that is now before us. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute printed in the report of the 
Committee on Rules as the original 
text for purpose of amendment. I fully 
endorse the remarks of the chairman 
of the Committee on Government Op
erations, Mr. BROOKS. I also compli
ment him, and the chairman of the 
Committees on Armed Services, Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, and Rules 
for their wise and careful resolution of 
the many complex issues of policy, 
procedure, and implementing author
ity which this important legislation 
entails. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Government Operations, I am pleased 
that the amendment in the report of 
the Committee on Rules adopts expe
dited procedures which both preserve 
the Congress' legislative prerogatives 
and ensure early votes by both Houses. 
The procedures are modeled after the 
general legislation under the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Government 
Operations which delegates reorgani
zation authority to the President. 
That authority provides for a joint 
resolution of approval to be passed by 
both Houses and signed by the Presi
dent. 

As a member of the· Committee on 
Government Operations, I am also 
pleased that the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute reported by the 
Committee on Rules as original text 
specifiers that the Defense Secretary's 
use of funds in the base closure ac
count in all cases is to be subject to ap
propriations, including proceeds in 
that account received from the trans
fer or sale of real property at installa
tions to be closed or realigned. This re
quirement, likewise, is of special con
cern to the Committee on Government 
Operations, which is charged under 
the rules of the House with jurisdic
tion over measures relating to budget 
and accounting, overall economy and 
efficiency of Government operations, 
and off-budget treatment of Federal 
programs. 

Finally, as chairwoman of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee's Gov
ernment Activities and Transportation 
Subcommittee, I am particularly 
pleased that the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute included in the 
report of the Committee on Rules as 
original text preserves the real proper
ty utilization and disposal role of the 
General Services Administration in 
connection with property to be re
leased at bases recommended for clo
sure or realignment. 

The original version of H.R. 4481 
would authorize the Secretary of De
fense to proceed with almost all real 
property operations incidental to the 
bill independently of the General 
Services Administration. And yet, the 
Federal Property Act provides proce
dures that have worked successfully 
for many years in effecting further 
Federal utilization of excess real prop
erty and disposal of surplus real prop
erty in all circumstances, including 
base closures. Hence, any waiver of 
these procedures with transfer of 
functions from the independent au
thority and action of the Administra
tor of General Services would require 
the strongest justification. In the case 
of this base-closure proposal, such jus
tification does not, in my opinion, 
exist. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute included in the report of 
the Committee on Rules as original 
text. It is a product that will do the 
job with efficiency, with fairness, and 
with full consideration of the many 
basic and vital areas of national and 
governmental concern. Again, I com
pliment the chairmen of the commit
tees concerned and their staffs for 
their hard, dedicated work, coopera
tive posture, and exceptional accom
plishment in the form of this amend
ment. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman for yielding 
this time to me. I want to thank the 
members of the committee and the 
chairmen of the various committees 
who have considered this legislation 
for their efforts in its behalf. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to com
mend the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
.ARMEYl for tackling an issue that has 
stymied Congress and reasonableness 
for years. As a member on the Military 
Construction Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee, I've 
looked at the base-closure issue close
ly. I'm pleased we're debating this 
topic at all. In particular I'm very 
pleased that the Rules Committee has 
allowed Mr. ARMEY's substitute to 
H.R. 4481, the Defense Savings Act, to 
be offered later today. 

As originally introduced, H.R. 4481 
would depoliticize the closure of un
needed military installations. This 
would allow DOD to close or realign 
installations without the threat of 
congressional derailment. These ac
tions could realize anywhere from $2 
to $5 billion in annual savings. Never
theless, this body has successfully-for 
10 years now-prevented the Defense 
Department from closing any base in 
the United States. The reasons are ob
vious: Members' fear of base closures 
in their own district; a desire for pro-
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tection of the status quo when it bene
fits us as individuals. 

Many claims are made about waste 
and mismanagement in the Pentagon. 
But, when the Defense Department 
offers a way to reduce spending, Con
gress rises up in arms. If this legisla
tive body is serious about deficit reduc
tion, it is time for us to take the lead 
and take advantage of the opportunity 
the Defense Savings Act offers us. 

I strongly encourage my colleagues 
to vote for this substitute. While it 
preserves the intent of H.R. 4481, as 
originally introduced, it has been 
modified to address the concerns nu
merous Members have with closing 
military bases. Bases with obsolete 
missions or unnecessary functions 
would be identified by a nonpartisan 
commission. This blue-ribbon panel 
would re..:ommend to the Secretary of 
Defense a list of bases that should be 
closed. The Secretary would then 
make a decision to accept or reject the 
entire list of bases offered by the 
panel. Through this ali-or-nothing ap
proach, Members can be assured that 
no political retribution could be meted 
out to an individual Member. 

Environmental concerns have also 
been taken into consideration. Mr. 
ARMEY's substitute provides for a lim
ited use of the National Environmen
tal Policy Act of 1969, between the 
time a base closure is begun and com
pleted. In the past, NEPA provisions 
have been used to prevent base clo
sures by throwing up a smokescreen of 
complicated environmental impact 
statements. This is obviously a perver
sion of what NEPA was intended to 
do. Mr. ARMEY's bill eliminates the 
abuse of NEPA as a stalling tactic, by 
applying the true spirit of the 1969 
act: the protection of our environ
ment. 

The economic impact base closures 
would have on communities located 
near the bases has been taken into 
consideration in this substitute. Eco
nomic adjustment and community 
planning assistance would be made 
available to local communities, during 
the transition period after a base clo
sure. Finally, and most important, this 
bill ensures that the executive branch 
will not be able to make arbitrary or 
capricious decisions about closing mili
tary bases. With procedures for a 
motion of disapproval, Congress re
tains the right to block base closures 
by a majority vote. Mr. ARM:EY's substi
tute to H.R. 4481 positively addresses 
all of the concerns Members have had 
with base closures. 

Comparing it to the version before 
us, the Armey substitute is certainly 
superior. Amendments to H.R. 4481 by 
the Committees on Armed Services 
and Government Operations-quite 
frankly-only make matters worse. 
Under the terms offered by these two 
committees, politics would not only be 
reintroduced to the realm of base clo-

sures, but would actually be rein
forced. The Armed Services version 
would allow a joint resolution of the 
Armed Services Committees to block 
any closures. Furthermore, this ver
sion would require the Commission on 
Base Realignments to publish a tenta
tive list of bases it is recommending 
for closure. Clearly, these measures do 
not depoliticize the issue of base clo
sures, but will augment the power of 
small vested interests to deny our tax
payers billions of dollars in annual 
savings. 

Government Operations would serve 
to accomplish the same politicization, 
by making the funds necessary for 
closing bases part of the annual appro
priations request by DOD. Armed 
Services has also included a provision 
that states that the commission 
cannot recommend a base for closure, 
unless the costs of closing it can be re
couped within 6 years. This short
sighted provision would deny us bil
lions of dollars in long-term savings, 
for the sake of eliminating a few dol
lars in closing costs today. Far and 
away the worst provision included in 
the amendments to H.R. 4481 is the 
requirement that both foreign and do
mestic bases be considered for closure. 
We all know there is not a political 
problem in closing an overseas base, so 
this issue, introduced here, is a red 
herring. Moreover, treaties regulating 
the establishment and maintenance of 
military facilities overseas is a matter 
of foreign policy. While I agree that 
our allies must assume greater respon
sibilities in their own defense capabili
ties, this is an issue that must be dealt 
with separately. Deficit reduction 
cannot come at the expense of our alli
ances with overseas partners. 

The final area I want to address, is 
the myth surrounding base closures. 
At the mere mention of a base closure 
or realignment, prophets of doom 
come out in the communities that will 
be most affected. But the predictions 
of these prophets most often do not 
come to pass. The world does not end 
with base closures. Economic Arma
geddon does not result. The period im
mediately following a closure does 
have tremendous impact on communi
ties located near the base, but this 
blow can be softened through econom
ic assistance and with careful plan
ning. Many communities are actually 
better off once an installation has 
been closed. The Office of Economic 
Adjustment's 1986 study demonstrates 
this. Of some 93,000 jobs lost in 100 
base closures since 1961, a total of 
138,000 jobs have replaced them. 

Take Kinchloe AFB in Kinross, MI. 
Kinchloe was one of the last bases 
closed before the O'Neill-Cohen 
amendment rendered DOD impotent 
to close any more. When the base 
closed in 1977, a $36 million payroll 
and a large percentage of retail sales 
were lost. The prophets of doom came 

out, and Kinross was given its last 
rites. After a brief interim, local politi
cians and business leaders joined to
gether to develop a new economic 
base. What resulted was the Chippewa 
County Economic Development Corp., 
which allowed this rural Michigan 
community to compete nationally for 
new industry. Almost 1,000 workers 
are now employed at the former 
Kinchloe AFB, one-third more than 
were employed by the military. More 
than 40 companies are now located on 
the former base facility. Low-operat
ing costs, along with the annuities 
that come with an active military in
stallation, have made Kinchloe a very 
attractive place for industry. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues 
will support the Armey substitute to 
H.R. 4481 when it is offered later 
today. I strongly support Mr. ARMEY's 
version of the bill, and will cast my 
vote in favor of it. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl has done an 
admirable job to ensure that in these 
times of fiscal reduction, the fat can 
be trimmed without hurting the bone. 
The Armey substitute represents a 
step in the direction of deficit reduc
tion, and should not be passed up. 

0 1330 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I serve on 
both the Committee on Government 
Operations and the Committee on 
Armed Services, so I have had an op
portunity to view and participate and 
hear the debate in both of these com
mittees. 

I want to speak just on one provision 
of the Committee on Government Op
erations version, which I think is less 
effective than the Committee on 
Armed Services version, and that is 
the specific provision which would re
quire congressional approval, an af
firmative vote of approval rather than 
allowing the Commission's recommen
dations to become law unless disap
proved by a joint resolution of the 
Congress. With great respect for my 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York, the ranking member of the 
Committee on Government Oper
ations, who said that this is an unbri
dled delegation of authority to a com
mission, I would say not unbridled but, 
yes, a delegation. I would like to ad
dress both of those points. 

First, it is a delegation of authority, 
and the reason that both versions of 
the bill delegate the authority to the 
Commission is because we know that 
Congress will not on its own permit 
bases to be closed. Experience shows 
that. We all know that, because we do 
not have the political courage to vote 
against the interests of our own dis
tricts in favor of the national interest, 
and, or course, there is an awful lot of 
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backscratching that goes on. As a 
result, since 1977, there has been no 
major base Closed in the country. That 
is why both sides agree there has to be 
delegation. 

Let us talk about unbridled delega
tion. There are many safeguards built 
into the Committee on Armed Services 
version of the bill. The first has to do 
with the politics. Under the Armed 
Services Committee version, Congress 
has the authority to disapprove the 
recommendation of the Commission. 
That is a safeguard that keeps politics 
from the executive branch or the 
Commission playing a part here, and it 
permits the Congress to correct a mis
take. But to turn that around and say 
that Congress must affirmatively vote 
to close the base is to ask Congress to 
do something it has not been willing to 
do for the last 11 years, and it is not 
going to do it in the future. 

The environment-there are plenty 
of environmental safeguards here. It 
still requires an environmental impact 
statement, not before the recommen
dation, but after the recommendation. 
Anybody can file a lawsuit within 60 
days challenging the adequacy of the 
NEPA statement and presumably tie a 
project up forever if they wanted to do 
so. There is also plenty of environmen
tal protection on the matter of resto
ration costs. We are providing for res
toration costs, and I believe the 
Kasich amendment, which would 
stretch that amortization to 13 years, 
is critical to the workability of this 
bill. I hope that all of the Members, 
my colleagues, will support the Kasich 
amendment for a 13-year amortiza
tion. 

Finally, we have the socioeconomic 
impact statement that my colleague, 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KoLBE], just mentioned. We have all 
three bases covered-the political, the 
economic, and the environmental. We 
have protected the interests of the 
people in the local communities in 
which these bases are located. 

It is time for us to protect national 
interests and the taxpayers' interests. 

Finally, some have expressed great 
concern about the loss of jobs. First, 
the studies have shown there is a net 
increase in jobs when bases are closed, 
not a loss. Second, and let us under
stand this, jobs are not the business of 
the Department of Defense. Defense 
is. 

Mr. Chairman, as the lead editorial 
of the Washington Post said today: 

The House has a pretty clear choice to 
make. The defense budget should not be 
used as an employment program. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYl. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I appreci
ate having this time to speak to a 
"Dear Colleague" letter that came out 
yesterday under the signature of the 

distinguished chairman and the rank
ing member of the Government Oper
ations Committee. 

Obviously there is a great deal of 
confusion about this bill and its sever
al variations, because, in fact, it has 
been marked up by four separate com
mittees, and there have been vari
ations in process. 

The "Dear Colleague" letter that 
went out addresses the substitute 
aniendment which I will offer later 
today, and it says that my substitute 
will not provide for further involve
ment or revisiting of the issue by Con
gress. That is not the case. In my sub
stitute, I take those provisions for dis
approval that were in the Armed Serv
ices version. The "Dear Colleague" 
also says it is likely that there will be a 
multibillion-dollar base closing ac
count. That is not likely. The base
closing account will have approximate
ly $300 million in it. The "Dear Col
league" also says that in my substitute 
we make no provision for the General 
Services Administration to handle the 
disposal of the land. I am happy to tell 
the distinguished chairman and the 
ranking member that we agreed, as we 
framed up our substitute, that the 
point of the gentlemen was absolutely 
right, and we adopted a GSA provision 
into our substitute. 

Hopefully, the Members will find my 
substitute much more to their liking 
as they have an opportunity to see the 
whole thing. 

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

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to my distinguished friend it was 
my understanding that the original 
bill that he had had a $300 million 
fund for these transfers and realign
ments, and that into that fund also 
would go the proceeds from the sale of 
those bases, and that fund could well 
be over the $300 million. 

If the gentleman were to say, and I 
will not name any to make people 
nervous, but if a couple of those good 
bases were sold, one might get $1 bil
lion for some of them where they are 
well located, and I am thinking of sev
eral that I will not mention on either 
coast of this country, where the land 
is very valuable, and that fund could 
well be into the billions. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. MoRELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the bill as pre
sented and in support of the Armey 
substitute. 

In recent years the American people 
have been engaged in a fierce debate 
over the national debt and the budget 
deficit. They have looked to Congress 
for action, for solutions, but they have 
seen little progress. Whatever we in 

Congress believe, the fact is that the 
perception among average Americans 
is that we are all talk and no action. 
Today we are presented with a clear 
opportunity to demonstrate to the 
American people not only that we un
derstand their concern, but that we 
are taking firm and visible action to 
tackle the problem. 

The issue here is not one of slashing 
the Defense budget, as some would ad
vocate, or slashing domestic programs, 
as others would advocate. We have 
today the opportunity to slice fat
wasteful spending-from the budget. 

The bill which we are presented with 
guts the original intent of Mr. 
ARMEY's legislation, which was de
signed to streamline base closing pro
cedures and ensure that no base would 
be closed or kept open for political 
reasons. Instead, we are faced with a 
bill, and proposed amendments, which 
may make it even more difficult to 
close obsolete bases by complicating 
the base closing process and encourag
ing political maneuvering. Recent his
tory has shown that Congress is not 
capable of making these decisions. 

As has been stated earlier, as many 
as 400 of our 4,000 military installa
tions are superfluous, serving no 
useful military purpose. One of the 
best known examples is Fortress 
Monroe, a moat-surrounded relic from 
the War of 1812. Such a setting might 
make for an excellent theme park, 
contributing to the economic develop
ment of the area. Utah's Camp Floyd, 
built in 1857, clearly no longer serves 
the purpose for which it was estab
lished; namely, to protect stagecoaches 
crossing the frontier from bandits and 
Indian raids. There are countless 
other such examples. 

Yet no major base has been closed 
since 1977, although 13 have been cre
ated in the ensuing decade. In 1977, 
Congress began requiring the Depart
ment of Defense to provide an envi
ronmental impact statement on pro
posed base closures. Members have 
also added amendments to annual 
DOD authorization and appropria
tions bills to block specific closure pro
posals. 

Earlier this year, Secretary of De
fense Carlucci appointed a nine
member commission of military ex
perts to prepare a list of unneeded 
bases; the commission is expected to 
report at the end of the year. In an 
effort to overcome the political obsta
cles to base closures, a proposed 
amendment to the fiscal year 1989 De
fense authorization bill-H.R. 4264-
would have empowered DOD to close 
the bases identified in the report with
out further congressional action. I 
supported that amendment. 

The amendment was not made in 
order however, because it was agreed 
that the appropriate committees 
should first have an opportunity to 
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review the bill-H.R. 4481-which I 
have cosponsored. On June 10, the 
House voted 330 to 0 to instruct con
ferees on H.R. 4264 to adopt language 
similar to that in the version of H.R. 
4481 reported by the Armed Services 
Committee. Similar language was in
cluded in the Senate-passed version of 
the Defense authorization bill. 

The Armey substitute, which will be 
offered later and which I support 
wholeheartedly, would permit Con
gress to disapprove the base closing 
committee's report under expedited 
procedures, rather than requiring con
gressional approval of the commis
sion's recommendations. No action 
would be initiated before January 1, 
1990, thus allowing for congressional 
review and assuring adequate notice to 
affected communities. It would drop 
cumbersome and overly burdensome 
requirements for socioeconomic analy
ses and environmental restoration 
plans. It would keep the commission's 
focus on domestic bases rather than 
creating new conflicts by expanding 
the legislation to include overseas fa
cilities. 

The Armey substitute is indubitably 
the better bill. It is supported by a 
whole plethora of organizations, in
cluding the American Conservative 
Union, Business Executives for Na
tional Security, Citizens for a Sound 
Economy, the Council for Citizens 
Against Government Waste, the Na
tional Tax Limitation Committee, the 
National Taxpayers Foundation, the 
Heritage Foundation, and countless 
others. In addition, the bill has been 
endorsed by newspaper editorial 
boards ranging the political spectrum, 
around the country, and some of these 
editorials have been cited today in 
debate. 

The Armey substitute will save be
tween $2 and $5 billion a year; it will 
help reduce the budget deficit; and it 
will show the American people that we 
in Congress understand their concerns 
about the budget and that we are 
taking concrete and effective steps to 
combat this problem. 

I urge Members to join me in opposi
tion to the bill and in support of the 
Armey substitute. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA]. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to join the Honorable JACK 
BRooKs, distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Government Oper
ations, a committee on which I have 
the honor of serving, in urging my col
leagues to support the consensus ver
sion of H.R. 4481. 

During the course of the Govern
ment Operations Committee's exten
sive hearings and markup of this legis
lation, we added a number of excellent 
provisions. 

Working with our friends on the 
Armed Services and Merchant Marine 

and Fisheries Committees, we have 
compromised our differences and, I be
lieve, considerably strengthened the 
original bill. 

The major improvement from the 
original bill is our addition of congres
sional particiption in the base closure 
decisionmaking process. I strongly 
support the provision which requires 
the adoption of a joint congressional 
resolution of approval before the Base 
Closure Commission's recommenda
tions can go into effect. 

I oppose any efforts to weaken Con
gress' vital role by replacing this 
strong check on any political mischief 
by the President or the Secretary of 
Defense with a mere motion of disap
proval. 

I also support the provision that 
makes the General Services Adminis
tration responsible for disposal of any 
bases which are to be closed. This only 
makes sense as the GSA is the agency 
which performs this function for all 
other Government property. 

Finally, I favor the compromise lan
guage in the bill which promotes re
gional equity in the closing of military 
bases. Regional equity is important to 
me because my home State of Wiscon
sin is the fourth lowest State in terms 
of defense spending return on the Fed
eral taxes we pay. 

According to the Northeast-Midwest 
Congressional Coalition, of every 
dollar Wisconsin pays in taxes, we 
only get 32 cents back in total defense 
spending and only 22 cents back in De
fense Department salary and wages. 

While I am not arguing that each 
State should get an equal share of 
Pentagon contracts, a more even re
gional distribution of defense bases 
and personnel would be socially fairer 
and militarily wiser. 

A strong national defense requires 
that we expedite legitimate base clo
sures. A strong national defense also 
requires Congress to help guarantee 
that the right bases are closed and 
closed in such a way that our whole 
Nation benefits. 

As a Member from a district without 
any military bases, I think I can objec
tively say that the consensus version 
of the Defense Savings Act succeeds 
on both counts. 

0 1345 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairn1an, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, many Members over 
the past several years have been ac
cused of supporting every gold-plated 
weapons system to come down the 
pike. We also have received a number 
of criticisms from people in the press 
and from our political opposition that 
we have continually just written a 
blank check to the Pentagon. 

Today we have an opportunity to 
once again, prove that that perception 
is wrong. While I have supported the 
amendment in years past offered by 
my friend, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. GLICKMAN], which would have 
brought about a modest cut in the 
buildup, and I have also supported the 
concept of defense sharing, especially 
for West Germany and Japan. Today 
we are in a position where we really 
have a chance to take the 4,000 mili
tary bases in this country and bring 
about what I hope will be a modest, bi
partisan responsible proposal that can 
actually bring about a reduction in the 
number of those bases. 

I strongly support the substitute 
being offered by my friend, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl, and 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
it. 

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNEs] will 
be recognized for 15 minutes and the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE
MAN] will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNEs]. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the National Environmental 
Policy Act [NEPAl provisions found in 
the substitute amendment to H.R. 
4481, that is made in order as the 
original bill under the rule and in the 
substitute that will be offered by Mr. 
ARMEY. 

H.R. 4481 was introduced on April 
28, 1988, by Mr . .ARMEY, for himself, 
Mr. ASPIN, and Mr. DICKINSON, and 
was referred to the Committees on 
Armed Services, Government Oper
ations, and Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

H.R. 4481 was referred to the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee because of the committee's exclu
sive jurisdiction over NEPA. As intro
duced, H.R. 4481 waived the applica
tion of NEPA to the Secretary of De
fense's closure of bases under this bill. 

On June 21, 1988, the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee met 
to consider and markup H.R. 4481. I 
offered a series of amendments to the 
bill to modify the NEPA waiver in the 
bill as introduced. These amendments 
retain the essential timeline under the 
original Armey bill for selecting which 
bases to close and choosing which 
bases should receive those functions. 
At the same time, the amendments 
preserve the essential attributes of the 
NEPA process for disclosing signifi
cant environmental impacts of a major 
Federal action and considering alter
native ways to mitigate those effects. 
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The amendments were reported unani
mously by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services and Government Op
erations Committees, LEs AsPIN and 
JACK BROOKS. They have graciously 
deferred to the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee on its views on 
NEPA and both committees have re
ported out bills incorporating NEPA 
provisions identical in substance to 
those provisions reported by my com
mittee. These provisions have also 
been included in the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute that is made 
in order as the original bill under the 
rule and in Mr . .ARMEY's amendment. 

NEPA is one of our Nation's premier 
environmental laws, if not our princi
pal environmental law. It should be 
preserved insofar as practicable and 
consistent with the policy objectives of 
H.R. 4481, the Defense Savings Act. 
Congress enacted NEPA in 1969 to en
courage productive and enjoyable har
mony between man and his environ
ment; to promote efforts which will 
prevent or eliminate damage to the 
biosphere and stimulate the health 
and welfare of man; to enrich the un
derstanding of ecological systems and 
natural resources important to the 
Nation; and to establish a Council on 
Environmental Quality. The major 
purpose of NEPA is to require agency 
decisionmakers to take a hard look at 
the environmental consequences of 
their actions. The amendments of the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee will accomplish this purpose. 

The environmental waiver was in
cluded in the original Armey bill be
cause the Department of Defense 
[DODl argued that NEPA, among 
other laws, was inhibiting DOD efforts 
to close unnecessary military bases. 
The Secretary of Defense gave three 
examples to support DOD's position 
when he testified on May 18, 1988, 
before the Defense Policy Panel of the 
House Armed Services Committee. 
Upon close scrutiny of these examples, 
a reasonable person must conclude 
that political pressure and changes of 
heart by the Department were the pri
mary reasons that some closures did 
not take place-not NEPA. Upon ques
tioning by members of the panel, Sec
retary Carlucci conceded that NEPA 
has never prevented the Defense De
partment from closing any military in
stallation, although it caused delays in 
the process. 

The modified NEPA process, which I 
endorse today, will not interfere with 
Congress' establishment of a legisla
tive framework to expedite the closure 
and realignment of unnecessary mili
tary bases. The modified process ex
empts from NEPA the essential deci
sions by the Commission on Base Re
alignment and Closure and the Secre
tary of Defense to choose which bases 

to close. This will allow the Commis
sion to meet its end-of-the-year dead
line and the Secretary to meet his 
deadline of early next year. This does 
not mean, however, that the Commis
sion and the Secretary are to ignore 
the environmental consequences of 
their decisions, only that they do not 
have to comply with the procedural re
quirements of NEPA prior to making 
these decisions. At the same time, the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
amendments require the Secretary of 
Defense to comply with NEPA prior to 
actually closing any base or realigning 
any functions to a new base, thereby 
protecting the public's right to know 
what environmental risks may be asso
ciated with the closure or realignment 
of a particular military installation. 

The first part of the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries amendments 
provides the NEPA shall not apply: 
First, to the actions of the Commis
sion on base realignment and closure 
in selecting military installations for 
closure or realignment and making its 
report to the Secretary; and second, to 
the actions of the Secretary of De
fense in determining whether to 
accept or reject the Commission's rec
ommendations and in transmitting the 
Secretary's report to the Congress. 
The committee's intent is to exempt 
from the requirements of NEPA the 
two policy decisions of recommending 
and selecting military based for clo
sure or realignment. This was done to 
maintain the schedule established by 
the bill as introduced. 

The second, the key part of the 
amendments requires the Secretary to 
comply with NEP A after the installa
tions are selected but before they are 
actually closed or realigned. In apply
ing NEPA to the actual base closures, 
the Secretary need not consider: First, 
the need for closing or realigning the 
installation previously selected; 
second, the need for transferring func
tions to a military installation other 
than the one selected; or third, alter
native military installations to those 
previously selected. This was done to 
be consistent with the previous deci
sion to allow the Commission and the 
Secretary to decide, on other grounds, 
which bases to close and not to allow 
NEPA to be used to second-guess this 
decision. In all other respects, the 
normal NEP A process applies. 

The amendments require the Secre
tary to consider the environmental im
pacts associated with the process of 
closing or realigning bases, as well as 
alternative ways of addressing and 
mitigating those impacts. The commit
tee leaves open the question whether a 
particular closure or realignment con
stitutes, in the parlance of NEPA, a 
major Federal action significantly af
fecting the quality of the human envi
ronment. If the Secretary of Defense 
decides that a particular closure or re
alignment does constitute a major 

Federal action that significantly af
fects the quality of the human envi
ronment, the Secretary should follow 
the normal NEP A process for prepara
tion of a draft environmental impact 
statement [EISl, public comment, and 
preparation of a final EIS. To decide 
whether implementing a particular 
closure or realignment is a major Fed
eral action that has significant im
pacts on the quality of the human en
vironment, the Secretary should, in ac
cordance with regulations of the 
Council on Environmental Quality 
[CEQ], prepare and make available to 
the public an environmental assess
ment and, if justified, a finding of no 
significant impact. Regardless of the 
type of NEPA analysis, the Secretary's 
actions under NEPA must be complet
ed before he may close or realign the 
base or relocate functions. 

The third part of these amendments 
establishes a schedule for filing a civil 
action for judicial review of the Secre
tary's actions or inactions under 
NEPA. This part requires an aggrieved 
party to file a complaint in the appro
priate Federal court no later than the 
60th day after the Secretary's action 
or failure to act. Where a person had 
no reasonable knowledge of such 
action or inaction, the complaint must 
be filed within 60 days after the 
person has acquired actual or con
structive knowledge of such action or 
inaction. I encourage the Secretary to 
provide the public reasonable notice of 
all NEPA decisions under these 
amendments so that the 60-day dead
line may be met and judicial review 
may be expedited to this extent. 

In conclusion, I urge adoption of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries' NEPA amendments that 
have been incorporated in the substi
tute base closings bill before us and in 
Mr . .ARMEY's substitute. These amend
ments will enable the public to have 
confidence in the expedited base clos
ings process we will approve today by 
ensuring that environmental impacts 
are fully weighed and mitigated. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 4481. 

The balance between the desire to 
expeditiously close any base, once a 
decision has been made to close it, and 
giving full consideration of the policies 
behind the National Environmental 
Policy Act is a difficult one to achieve. 
However, the compromise evinced by 
section 2 of the bill is a sound one. 
Thus, the part of the process which 
will have the most significant impact 
on the environment-the actual clo
sure of the bases-will be subject to 
review under NEP A, ensuring that the 
Department of Defense takes a hard 
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look at the environmental conse
quences of its actions. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HERTEL]. 

Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Chairman. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, many of my col
leagues have asked me why I have 
gotten involved in this issue. As I 
pointed out before, I have no base in 
my district. I do sit on the Armed 
Services Committee and on the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee which have jurisdiction of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to this issue 
because what I saw was a simplistic ap
proach. I realized, as the gentlewoman 
from Maryland read off all of the list 
of groups that support the Armey sub
stitute, and all of the editorials that 
have been written about the Armey 
substitute, that Congress, this House, 
is responsible for the actions that we 
take, and that we have to look beyond 
the simplistic approach and look at 
the details. We have to look at the 
effect on this Nation and on the com
munities involved. 

In the past, many communities have 
made great sacrifices on behalf of the 
military personnel who live in their 
area, whether it be in community serv
ices or simply regular support and en
thusiasm for the problems of those 
families, because we now have 50 per
cent of the people in the armed serv
ices who do have families under our 
volunteer system. 

So I am not opposed to the bill, I am 
not opposed to the concept. I am very 
much for cutting unnecessary military 
bases. As my colleagues know, in the 
last Congress I was the chairman of 
the Task Force on Waste, Fraud and 
Abuse in the Pentagon, and there was 
waste on military bases that are not 
needed. 

The difference between the commit
tee approach and the Armey substi
tute is are we going to meet our re
sponsibilities or not. I want to examine 
just two different areas. 

The committee approach is to say 
that when there is toxic waste, envi
ronmental damage, it should be 
cleaned up so that that community 
who loses a base and those jobs will 
not be stuck with land that cannot be 
used for development because it has 
toxic waste on it. The committee ap
proach would say within 6 years of 
closing the base those costs must be 
appropriated and met, and the base 
must be cleaned up and the toxic 
waste must be cleaned up. 

The Kasich amendment, as we heard 
from the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsiCH] and which he is going to offer 
today, would say instead of 6 years 
under the committee approach, 13 
years to clean up those toxic wastes. I 
have no problem with that approach, 

because it would still address t.he prob
lem. But the Armey substitute says get 
in line, maybe it will be cleaned up, 
maybe it will not be. It tells us no spe
cifics. Even though the Kasich amend
ment would say 13 years and the com
mittee would say 6 years, I think that 
is long enough if you live near a base 
with toxic waste, if you have a prob
lem of unemployment and dislocated 
jobs because the base has been closed, 
and then on top of that you cannot 
use the land because of toxic wastes. I 
say 6 years, 13 years, that is plenty. Do 
it. But the Armey substitute, the one 
supported by these editorials, does not 
say when or if ever they will be 
cleaned up. In fact, the Army and the 
Department of Defense, the other two 
branches, they could decide they 
would rather clean up toxic waste at 
active bases before inactive bases, and 
in the Armey substitute they would 
have that clear right. 

We know it is an expensive problem 
and proposition to clean up toxic 
wastes because many bases around 
this country already have it. I am just 
saying do not add to the problem. 
Close the unnecessary base, clean up 
the toxic wastes within 6 years, within 
13 years, but do not let those people 
wallow in that additional problem. 

In the area of unemployment, the 
committee has adopted my language 
to say very simply in every case we will 
have community planning to try to 
bring in new businesses, to make the 
best use of that land; and, second, that 
we will have job training for those 
people who are dislocated by the base 
closing and leaving. I did not see a 
dollar limit. I did not say what amount 
of money must be appropriated. I just 
said the Department of Defense, and 
the committee has agreed with me, 
the Department of Defense in every 
case when they close a base should 
give the people some job training, 
some community planning before they 
walk away. I think that is only fair. 
Those people are going to be harmed. 
They do not live in my district, but 
they might live in some of my col
leagues. But it does not matter. They 
are Americans and they deserve a 
chance for a livelihood. 

Think about even the extended 
market, the people who have grocery 
stores and a base of a few thousand 
people closes. They might lose their 
business too. Should that community 
not get some help or should this Gov
ernment just walk away from the 
problems those communities face after 
they have made sacrifices on behalf of 
supporting the military in the past? I 
think this country should. 

We hear talk about the low-unem
ployment rate in this Nation, but we 
know that there are pockets of high 
unemployment. That is going to occur 
under either the bill or the Armey 
substitute. There is going to be more 
unemployment. But at least we will 

address the concerns of those commu
nities so that the people see that we 
think they should have a fighting 
chance for jobs and a livelihood by 
helping them for a very, very short 
time. 

It has been pointed out, and the 
sponsors have said that the Armey 
substitute follows existing law, but the 
gentleman from Texas pointed out 
that in the 1960's and the 1970's when 
we had so many bases closed that only 
15 percent under existing law, the law 
that operates today, and under the 
Armey substitute, if it is adopted, only 
15 percent of those communities got 
assistance for their unemployment 
problems. It is true and it has been 
cited that in some cases there has 
been an increase in employment, and 
that would depend on the location of 
the base and the value of that land. If 
we go to a coastal region, I am sure in 
many cases, if the commission so 
chooses, that there will be cases where 
very valuable land could lead to more 
jobs. But I am concerned about those 
communities who are already hard hit 
and might have a higher unemploy
ment percentage already, and that 
that could be increased, and more 
people could lose their jobs with no 
chance, no opportunities, just have 
the Department walk away, have this 
Congress and this House walk away 
from their problems. I do not think 
that is right. 

It does not affect my communities, 
but I am thinking about those other 
families out there, and I think all 
Members should. We do not need sim
plistic, hardhearted approaches any 
more. We saw the damage and it took 
us years to recover after Gramm
Latta. This is the same type of ap
proach. 

The gentleman started with a very 
good idea, that there are unnecessary 
bases that need to be closed. He adopt
ed the accelerated NEPA provision 
from the committee that was not in 
his original bill, and I congratulate the 
gentleman for doing that. I think 
something should be done for those 
areas that will be creating more unem
ployment. 

It is ironic that just 3 years ago this 
House voted first with me to stop the 
homeporting in New York City, but 
later to allow which is going to be the 
most expensive home port. Already 
the cost figures for the housing alone 
have doubled within 1 year. We put a 
new home port in New York City, the 
most expensive city in this country, 
with no tactical advantage in a nuclear 
age. New York, unfortunately, is one 
of the first or second nuclear targets 
of the Soviet Union. So we are going 
to spend as much, Barry Goldwater 
says, as $10 billion for a new port in 
New York City, and it is going to be 
expensive for those service people to 
live there and to work there; and yet, 
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just 2 years later the Congress turns 
around again, after approving new 
bases, and they want to close some 
smaller, less expensive, older bases. 
That is ironic. 

I just hope Members are consistent 
in how they vote on these questions. 
Let us close the unnecessary bases. Let 
us look in fact at some of the home
porting bases that are going to be so 
very expensive, like New York, and un
necessary. Let us even think about ex
tending in the future this commis
sion's life to keep reviewing what 
bases are unnecessary, and let this 
House implement that legislation to 
close bases. 

But let us take the committee's bill 
today to protect those people who are 
going to be left with toxic waste on 
that land, and to protect those people 
who are going to be thrown out of 
their jobs, to give them just a chance, 
clean up the land, give them some job 
training, community planning so that 
they at least have hope, if nothing else 
they have hope when those bases are 
closed. 

D 1400 
And I hope the House will consider 

those families in the future and not 
walk away from their problems so that 
we do not create new pain by our ac
tions tod~y. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DAVIS]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today like ev
eryone else wanting to consolidate 
missions and to close bases and to save 
the taxpayers money and to do the 
right things. However, during the De
partment of Defense's testimony in 
front of the Committee on Armed 
Services of which I am a member, I 
asked the Secretary several questions 
that I thought my constituents would 
want the answers to back in Illinois 
before the base-closing procedure 
started. 

One of them that I asked-and I 
know I will get asked all of these ques
tions when I go home after this bill so 
I wanted to have some answers. Unfor
tunately most of the answers were not 
forthcoming prior to today. 

I did ask the Secretary, for instance, 
"How do we explain the delegation 
twice removed of constitutional and 
congressional authority to review and 
to oversight the decisions of the com
mission to close bases?" How do we ex
plain that we cannot do it ourselves 
because of politics and we cannot 
review it ourselves because of politics? 
And, of course, there was no answer to 
that. 

I asked him: How long would it take 
to recover the estimated $2 to $3 bil
lion in the costs of consolidating and 
moving missions of the proposed 20-
odd bases that would be closed out of 

the 871 U.S. bases that are currently 
open? 

It will take a long time. They say 
cost avoidance, not savings of those 
closed bases, after the mission was 
shifted, would save about $500 million 
a year. That is a lot of money. That 
triggered the next question: If you 
think in terms of 6 or 8 or 10 years of 
saving just the money that it cost to 
move the missions of the closed bases 
of $3 billion, it would take about 7 or 8 
years if my math is right. But then 
the next question, the next question 
to the Secretary was: What then will 
you do in the succeeding 100 years 
with the $500 million of cost avoidance 
or money that you do not have to put 
out in the form of savings? Will it go 
to reduce the deficit? The answer is 
no, it will go to DOD spending to in
crease the effectiveness of purchasing 
in the Department of Defense and 
maybe even for homeporting to 
expand bases, which was the next 
question that I led into. I said, ••Why 
are we doing homeporting and expand
ing naval facilities on the perimeter of 
the United States of America at the 
same time we are talking about closing 
bases perhaps in Illinois, perhaps in 
Arkansas, perhaps in Alabama, and 
building new bases on the coast when 
it does not seem to be cost efficacious 
to do so?" 

No answer to that one either. 
The final question that bothers me 

and should bother my constituents in 
America more than any other ques
tion, and I asked him, "What foreign 
bases will be closed before American 
jobs are lost through base closure in 
the United States of America?" He 
could not answer that only to say-and 
you will hear this argument made that 
"Well, there are 375 foreign bases out
side the United States in foreign juris
dictions but there are no reasons why 
we can't close those, there are no envi
ronmental concerns, there are no eco
nomic impact concerns, we don't care 
what happens in West Germany, we 
don't care what happens in England, 
we don't care about this, that, and the 
other. However, we have some treaty 
considerations," and that is probably 
true. "We have some geopolitical con
siderations," may be true. "We have 
some military considerations," may be 
true. 

Now I am known as a pretty ardent 
hawk around here and I do not dis
count that, but I am going to tell you 
something: I am also an American who 
has difficulty trying to explain to his 
district, "Wait a minute, we are going 
to close 20 bases, and put 40,000 or 
50,000 or 100,000 Americans out of 
work while we leave the West Ger
mans and the Japanese work." That 
does not seem to me to be an effica
cious thing to do. 

So my colleagues and ladies and gen
tlemen, I will be offering two amend
ments to this bill today and to the sub-

stitute in the form of a bill; one deal
ing with foreign base closure that will 
say that no American base may be 
closed until all foreign bases recom
mended for closure or realignment by 
the commission are closed first. 

Second, to address the issue of con
gressional delegation of authority far 
beyond, I think a wise move on our 
part to add in eight members to the 
commission on an ex officio basis, at 
least, the chairman and ranking com
mittee members of the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services and the Ap
propriations Committees; as ex officio 
so that the public will know how the 
decisions ultimately were made. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEYl. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a 
moment to express my appreciation to 
the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
JoNEs], and to the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BATEMAN], and to the members of the 
committee. 

When you recognize five different 
committees have held jurisdiction over 
this bill, I think this committee de
serves the "collegiality and good 
work" award because their provisions 
on the modified NEPA waiver were 
not only accepted by all of the com
mittees but enthusiastically accepted 
by me in my substitute. This is the one 
point on which we all agree. The modi
fied NEPA waiver written by the com
mittee recognizes the need to do envi
ronment impact studies in the deci
sionmaking process, but not to allow 
them to be used as a litigation tool to 
prevent actions from ever being taken. 

It was a very judicious compromise 
of these two possible events, well
crafted and obviously so because it was 
accepted by everybody. 

Let me encourage the body to under
stand this modified NEPA waiver, 
written by this committee and accept
ed by everyone, does not exempt base 
closing from any statute regarding en
vironmental cleanliness. I have a two
page list here of all the laws that pro
tect our environment in the action. 
None of those laws are exempted 
under this waiver accepted by all of us. 

So let me encourage the committee 
to feel good about the work they have 
done. I certainly appreciate the good 
work they have done. They have 
helped make the joint committee bill a 
better bill and they have helped make 
my substitute a better bill and they 
certainly will help make it a safer 
process for all of America. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I have no further requests 
for time, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries has expired. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER] will be recognized for 15 min
utes and the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. TAYLOR] will be recognized for 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us 
now, H.R. 4481, raises two issues that 
profoundly concern the Committee on 
Rules: The inclusion of expedited pro
cedures and the unhealthy appetite 
this Congress has displayed for dele
gating its legislative responsibilities. 
Before I discuss those matters, let me 
retrace our steps and explain how we 
got here. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill as reported 
by the Armed Services and Govern
ment Operations Committees would 
make the recommendations of the 
commission on base-closure subject to 
congressional review with expeqited 
procedures for consideration. The 
Armed Services Committee would 
attach expedited procedures to consid
eration of a joint resolution of disap
proval; the Committee on Government 
Operations would allow the President 
to amend the Commission's recom
mendations but would make the rec
ommendations contingent upon enact
ment of a joint resolution of approval. 
Before the Rules Committee granted a 
rule providing for the consideration of 
this bill, the committee met as a 
matter of original jurisdiction, on the 
expedited procedures. 

In considering the provisions of H.R. 
4481 relating to rules and procedures 
of the House, the Committee on Rules 
worked closely with the Committees 
on Armed Services and on Govern
ment Operations to resolve the con
cerns I will address here. The commit
tees involved reached an agreement 
that is incorporated in the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute which the 
Rules Committee made in order as 
original text for ·purpose of amend
ment. Under this amendment, the 
President will submit the commission's 
recommendations to Congress and the 
Congress, under expedited procedures, 
will vote on an unamendable joint res
olution of approval. While it would be 
my preference to avoid expedited pro
cedures altogether, this is a fair com
promise. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, I must note that the committee 
has previously issued reports and stud
ies expressing our concern with the in
clusion of expedited procedures in con
troversial legislation. These proce
dures are intended to guarantee timely 
future consideration of important 

matters, however, it is precisely the 
role of the Committee on Rules to 
guarantee and structure such consider
ation. Expedited procedures for House 
consideration are unnecessary and 
usually a hinderance. Look at the 
record. More often than not, the 
House has set aside or modified expe
dited procedures in order to allow 
Members to consider matters that 
have become concerns but were not 
anticipated when the expedited proce
dures were written. In the few in
stances when the House made use of 
expedited procedures, we usually de
feated the legislation and later recon
sidered the matter under a special rule 
granted by the committee. 

Even though an expedited procedure 
may bring about a compromise in a 
particular instance, such a procedure 
represents a loss of congressional pre
rogative regardless of the substance at 
issue. The House as a whole and the 
Committee on Rules in particular are 
clearly in a position to address andre
solve matters related to consideration. 

H.R. 4481 serves to highlight the 
fundamental difference between reso
lutions of approval and disapproval. 
While political exigencies may vary, a 
resolution of approval generally allows 
for greater congressional involvement 
and control. A joint resolution of dis
approval tends to weaken legislative 
control because if Congress fails to 
act, the Executive proposal becomes 
law. And if the President vetoes a joint 
resolution of disapproval, a policy may 
be established which does not have 
the support of a majority in either 
House. In the context of the bill 
before us now, a joint resolution disap
proving the base closings recommend
ed by the commission would in practi
cal effect deny congressional expres
sion in the base closure decisionmak
ing process. Even if majorities in both 
Houses saw fit to disapprove the Presi
dent's recommendations, a Presiden
tial veto would require a two-thirds 
majority in each House to make effec
tive the will of Congress. 

Now there are some Members who 
heartily approve that result. I have 
heard my colleagues say we will never 
close a single unnecessary base unless 
we keep congressional involvement at 
a minimum. Base closings and realign
ments are of such a sensitive political 
nature, it is argued, that the decisions 
must be made outside the political 
arena, insulated from political pres
sures that may arise during the 
normal legislative process. 

I do not share the low opinion ex
pressed about this great institution. I 
believe Members can be relied upon to 
discharge their constitutionally de
fined duties, that Members of Con
gress can be relied upon to vote af
firmatively for proposals that are in 
the Nation's interest. 

As chairman of the Rules Commit
tee, I am deeply disturbed by the pro-

liferation of schemes to avoid our re
sponsibilities, from Gramm-Rudman 
to the original idea of a commission 
whose recommendations would 
become law without congressional 
review. Congress should not abdicate 
its legislative responsibilities. That is 
the danger with resolutions of disap
proval. They maintain the appearance 
of congressional oversight but under
mine Congress' ability to participate in 
the process. 

0 1415 
Mr. Chairman, democracy has 

chosen means by which it implements 
its decisions, and the Congress in my 
opinion, for 200 years has nobly and 
bravely discharged its responsibility 
and can be depended upon very forth
rightly and very responsibly and hon
orably in the years ahead. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, when it was intro
duced this bill was referred only to 
three committees, Armed Services, 
Government Operations, and Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. However, 
two of those committees added provi
sions for congressional review of pro
posed military base closures. Since this 
new material falls within the original 
jurisdiction of the Rules Committee, 
the bill was sequentially referred to 
Rules. 

As reported by the Armed Services 
Committee the bill provided for a joint 
resolution of disapproval of any of the 
recommendations of the Commission 
on Base Realignment and Closure, 
subject to expedited procedures. 

As reported by the Government Op
erations Committee, the bill provided 
for a joint resolution of approval, 
again subject to expedited consider
ation by both Houses. 

While the Rules Committee did not 
actually amend the bill referred to it, 
the rule providing for the consider
ation of this bill, the Defense Savings 
Act, made in order as original text a 
substitute printed in the report accom
panying the rule. That substitute in
cluded provisions for a joint resolution 
of approval. 

Mr. Chairman, the rule under which 
we are considering this bill is an open 
rule which will allow the congressional 
review provisions either to be deleted 
or amended in such a way that the 
joint resolution of approval could be 
changed into a joint resolution of dis
approval. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Armed Services is on record on one 
side of this issue and the Committee 
on Government Operations is on 
record on the other side. The House 
will have an opportunity to express its 
will on this issue during the amending 
process. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 

the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEYl. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. TAYLOR], for yielding so 
generously of his time. 

Mr. Chairman, today we have an op
portunity to make the single most im
portant, clear, good government vote 
for deficit reduction and waste elimi
nation of this congressional year. We 
can do so today if we will pass forward 
an amendment in the form of a substi
tute that restores the power of H.R. 
4481 to actually close obsolete military 
bases for a potential savings of over $2 
billion a year out of maintenance and 
operations costs every year forever, 
simply by eliminating waste. It is a 
very simple, clear understanding. If we 
do it at home in our households, we 
know that that is money we will not 
have to spend in the future. If we do it 
by cleaning house in our military 
basing structure, again we will save bil
lions of dollars of money that will not 
have to be spent in the future in main
taining and operating bases that do 
not make a contribution to our Na
tion's defense. 

Everybody knows that that money 
can be saved. There is a consensus on 
that. Why, then, do we not easily close 
bases? The reason is politics. First, ob
viously every Member understands 
clearly that in the beginning, as we 
close a base and for perhaps the next 2 
years, certainly very likely before the 
next election, that is likely to have an 
economic impact on his community. 
Every Member obviously wants to 
avoid that. 

Mr. Chairman, we have evidence of 
that, and we have clear, factual testi
mony. There was a very good editorial 
in yesterday's New York Times testify
ing from Michigan that in the long 
run those communities not only sur
vived but they prospered as they reuti
lized that property. But it is that 
short-run cost that bothers us, and 
Members, of course, will try to avoid 
that cost in their own individual paro
chial interests. No one can fault them 
for that. 

But there is a larger concern that is 
political in nature and that has 
stopped this from happening. It is one 
that does not cut through the individ
ual Member per se in his political in
terest, but they are the prerogatives of 
the Congress, and that is that the fact 
is, unfortunate as it is, that historical
ly base closing has been used as a 
point of leverage by administrations, 
both Republican and Democratic ad
ministrations, as political leverage 
over and above Members of Congress 
to encourage them to vote in a manner 
that the administration would like. So 
we have seen communities afflicted, 
and we have seen, I am afraid, even 
base closings that would hamper our 

Nation's defense out of a sense of po
litical reprisal. 

For that reason, in 1977 Congress 
passed legislation that would put an 
end to that business of using base clos
ing for political leverage. And well 
they should. But as they tried to kill a 
bad practice, they had the unfortu
nate result of overkill, and they built 
in so many safeguards against closing 
bases that no base has been closed in 
the past 10 years. Why? Because the 
individual Member of Congress or an 
individual in the community can tie a 
base closing up in so much redtape, 
largely through environmental protec
tion studies, with redtape, that it just 
becomes impossible to do so. 

Having addressed this question, we 
came up with a solution. Why not pro
tect against political blackmail by es
tablishing a nonpartisan commission 
agreed upon by the leadership of the 
House and the Senate, with the Secre
tary of Defense, to objectively study 
the base structure and make recom
mendations to the Department of De
fense and to Congress regarding which 
closures and which realignments 
would benefit our Nation's defense 
and save the taxpayers money by re
ducing costs? And when we have that 
commission and its report, then it 
would be safe to waive those aspects of 
current legislation that make it impos
sible to close a base. Members of Con
gress will be provided in that case pro
tection from blackmail, and they will 
be provided protection from criticism 
back home because they will have the 
opportunity, as we will see, to protect 
their interests, to speak for their inter
ests, and then, of course, to let the will 
of the Congress in general override in 
the Nation's interest the parochial in
terest of an individual Member. 

The concept was first introduced 2 
years ago. It was offered as an amend
ment to the DOD authorization just 
last year, and it failed by seven votes. 
It failed in part because the Depart
ment of Defense did not support it in 
the form in which we had it at that 
time, and it had gone through no com
mittees. 

After that vote, we went to work, 
and during the course of the next 
entire year we brought together a 
working force that included Members 
and staffs of the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees, the Sec
retary of Defense and his staff, 
myself, and Senator RoTH, the Senate 
sponsor, and we put together after 
months of work H.R. 4481. It was a 
good bill, crafted through time by the 
professionals, those Members of Con
gress with the greatest expertise and 
those staff members with the greatest 
expertise. 

The bill was then simultaneously re
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services, the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and 

then to the Committee on Rules. The 
bill has endured five hearings and six 
markups, and now we have it coming 
back, rather than a simple, direct, 
clear bill by which we can eliminate 
waste, as something that is complicat
ed and cumbersome, and so now a bill 
that was a good idea has in fact come 
back to this floor and made worse 
than current law, because everybody 
has added their two bits to the bill. 

I will be offering a substitute for 
that bill that is in fact endorsed by the 
administration and by the Secretary 
of Defense. The fact is that my substi
tute will get the job done. That substi
tute takes the good work of the com
mittees that have had jurisdiction 
over this bill. They have done some 
good things. We have taken the modi
fication rather than the waiver of 
NEPA. We have taken the better prop
erty disposal conditions of the Govern
ment Operations Committee's markup. 
We have taken the advance notice pro
vision. We have also taken the provi
sion in the Senate version of the bill 
and in the Armed Services Committee 
version for a congressional revisit of 
the subject by way of a motion of dis
approval, as written by the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

Now, what we have not done by way 
of taking the committee's work is to 
take some of the extraneous orna
ments that, quite frankly, if imple
mented into law, will kill the effective
ness of this bill and give us a bill that 
will create the illusion of moving 
toward the elimination of waste and 
inefficiency but assuring that that 
never happens. Those provisions in
clude the provision to take this bill, 
which is dedicated to looking at the 
domestic waste in domestic bases and 
applying it to international bases, in 
total disregard of the fact that inter
national bases are a whole different 
set of problems wrapped up in interna
tional treaties and diplomacy and af
fected by the State Department. 

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

Mr. ARMEY. I yield very briefly to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. First of all, Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman knows full 
well that our domestic and foreign 
bases are an integral part of one 
policy. To engage in the assertion that 
there is some kind of dichotomy does 
not face realities. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will let me reclaim my time, 
the point is well taken. The point was 
raised by the gentleman in his sub
committee when he so kindly held 
markup on it, and for that reason our 
provision, which is the provision that 
was authored by our working team, re
quires this commission dealing with 
domestic bases to take into consider
ation a study presented to them about 
the relationship of our domestic bases 
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to our foreign bases. As we address the 
question of foreign bases in separate 
legislation, we can use that informa
tion, and we should. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl 
has expired. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER] has yielded back the remain
der of his time. 

Does the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. TAYLOR] wish to yield additional 
time? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield briefly to me? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield very briefly, be
cause I want to retain enough time to 
conclude my statement. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, just 
to add a little levity to this otherwise 
boring debate, I just want to say to my 
colleague that, as he laid out the his
tory, he failed to mention the fact 
that it was this gentleman's subcom
mittee that held the first hearings on 
the gentleman's bill that pointed out 
the number of flaws that the gentle
man has attempted to correct. We 
would just like our subcommittee to 
get adequate credit for that. 

0 1430 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap

preciate the gentleman's point, and 
the point is very well taken. I have no 
doubt that it is a timely interdiction of 
his subcommittee that has made it 
possible for us to get this bill to the 
floor on my birthday. 

To get back then to the serious 
points, we have not accepted those 
provisions that would add additional 
socioeconomic studies to the base clos
ing process. That is what we were 
trying to get away from. They have 
added in this markup lawsuit bait. We 
will keep these decisions tied up in the 
courts for 100 years with these new 
provisions. We have tried to take them 
back out. We have not added in our 
substitute the environmental restora
tion requirements that will rewrite en
vironmental law. The toxic waste laws, 
all environmental laws except the 
NEPA study regulations, apply to base 
closings. We do not have to rewrite on 
an ad hoc basis in the Committee on 
Armed Services the comprehensive 
Environmental Response and Compen
sation Liability Act of 1980. 

Has anybody, anybody, checked with 
th Committee on Energy and Com
merce to see if they wanted their juris
diction over this provision coming to 
the floor? Every committee got their 
jurisdiction over the original H.R. 
4481. 

Now when we add this rewriting of 
the environmental protection law, we 
ought to check with that committee. 
It is not necessary. We protect the en
vironment. We do not waive any law 

protecting the environment: What we 
waive is laws that result in lawsuits. 

Mr. VENTO. I rise in strong support of the 
proposed substitute for the military base clos
ings legislation before us today. 

It is not often that we are presented with an 
opportunity such as this to make a significant 
reduction in the Federal deficit without having 
to cut into essential domestic or defense pro
grams. Too often in the past obsolete and un
needed military bases have been kept open 
far too long by well intentioned yet parochial 
interests. In fact, not one base has been 
closed in the past 11 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I have long been a supporter 
of the closing of unneeded military bases. I 
am a cosponsor of another base closings bill, 
the Department of Defense Cost Savings Act. 
I support the idea of a bipartisan base closing 
commission as recommended by the Grace 
Commission. By giving statutory authority to 
the Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closures to carry out its mandate, the legisla
tion before us today will lessen the influence 
of political pressures on the base closings 
process. By significantly streamlining this 
process, it is estimated that the closing of 
bases could eventually save the National Gov
ernment between $2 and $5 billion annually. 

While the legislation before has good inten
tions, the substitute is better. It is tempting to 
support the environmental and employment 
features of the House-reported bill. Yet the 
substitute still allows for congressional disap
proval of any base closing list recommended 
by the Commission. The streamlined proce
dures envisioned by the substitute will more 
effectively eliminate the all important political 
pressures surrounding such base closings and 
therefore is much more likely to achieve the 
goal which we all share-the closing of un
needed military . bases. Most environmental 
law and other safeguards for employees 
would remain in place and there is every ex
pectation that communities and States that 
are impacted by such closings would receive 
further consideration from the National Gov
ernment and the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, we in the House should be 
looking for responsible ways to reduce the 
budget deficit. We must take positive steps to 
reduce the deficit, the most recent example 
being the completion of all of our appropria
tions bills on time and within budget limits. 
The approach taken in the substitute is biparti
san and involves the cooperation of both Con
gress and the administration. This spirit of co
operation is certainly necessary if we are to 
make the proper decisions to reduce the Fed
eral deficit yet still meet the critical defense 
and expanding domestic needs of the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express one 
concern I have about this bill. I am concerned 
that the savings that result from this bill could 
be used to fund far-flung, wasteful and redun
dant weapons systems instead of going pri
marily into deficit reduction efforts. It would be 
a disappointment if we simply shifted wasteful 
spending from unneeded military bases to un
needed weapons systems. We must see that 
the savings from this bill be used to reduce 
our deficit and not be diverted into a new Pen
tagon wish list. 

The military has real needs that have been 
subordinated to the extensive hemorrhage of 

dollars spent on weapons systems and un
needed military bases at the expense of con
ventional capability. We need to retrench our 
military spending priorities. This base closing 
measure is an essential step and indeed the 
substitute will work. The good intentions of the 
compromise legislation however will not mate
rialize in closing unneeded military bases. 

Mr. Chairman, the serious procurement 
problems of the military are back in the head
lines today. In the past few years we have put 
in place new requirements and procedures. 
Hopefully such safeguards will eventually be 
helpful. Unfortunately the assumption that all 
procurement officials within the administration 
and officers within the military were acting in 
good faith was and is inaccurate. Safeguards 
and laws don't work when Government offi
cials undercut and circumvent the clear letter 
and spirit of laws passed by Congress and 
signed by the President. 

This base closing legislation won't work if 
we create the cumbersome bureaucratic proc
ess advocated by the compromise. Let us 
give the Commission we create some real au
thority and responsibility with a congressional 
safeguards and let the process work. Military 
base closing is a difficult issue, but one that 
we must face. The proponents of the compro
mise confuse the issue to a great extent. Con
gress should send a clear message on this 
issue. Let us charge the Commission to do 
the task that we are unfortunately unable to 
do ourselves as an institution. 

Mr. Chairman, I also intend to support the 
amendment to provide that such Commission 
on Presidential decisions take place if Con
gress fails to disapprove this provision is the 
most important to break the indifference and 
cut the endless delays in acting on the issue 
of military base closing. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute now printed in 
House Report 100-751 is considered as 
an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered as 
having been read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This act may be cited as the "Defense Sav
ings Act of 1988". 
SEC. 2. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 

INSTALLATIONS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De
fense shall-

<1> close all the military installations rec
ommended for closure by the Commission 
on Base Realignment and Closure in the 
report of such Commission submitted by the 
President before January 19, 1989, pursuant 
to section 3<c> if such report is approved 
pursuant to a joint resolution adopted in ac
cordance with section 4 of this Act; 

(2) realign all the military installations 
recommended for realignment by such ap
proved report; and 

(3) initiate all such closures and realign
ments no later than September 30, 1991, 
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and complete all of them no later than Sep
tember 30, 1995, except that no such closure 
or realignment may be initiated before Jan
uary 1, 1990. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-In closing or realigning a 

military installation under this Act, the Sec
retary-

<A> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for use in planning and 
design, minor construction, and operation 
and maintenance, and the availability of 
funds in the Account, shall carry out actions 
necessary to implement such closure or re
alignment, including acquiring land, con
structing replacement facilities, relocating 
activities, and conducting advance planning 
and design as may be required to transfer 
functions from such military installation to 
another; 

<B> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for economic adjustment 
assistance and community planning assist
ance and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, shall provide-

(i) economic adjustment assistance <in
cluding grants for job retraining programs) 
to any community in the United States lo
cated near an installation being closed or re
aligned; and 

(ii) community planning assistance to any 
community in the United States located 
near an installation to which functions will 
be transferred as a result of such closure or 
realignment; 
if the Secretary determines that the finan
cial resources available to the community 
(by grant or otherwise) are inadequate; and 

<C> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for environmental restora
tion and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, shall carry out activities for the pur
pose of environmental restoration, including 
reducing, removing, and recycling hazardous 
wastes and removing unsafe buildings and 
debris. 

(2) TI:RKINATION OF AUTHORITY.-The au
thority of the Secretary to carry out any 
closure or realignment under this Act shall 
terminate at the close of September 30, 
1995. 

(C) SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT PLAN.-
(1) PLAN.-The Secretary may not initiate 

a closure or realignment of a military instal
lation in the United States under this Act 
until, before the first budget is submitted to 
the Congress which contains a request for 
funds which will be used to carry out the 
closure or realignment of such military in
stallation, the Secretary-

<A> has completed a study of the socio
economic impact of such closure or realign
ment on the area in which the military in
stallation is located; and 

<B> has developed a plan to minimize such 
impact, including a statement of the 
amounts the Secretary plans to request <and 
the fiscal years for which they will be re
quested> to minimize such impact. 

<2> TRANs:MITTAL.-A copy of each such 
plan shall be transmitted to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives as soon as practi
cable after it is developed, subject to section 
2<a><3>. 

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PLAN.
(1) PLAN.-The Secretary may not initiate 

a closure or a realignment of a military in
stallation in the United States under this 
Act until, before the first budget is submit
ted to the Congress which contains a re-

quest for funds which will be used to carry 
out the closure or realignment of such mili
tary installation, the Secretary-

<A> has completed a study of the environ
mental restoration needed before the real 
property and facilities at such military in
stallation can be disposed of by the Federal 
Government in accordance with applicable 
law; and 

<B> has developed a plan to accomplish 
such restoration within 5 years <or within a 
longer period if the Secretary determines 
that such longer period is necessary because 
of the extraordinary circumstances in
volved), including a statement of the 
amounts the Secretary plans to request <and 
the fiscal years for which they will be re
quested> to accomplish such restoration. 

<2> TRANs:MITTAL.-A copy of each such 
plan shall be transmitted to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives as soon as practi
cable after it is developed, subject to section 
2<a><3>. 

(e) DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro

vided by this Act, the Administrator shall 
transfer and dispose of all property and fa
cilities of the Department of Defense <and 
any department thereof> located at an in
stallation to be closed or realigned pursuant 
to this Act in accordance with the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.) and other laws 
which authorize the Administrator to dis
pose of property of agencies of the United 
States. 

( 2) DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY FOR REDUCED 
CONSIDERATION.-(A) In carrying OUt this 
subsection, the Administrator shall make 
maximum use of ·the authority to dispose of 
property without consideration or for re
duced consideration to provide economic ad
justment assistance to communities affected 
by closures and realignments of installa
tions under this Act. Disposals of property 
pursuant to this Act carried out by the Ad
ministrator under section 203(k) or 203(p) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484 <k> or 
(p)), or under any other law which author
izes disposal of property of the United 
States without consideration or for reduced 
consideration, shall be carried out on the 
basis of a land-use study conducted by the 
Administrator, in cooperation with the Sec
retary· and the community involved, which-

(i) is consistent with the purpose and 
policy set forth in section 802 of the Federal 
Urban Land-Use Act (40 U.S.C. 531>; and 

(ii) takes into consideration the purpose of 
providing economic adjustment assistance 
to the community. 

<B> Nothing in this paragraph shall limit 
the applicability of the Federal Urban Land
Use Act to disposals of real property under 
this subsection. 

(3) EXPLANATORY STATEMENTS.-8ection 
203(e)(6) of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949 <40 U.S.C. 
484(e)(6)) shall not apply to disposals of 
property pursuant to this Act other than-

<A> disposals of property having a fair 
market value in excess of $100,000; and 

<B> disposals of property by exchange. 
(4) USE OF PROCEEDS.-(A) Subject to sub

paragraph (B), the Administrator shall de
posit into the Account all proceeds from 
property transferred or disposed of by the 
Administrator pursuant to this Act. 

<B> The Administrator shall deposit into 
the fund referred to in section 204(b) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv
ices Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 485(b)) an 

amount of the proceeds of each transfer and 
of each disposal of property carried out pur
suant to this Act equal to the amount esti
mated by the Administrator to be needed 
for direct and related operating expenses in· 
curred by the Administrator in carrying out 
the transfer or disposal, as applicable. 
Amounts deposited by the Administrator 
into that fund pursuant to this subsection 
shall be administered in accordance with 
sections 204<b>, <c>, and (d) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 u.s.c. 485<b>. <c>. and (d)). 

(5) RESTRICTIONS ON REPORTING PROPERTY 
AS EXCEss.-<A> Before any real property or 
facility under the control of the Depart
ment of Defense <or any department there
of) and located at a military installation to 
be closed or realigned under this Act is re
ported as excess property to the General 
Services Administration, the Secretary shall 
notify all military departments, agencies, 
and other instrumentalities <including non
appropriated fund instrumentalities> within 
the Department of Defense of the availabil· 
ity of such property or facility and may 
transfer, without reimbursement, such 
property or facility to any such department, 
agency, or instrumentality, except that the 
Secretary shall give a priority to any such 
department, agency, or other instrumentali
ty that offers to pay fair market value for 
the property or facility. For purposes of this 
paragraph, fair market value shall be deter
mined on the basis of the value of the prop
erty as it is being used at the time of such 
notification. All proceeds from any such 
transfer shall be deposited into the Account. 

<B> Real property that is under the con
trol of the Department of Defense <or any 
department thereof), located at a military 
installation to be closed or realigned under 
this Act, and in need of environmental res
toration may not be reported as excess to 
the General Services Administration until it 
has been restored by the Secretary to a con
dition which would permit it to be disposed 
of by the Federal Government in accord
ance with applicable law. 

(C) After the General Services Adminis
tration has accepted any real property or fa
cility located at a military installation 
closed or realigned, or to be closed or re
aligned, under this Act, the Secretary may 
not, after the one-year period beginning on 
the date such property or facility is accept
ed, expend funds to maintain, secure, or op
erate the property or facility unless such 
maintenance, security, or operation is car
ried out pursuant to an agreement entered 
into between the Secretary and the Admin
istrator of the General Services Administra
tion that provides for reimbursement by 
such Administration to the Department of 
Defense of all expenses incurred by the De
partment in providing such maintenance, se
curity, or operation. 

(f) WAIVERS.-The Secretary may carry 
out the authority provided in subsection <b> 
without regard to-

<1) section 1362 of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1987 <Public Law 
99-661; 100 Stat. 3816); 

<2> section 709 of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act, 1972 <Public Law 
92-145; 85 Stat. 394); 

<3> section 810 of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act, 1968 <Public Law 
90-110; 81 Stat. 279>; and 

(4) the procedures set forth in sections 
2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(g) NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
ACT.-



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 17075 
(1) NONAPPLICATION OF ACT.-The provi

sions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 shall not apply to-

<A> the actions of the Commission, includ
ing selecting the military installations 
which it recommends for closure or realign
ment under this Act, selecting any military 
installation to receive functions from a in
stallation to be closed or realigned, and 
making its report to the Secretary and the 
Congress under section 3<a>: 

<B> the actions of the Secretary in estab
lishing the Commission, in selecting any 
military installation to receive functions 
from an installation to be closed or re
aligned, and in carrying out section 3<b>; 
and 

<C> the actions of the President under sec
tion 3<c> in making comments and recom
mendations regarding the report and state
ment of the Commission and in submitting 
to the Congress such report, statement, 
comments, and recommendations. 

(2) APPLICATION OF ACT.-The provisions Of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 shall apply to the actions of the Secre
tary-

<A> during the process of the closing or re
aligning of a military installation under this 
Act after such military installation has been 
selected for closure or realigiunent but 
before the installation is closed or realigned 
and the functions relocated, and 

<B> during the process of the relocating of 
functions from a military installation being 
closed or realigned under this Act to an
other military installation after the receiv
ing installation has been selected but before 
the functions are relocated. 

(3) LIMITATION ON CONSIDERATIONS.-In ap
plying the provisions of the National Envi
ronmental Policy Act of 1969, the Secretary 
shall not have to consider-

<A> the need for closing or realigning a 
military installation which has been select
ed for closure or realignment; 

<B> the need for transferring functions to 
another military installation which has 
been selected as the receiving installation; 
or 

<C> alternative military installations to 
those selected. 

(4) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-A civil action for ju
dicial review, with respect to any require
ment of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 or with respect to· any require
ment of the Commission made by this Act, 
of any action of, or any failure to act by, the 
Secretary during the closing, realigning, or 
relocating referred to in subparagraph <A> 
and <B> of paragraph <2> or of any action or 
failure to act by the Commission under this 
Act, may not be brought later than the 60th 
day after the date of such action or failure 
to act, except that if a party shows that he 
did not know of the act or failure to act by 
the Secretary and that a reasonable person 
acting under the circumstances would not 
have known, such party may bring a civil 
action not later than the 60th day after the 
date such party acquired actual or construc
tive knowledge of such action or failure to 
act. 

<h> AccouNT.-
(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

on the books of the Department of the 
Treasury the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account which shall be adminis
tered by the Secretary as a single account. 

<2> CoNTENTs.-The Account shall consist 
of-

<A> funds appropriated to the Account; 
<B> any funds that the Secretary may, 

subject to approval in an appropriation Act, 
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transfer to the Account from funds appro
priated to the Department of Defense for 
any purpose, except that such funds may be 
transferred only after the date on which the 
Secretary transmits written notice of, and 
justification for, such transfer to the appro
priate committees of Congress; 

<C> amounts deposited into the Account 
pursuant to paragraph <4><A> or <5><A> of 
subsection <e>; and 

<D> any other amount received by the Sec
retary in connection with any closure or re
alignment of any military installation under 
this Act. 

(3) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Not more than $300,000,000 is authorized to 
be transferred pursuant to paragraph <2><B> 
to the Account in fiscal year 1989. No funds 
are authorized to be appropriated to the Ac
count in such fiscal year. With respect to 
fiscal years beginning after fiscal year 1989, 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
or transferred to the Account shall be deter
mined in annual authorization Acts. 

(4) USE OF AMOUNTS IN ACCOUNT.-The Sec
retary may use the funds in the Account, 
subject to approval in authorization and ap
propriation Acts and without regard to 
fiscal year limitations on amounts appropri
ated and authorized, only for the purposes 
described in subsection (b). 

(5) ANNuAL REPORT.-No later than 60 days 
after the end of each fiscal year in which 
the Secretary carries out activities under 
this Act, the Secretary shall transmit a 
report to the Congress of the amount and 
nature of the deposits into, and the expendi
tures from, the Account during such fiscal 
year and of the amount of expenditures 
otherwise made pursuant to subparagraphs 
<A> through <C> of subsection <b><l>. 

(6) UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.-Unobligated 
funds which remain in the Account after 
the termination of the authority of the Sec
retary under this Act shall be held in the 
Account until transferred by an appropria
tion Act enacted after the report is trans
mitted under paragraph <7>. 

(7) FINAL ACCOUNTING.-No later than 60 
days after the termination of the authority 
of the Secretary to carry out an alignment 
or closure under this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Congress a report con
taining an accounting of-

<A> all the funds deposited into and ex
pended from the Account and otherwise ex
pended under subparagraphs <A> through 
<C> of subsection (b)(l); and 

(B) any amount remaining in the account. 
(i) REPORTS.-
(1) ANNUAL REPORT.-Each annual Budget 

transmitted by the President to the Con
gress shall include-

<A> a schedule of the closure and realign
ment actions to be carried out under this 
Act in the fiscal year for which the request 
is made and an estimate of the total cost 
savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period in 
which these savings are to be achieved in 
each case, together with-

(i) the Secretary's assessment of the envi
ronmental effects of such actions; and 

<ii> an accounting of the amounts request
ed for economic adjustment assistance, com
munity planning assistance, and environ
mental restoration to carry out the plans 
described in subsections (c) and (d) during 
such fiscal year; and 

<B> a description of the military installa
tions, including those under construction or 
planned, to which functions will be trans
ferred as a result of such closures and rea
lignments, together with the Secretary's as-

sessment of the environmental effects of 
such transfers. 

(2) NOTIFICATION REGARDING COST OF CER
TAIN CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.-When a deci
sion is made to carry out a construction 
project under subsection (b)(l) and the cost 
of the project will be greater than the maxi
mum amount for a minor construction 
project, the Secretary shall notify in writing 
the appropriate committees of Congress of 
the nature of and justification for the 
project and the amount of expenditures for 
it. 

(j) UsE OF FuNDs.-Funds which are ap
propriated or transferred to the Account or 
otherwise appropriated specifically for pur
poses of carrying out this Act or which may 
otherwise be used to carry out the closure 
or realignment of any military installation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retary for the purpose of carrying out the 
closure or realignment under this Act of all 
military installations to be closed or re
aligned of this Act, subject only to the re
quirements of this Act. This subsection 
shall apply to all funds appropriated after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
another provision of law does not supersede 
this subsection unless it does so by specifi
cally referring to this subsection and stating 
that it supersedes this subsection. 
SEC. 3. REVIEW AND SUBMISSION OF COMMISSION 

REPORT. 
(a) SUBMISSION TO SECRETARY.-The Com

mission shall submit to the Secretary and to 
the Congress not later than January 6, 
1989-

( 1 > a report containing the recommenda
tions of the Commission specifying the clo
sures and realignments of military installa
tions to be carried out under this Act, in
cluding a description of the Commission's 
recommendations of the military installa
tions to which functions will be transferred 
as a result of the realignments and closures 
recommended by the Commission; and 

(2) a statement by which the Commission 
certifies that it has identified the military 
installations to be closed or realigned 
after-

<A> reviewing, on the basis of current and 
future mission requirements, all military in
stallations inside and outside the United 
States, including those under construction 
or planned; 

<B> considering the potential to accommo
date contingency, mobilization, and future 
force requirements at receiving locations; 
and 

(C) considering, subject to subparagraph 
<A>. the equitable geographic distribution 
throughout the United States of such clo
sures and realignments under this Act. 

(b) SUBMISSION TO PRESIDENT.-The Secre
tary shall submit to the President not later 
than 5 days after submission of the report 
and statement of the Commission under 
subsection (a)-

< 1 > the report described in subsection 
<a><l> and the statement of the Commission 
described in subsection <a><2>; and 

(2) comments and recommendations of 
the Secretary regarding such report and 
statement. 

(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 
than January 19, 1989, the President may 
submit to the Congress the report of the 
Commission described in subsection (a)(l > 
and the statement of the Commission de
scribed in subsection (a)(2). 
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SEC. 4. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COM

MISSION REPORT. 
(a) RULES OF SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRE· 

SENTATIVES ON REORGANIZATION PLANS.-This 
section is enacted by the Congress-

<1 > as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives, respectively, and as such they are 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with re
spect to the procedure to be followed in that 
House in the case of resolutions with re
spect to any report of the Commission sub
mitted to Congress (in accordance with sec
tion 3<c> of this Act>. and they supersede 
other rules only to the extent that they are 
inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House> at any time, in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of that House. 

(b) TERMs OF RESOLUTION.-For the pur
pose of this section, "resolution" means 
only a joint resolution of the Congress-

<1> which does not have a preamble; 
<2> the matter after the resolving clause of 

which is as follows: "That Congress ap
proves the report of the Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure submitted to 
the Congress by the President pursuant to 
the Defense Savings Act of 1988 on ", 
the blank space being appropriately filled in; 
and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "A joint 
resolution approving the report of the Com
mission on Base Realignment and Closure.". 

(C) INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL OF RESO· 
LUTION.-

(1) INTRODUCTION.-After January 19, 
1989, but no later than March 1, 1989, a res
olution, as defined in subsection (b), shall be 
introduced (by request> in the House by the 
chairman of the Armed Services Committee 
of the House, or by a Member or Members 
of the House designated by such chairman, 
and shall be introduced (by request> in the 
Senate by the chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee of the Senate, or by a 
Member or Members of the Senate designat
ed by such chairman. 

<2> REFERRAL.-A resolution described in 
paragraph < 1) introduced in the House of 
Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives. A resolution described 
in paragraph < 1 > introduced in the Senate 
shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate. 

(d) DISCHARGE.-If the committee to which 
the resolution described in subsection <c> is 
referred has not reported such resolution 
<or an identical resolution> by March 15, 
1989, such committee shall be deemed to be 
discharged from further consideration of 
such resolution and such resolution shall be 
placed on the appropriate calendar of the 
House involved. 

(e) CONSIDERATION.-
( 1) MOTION TO PROCEED.-On or after the 

third day after the date on which the com
mittee to which such a resolution is referred 
has reported, or has been deemed to be dis
charged (under subsection (d)) from further 
consideration of, such a resolution, it is in 
order <even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to> for any 
Member of the respective House, on the 
next day after the day on which such 
Member gives notice to the presiding officer 
thereof, to move to proceed to the consider
ation of the resolution, and all points of 
order against the resolution (and against 
consideration of the resolution> are waived. 

The motion is highly privileged in the take into consideration the estimated costs 
House of Representatives and is privileged of, and the feasibility of accomplishing, en
in the Senate and is not debatable. The vironmental restoration, removal of hazard
motion is not subject to amendment, or to a ous or toxic materials and ordnance, and 
motion to postpone, or to a motion to pro- historic preservation necessary to be carried 
ceed to the consideration of other business. out with respect to such military installa
A motion to reconsider the vote by which tion. 
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall <2> DETERMINATION.-In carrying out para
not be in order. If a motion to proceed to graph <1> and in making estimates of ex
the consideration of the resolUtion is agreed penditures to be made and cost savings to be 
to, the resolution shall remain the unfin- realized from closing or realigning a mili
ished business of the respective House until tary installation, the Commission shall take 
disposed of. 

(2) DEBATE.-Debate on the resolution, and into consideration the estimated total costs 
on all debatable motions and appeals in con- to be expended by all agencies and instru
nection therewith, shall be limited to not mentalities of the Federal Government as a 
more than 10 hours, which shall be divided result of such closure or realignment. 
equally between those favoring and those (3) REPORT.-The Commission shall in
opposing the resolution. An amendment to elude in the report transmitted to the Secre
the resolution is not in order. A motion fur- tary and the Congress under subsection (a) 
ther to limit debate is in order and not de- an accounting of the estimated expendi
batable. A motion to postpone, or a motion tures to be made and savings to be realized 
to proceed to the consideration of other by the Federal Government, as determined 
business, or a motion to recommit the reso- in the manner described in paragraph <2>. 
lution is not in order. A motion to reconsid- from each such closure or realignment rec
er the vote by which the resolution is ommended by the Commission. 
agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. <d> LIMITATION.-The Commission may 

<3> VoTE.-Immediately following the con- not recommend the closure or realignment 
elusion of the debate on such resolution and . of any military installation unless it makes 
a single quorum call at the conclusion of the a determination that the estimated total 
debate if requested in accordance with the cost savings realized from the closure or re
rules of the appropriate House, the vote on alignment will, by the end of the 6-year 
final passage of the resolution shall occur. period beginning with the date of the com-

(4) APPEALs.-Appeals from the decisions pletion of the closure or realignment of the 
of the Chair relating to the application of military installation, exceed the amount ex
the rules of the Senate or the House of Rep- pended to close or realign the base. For pur
resentatives, as the case may be, to the pro- poses of making this determination, estimat
cedure relating to such resolution shall be ed cost savings and estimated expenditures 
decided without debate. 

(f) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.-If, shall be discounted to a present value, using 
before the passage by one House of a resolu- an appropriate discount rate to be selected 
tion of that House described in subsection by the Commission. 
(c) that House receives from the other SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS. 
House a resolution described in such subsec- In this Act-
tion, then the following procedures shall <1) AccouNT.-The term "Account" means 
apply: the Department of Defense Base Closure 

<1> The resolution of the other House Account established by section 2(h)<l). 
shall not be referred to a committee. <2> AnMINISTRATOR.-The term "Adminis-

(2) With respect to a resolution described trator" means the Administrator of General 
in subsection <c> of the House receiving the Services. 
resolution- <3> CLosURE.-The term "closure" means 

<A> the procedure in that House shall be the termination or relocation of all func
the same as if no resolution had been re- tions at a military installation. 
ceived from the other House; but (4) CoMMISSION.-The term "Commission" 

<B> the vote on final passage shall be on means the commission on Base Realign
the resolution of the other House. ment and Closure established by the Secre
SEC. 5. OTHER MATTERS RELATING TO THE COM- tary of Defense that is designated for pur-

MISSION. poses of carrying out this Act. 
(a) PuBLIC HEARINGS.-On December 1, (5) INITIATE.-The term "initiate" includes 

1988, the Commission shall publish in the any action reducing functions or civilian 
Federal Register a tentative list of the mili- personnel positions but does not include 
tary installations it plans to recommend for 
closure or realignment, and shall conduct, studies, planning, or similar activities car-

ried out before there is a reduction of such 
during December 1988, public hearings for functions or positions. 
the purpose of obtaining comments on such 
list which the Commission shall take into (6) MILITARY INSTALLATION.-The term 
consideration in making its final recommen- "military installation" means a base, camp, 
dations to the Secretary. post, station, yard, center, or other activity 

(b) STAFF.-The professional staff of the under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a 
Commission should be selected on the basis military department. 
of their training, experience, and attain- <7> REALIGNMENT.-The term "realign
ments and in a manner that will assure the ment" means any action which reduces or 
impartiality and independence of the Com- relocates functions and civilian personnel 
mission to the maximum extent feasible. To positions at a military installation, or both, 
further assure such impartiality and inde- without terminating all functions at the in
pendence, the professional staff of the Com- stallation. 
mission should be politically neutral and (8) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
should be appointed on the basis of each in- means the Secretary of Defense. 
dividual's ability to perform the profession- (9) UNITED STATEs.-The term "United 
al duties required by the Commission. States" means the 50 States, the District of 

(C) DETERMINING COSTS AND SAVINGS.- Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
<1> CosTs.-In determining whether to rec- Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American 

ommend the closure or realignment of any Samoa, and any other Commonwealth, Ter
military installation, the Commission shall ritory, or possession of the United States. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. The Clerk read as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KAsicH: In the 
first sentence of section 5(d), strike out "6-
year" and insert in lieu thereof "13-year". 

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, just 
in order to correct the record, I 
wanted to say to my distinguished col
league and dear friend, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEYl that, when I 
referred to a boring debate, I was not 
referring to his exciting and eloquent 
remarks. I was talking about the 
debate in general. 

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad to thank my colleague for his 
kind comments and congratulate him 
on his perspicacity. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, with 
that vital contribution let us go for
ward on that bill. 

The amendment before us simply 
changes the formula in terms of calcu
lating savings over the cost from 6 to 
13 years, and the reason the amend
ment is important, and it is absolutely 
critically important, is that, if we do 
not adopt the 13 years, we are virtual
ly passing a meaningless bill. 

I think most people on the floor 
today recognize that the big vote 
today is going to be on the Armey sub
stitute. If the Armey substitute goes 
down and the committee provision 
prevails, it is absolutely vital that we 
have the 13 years in there because 
without the 13 years and leaving it at 
6 years, in this country we would be 
virtually closing down only 50 percent 
of the bases that we had originally tar
geted. With the 13-year provision we 
boost that back up to accomplishing 
basically what it is we sought to 
achieve. . 

Mr. Chairman, it is a responsible 
amendment because it does permit and 
does provide for environmental clean
up costs that both the gentleman and 
the gentlewoman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS and Mrs. BOXER] sought, 
and, rather than carrying on much 
longer, I would like to yield to the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services. We do not need to get into a 
technical discussion of the amendment 
because it is technical unless there is a 
reason for it. 

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPIN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsicHl yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the 
amendment that the gentleman from 
Ohio is offering here is a clear im
provement on the bill that is before us 
that came out of committee, and, as 
the gentleman will recall and those 
members of the committee who are 
here with us today will recall, we had 
an extensive discussion of this very 
issue as we were marking up the bill in 
the full committee. We did not have a 
solution to the problem that the gen
tleman in the well [Mr. KAsicHl is 
now coming forth with, but we knew 
there was a problem. We knew there 
was a solution that could be devised. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has 
come up with the solution to the prob
lem, and I would urge all of the com
mittee members and everybody here 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
the amendment of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. Chairman, I would only differ 
with what the chairman said in the in
stance where he said it is a solution to 
the problem. It is a partial solution to 
the problem, and I think it goes a long 
way to making a very difficult set of 
circumstances much better. 

As I said earlier on the floor, the 
object of the exercise here is to make 
sure that more bases can be considered 
and that we insure that no base is left 
unconsidered because it happens to 
have an environmental problem. 

But with that statement I would just 
like to say that I support the amend
ment of the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsiCH] for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my 
support for the amendment of the 
gentleman from Ohio. I think it is a 
well conceived amendment. I think it 
should help the bill, and certainly we 
can find it acceptable. 

Mr. FOGLIETT A. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a point of 
clarification? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FOGLIETT A. Mr. Chairman, if 
there exists a base, which under other 
circumstances and other criteria 
should be closed according to this leg
islation, however, it would take longer 
than 13 years to clean up the toxic 
contamination that this bill would not 
cover. 

This amendment would not cover 
that particular type of a situation; is 
that correct? 

Mr. KASICH. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA] is cor
rect. 

In fact, that kind of a base would be 
closed down under normal procedure. 

Mr. Chairman, that is not the ideal 
situation as far as I am concerned, but 
it is the only situation that I think was 
politically doable through this Hosue 
to account for the environmental 
problem. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. If the assump
tions made earlier in debate, that ac
cording to the existing laws it is next 
to impossible to close a base, then, if 
we do have a base which is so contami
nated or the worst contaminated bases 
in our Nation would not be affected by 
this expansion of 13 years; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, it 
would depend on what the cost of the 
cleanup was. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. If it was extended 
beyond 13 years. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, it is 
not a question of beyond 13 years. If 
the savings that were made within 13 
years do not outweigh the cost of 
cleaning it up, then that base cannot 
be closed. But, if we do not have 13 
years and we stay with 6 years, then 
we get ourselves in a position where 
we are virtually closing no bases. 

So, if the gentleman were to ask me 
if this is a perfect answer, no. If this is 
an improvement under the bill; it is 
such a dramatic improvement that it 
makes the bill meaningful again, as 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEYl and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN] said. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsicHl 
has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. DAvis of Illi
nois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
KAsiCH was allowed to proceed for an 
additional3 minutes.) 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to state that the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is 
right on target with this amendment. 
It is an extremely important one be
cause what the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] and I were con
cerned about the Committee on 
Armed Services was dealing with this 
bill is that we made sure that we put 
into place an environmental restora
tion plan. 

Now when the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] states that he took 
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the best from each committee, I would 
beg to differ with him very strongly 
because he does not have in his bill an 
environmental restoration plan. How
ever, the bill that we are working on 
now does. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in order to 
really not just be saying we are great 
and we are for cleanup, we have got to 
put some money behind that effort, 
and we have to extend the number of 
years in which we expect this bill to be 
revenue-neutral. That is what the gen
tleman has done, but I would like to 
go on record as saying that I strongly 
support the gentleman in this regard. 
I only support the gentleman if the 
environmental restoration plan re
mains in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman if he agrees. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, it abso
lutely does, and that is why I changed 
the formula rather than yank the en
vironmental cleanup out. That is why 
I think it solves all these problems. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I am a little confused on the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH]. As I understand it, 
the Secretary of Defense asked when 
he chartered this special Commission 
to close the bases that it be on a 6-year 
period. The amendment of the gentle
man goes to 13 years. Is the Secretary 
in agreement with the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] on this amend
ment? 

Mr. KASICH. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
the Secretary of Defense supports this 
amendment because, when we added 
the environmental cleanup costs in, it 
was necessary to extend the time 
period in which we calculated savings. 
Now the administration and the Pen
tagon both are in support of this 
amendment in an effort to expedite 
the closing of unnecessary bases. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. If some Mem
bers accept the gentleman's amend
ment, would he be willing not to offer 
the next amendment? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the next amendment is an entirely dif
ferent issue, but I appreciate the gen
tleman's contribution. 

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from California [Mr. DELLUMS], 
the chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsicHl for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, just to set the record, 
the original version of the bill stated 
that a base could not be closed unless 
savings could be realized by 6 years. 
The gentlewoman from California 
[Mrs. BoxER] and this gentleman from 
California insisted upon placing funds 

in the bill that would allow for envi
ronmental restoration and a cleanup, 
so we insisted upon a toxic waste 
cleanup provision that would require 
additional funds. Once the gentleman 
accepted that, then, as I understand it 
from talking with the Pentagon, they 
stated to him that with the addition of 
the new revenues and new responsibil
ities that to inSist upon the 6-year 
cutoff to make it revenue-neutral and 
begin savings that they could virtually 
not close many bases in order to do 
that. So the gentleman is taking it out 
now to 13 years, and by moving the 
provision from 6 years to 13, he can ac
complish base closures and we can si
multaneously accomplish the desired 
effect of continuing to clean up those 
bases that are purported to be closed. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I could 
not have put it better myself. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELUMS] 
is exactly right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. DELLUMS, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. KA.sicH 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
my distinguished colleague from Ohio 
[Mr. KAsiCH] continue to yield to me? 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, then 
based upon that, then I would suggest 
to all of my colleagues that the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has of
fered a meritorious amendment and 
that it should be supported by all of 
our colleagues. Those who want to, on 
the one hand, close bases, this 13-year 
expansion allows that to take place. 
Those who are very concerned about 
environmental cleanup and environ
mental restoration, they can rest as
sured that this provision allows that to 
go forward. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH] had another alter
native, and that was to go in the bill 
and challenge the effort that the dis
tinguished gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Mrs. BoXER] and this gentleman 
made in trying to put the environmen
tal cleanup provision in the bill. 

But it seems to me the gentleman 
showed great integrity and great love 
of the environment by not going in 
that regard, and so this gentleman 
wishes to support my colleague. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just say to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] that many say 
he is articulate, but I must stand here 
today and say that I think he has 
never been more accurate or more ar
ticulate. I appreciate the gentleman's 
contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] 
has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. KAsicH 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addition
al seconds.) 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment is a good attempt to take 
care of what I think is a serious prob
lem, and I appreciate the bipartisan 
support, and I think that we should 
make this a much better bill, and we 
will take care of our environmental 
problems as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in favor of the 
amendment. 

I will not take the 5 minutes, Mr. 
Chairman, but I do feel this is one of 
the most important amendments that 
we are going to be considering, and it 
has to be readily understood. If it were 
me writing the bill, I would not have 
had the 6-year requirement payback. I 
would not have had the 13-year re
quirement payback. The object of this 
whole exercise is to try to streamline 
the number of bases we have. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH] is being very 
practical, and he is being very coopera
tive with the body, the committee, and 
everyone else to arrive at a result that 
we ensure that bases that do not have 
environmental problems are not kept 
open for that sole reason that it has 
environmental problems that we are 
going to have to clean up sooner or 
later anyway. I would hate to have a 
situation where we make a decision 
that as between two bases we are 
going to close one that is clean envi
ronmentally and keep one open that is 
filthy environmentally, and that, I 
think, is the gravamen of the gentle
man's amendment, and I support it. 

With that, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

0 1445 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KAsicH: In 

section 2(a)(l), strike out "if such report is 
approved" and insert in lieu thereof "unless 
such report is disapproved". 

In section 2(a)(2), strike out "approved 
report" and insert in lieu thereof "report 
unless such report is so disapproved". 

Strike out section 4 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 4. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COM

MISSION REPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may not 

carry out any closure or realignment under 
this Act if, within the 45-day period begin
ning on March 1, 1989, a joint resolution de
scribed in subsection (b) is enacted disap
proving the recommendations of the Com
mission. The days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of 
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more than 3 days to a day certain shall be 
excluded in the computation of such 45-day 
period. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF RESOLUTION.-For the 
purpose of subsection (a), the term "joint 
resolution" means only a joint resolution 
which is introduced after the date on which 
the report of the President referred to in 
section 3(c) is received by Congress and-

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of 

which is as follows: "That Congress disap
proves the recommendations of the Com
mission on Base Realignment and Closure 
established by the Secretary of Defense as 
submitted to the Secretary of Defense on 
____ .. , the blank space being appropri-
ately filled in; and 

<3> the title of which is as follows: "A joint 
resolution disapproving the recommenda
tions of the Commission on Base Realign
ment and Closure.". 

(c) REFERRAL.-A resolution described in 
subsection (b) introduced in the House of 
Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House 
of Representatives. A resolution described 
in subsection <b> introduced in the Senate 
shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate. 

<d> DISCHARGE.-If the committee to which 
a resolution described in subsection (b) is re
ferred has not reported such resolution <or 
an identical resolution> by March 15, 1989, 
such committee shall be deemed to be dis
charged from further consideration of such 
resolution and such resolution shall be 
placed on the appropriate calendar of the 
House involved. 

(e) CONSIDERATION.-
(!) MOTION TO PROCEED.-On or after the 

third day after the date on which the com
mittee to which such a resolution is referred 
has reported, or has been deemed to be dis
charged (under subsection (d)) from further 
consideration of, such a resolution, it is in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) for any 
Member of the respective House, on the 
next day after the day on which such 
Member gives notice to the presiding officer 
thereof, to move to proceed to the consider
ation of the resolution, and all points of 
order against the resolution (and against 
consideration of the resolution) are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives and is privileged 
in the Senate and is not debatable. The 
motion is not subject to amendment, or to a 
motion to postpone, or to a motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of other business. 
A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall 
not be in order. If a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of the resolution is agreed 
to, the resolution shall remain the unfin
ished business of the respective House until 
disposed of. 

<2> DEBATE.-Debate on the resolution, and 
on all debatable motions and appeals in con
nection therewith, shall be limited to not 
more than 10 hours, which shall be divided 
equally between those favoring and those 
opposing the resolution. An amendment to 
the resolution is not in order. A motion fur
ther to limit debate is in order and not de
batable. A motion to postpone, or a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of other 
business, or a motion to recommit the reso
lution is not in order. A motion to reconsid
er the vote by which the resolution is 
agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

(3) VoTE.-Immediately following the con
clusion of the debate on a resolution de-

scribed in subsection (b), and a single 
quorum call at the conclusion of the debate 
if requested in accordance with the rules of 
the appropriate House, the vote on final 
passage of the resolution shall occur. 

<4> APPEALS.-Appeals from the decisions 
of the Chair relating to the application of 
the rules of the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives, as the case may be, to the pro
cedure relating to a resolution described in 
subsection (b) shall be decided without 
debate. 

(f) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.-If, 
before the passage by one House of a resolu
tion of that House described in subsection 
<c> that House receives from the other 
House a resolution described in such subsec
tion, then the following procedures shall 
apply: 

( 1) The resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee. 

(2) With respect to a resolution described 
in subsection (b) of the House receiving the 
resolution-

<A> the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no resolution had been re
ceived from the other House; but 

<B> the vote on final passage shall be on 
the resolution of the other House. 

(g) RULES OF SENATE AND HOUSE.-The pro
cedures contained in subsections <c> 
through (f) are enacted by Congress-

(!) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such it is deemed a part 
of the rules of each House, respectively, but 
applicable only with respect to the proce
dure to be followed in that House in the 
case of a resolution described in subsection 
(b), and it supersedes other rules only to the 
extent that it is inconsistent with such 
rules; and 

<2> with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same 
manner, and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of that House. 

Mr. KASICH (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is one that addresses the 
question of approval or disapproval. 
This really gets to the nub of the 
issue. I think by putting the 13 years 
in, we have significantly improved the 
bill, but we still have in my judgment 
several other flaws. This one can be or 
could be a fatal flaw. 

This is one that says that after the 
Commission comes back and makes its 
recommendations, the Congress has to 
go forward and approve the list. 

What my amendment does this 
afternoon is to say that rather than 
the Congress having to move and take 
affirmative action or approving the 
list, rather the Congress then must in
stead take action to disapprove the 
list. 

I do not think I need to take the full 
5 minutes to explain the significance 
of this, but I think people in the 

House are very aware of the fact that 
if the House of Representatives has to 
move to take positive action again to 
close bases down, the likelihood of 
that happening, the likelihood of that 
going through the Rules Committee, 
the likelihood of that getting through 
the various standing committees, like 
the Armed Services or the authorizing 
committee or the appropriating com
mittee, the chances of getting through 
the Senate and through the confer
ence committee, that labyrinth of ac
tivity that would be required to ap
prove something, I think we all recog
nize the fact that we make the process 
of closing bases infinitely more diffi
cult. 

So what this amendment attempts 
to do is to say that the Congress 
should only disapprove of the list. 

Frankly, from a political point of 
view, from the point of view of the 
membership of this House, if we are 
going to have base closings, I think it 
makes far greater sense from a politi
cal perspective for yourselves to not to 
be held responsible for being able to 
stop a bill from coming up. It is much 
easier to be able to make the argu
ment that, "I tried to get a resolution 
of disapproval, but the Congress just 
simply wouldn't buy it." 

From a political point of view, I 
think you have got a stronger position 
to argue from. If we have to approve 
this resolution, in my judgment, you 
are on the hot seat. You are in a more 
tenuous position then frankly when 
you get right down to it, as the oppo
nents of this legislation would argue. 
What they hope is that by requiring 
approval, rather than disapproval, 
frankly, they will kill the bill. We will 
never get base closings, because the 
Congress, the House and the Senate, 
will frankly never pass an approval 
resolution. 

If, in fact, you support base closures, 
and let me tell you about the bill, the 
bill says that when you close a base 
down you have to clean the environ
ment. The bill says that if you have 
unemployment in your community, we 
will have retraining funds. If your 
community is going to be adversely im
pacted, we are going to have money 
available to help the community. 

Now, look, that is a well thought out 
sensitive piece of legislation that the 
Committee on Armed Services was 
able to adopt. We have accommodated 
the environmental problems. We have 
accommodated the real economic 
problems. We have accommodated the 
real human problems that can arise as 
a result of trying to close bases, and 
we have answered it in the most 
thoughtful way; so why do not we as a 
Congress have the courage to stand up 
and do what the American people 
really want, and I think we all know 
what they really want to happen, at 
least generally they want it to happen, 



17080 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
they might not want it to happen in 
their backyards, but they want it to 
happen all across this country and say 
that unnecessary bases that are open 
ought to be closed, and that in the 
process of closing them we are going 
to take a sensitive and thoughtful ap
proach. 

Please approve this amendment. 
Please give the Congress the ability to 
disapprove if the list is so bad, but do 
not force us to jump through the 
many hoops and all the crazy maze of 
trying to pass additional legislation to 
actually close military bases. 

Let us strike one for the taxpayers. 
Let us do what it is they want us to do 
and let us support this amendment 
and get on with the business of run
ning the Pentagon as efficiently as we 
possibly can. 

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

Mr. ASPIN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask 
the gentleman, is it correct that his 
amendment would restore the lan
guage in the House Armed · Services 
Committee as to how the bill would 
operate? 

Mr. ASPIN. That is exactly right. It 
is a bill, by the way, that passed unani
mously through the committee with a 
great amount of consideration and is a 
provision that people on both sides of 
the aisle in both Houses, in many 
cases, support. It is just a question of 
whether we want to have an effective 
bill or whether we want to delay the 
ultimate process of closing bases and 
perhaps even making it impossible. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield further, I think that 
it is why it is critical to have this 
amendment adopted and I fully sup
port the amendment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the House will 
endorse a provision for an affirmative 
vote by the Congress in this matter 
and will reject this amendment provid
ing for a vote of disapproval. The leg
islative branch's responsibility for dis
posal of Federal property is as old as 
our Constitution. In promoting the 
goal of expediting the identification 
and closure of military installations 
that have outlived their usefulness, 
there is no need for us to turn our 
backs on the provision of article 4 
which states, "The Congress shall 
have power to dispose of and make all 
needful rules and regulations respect
ing the territory or other property be
longing to the United States • • • ." 

Regrettably, a resolution of disap
proval would pay lipservice to the idea 
of providing a congressional role in 
the base closure decisionmaking proc
ess, while denying such a role in prac
tice. The reason is one of simple math
ematics. On the one hand, if either 

House of Congress were to take no 
action or if only one House passed a 
disapproval resolution, the closures 
and realignments would go forward. 
On the other hand, even if majorities 
of both Houses of Congress were suffi
ciently concerned about the Commis
sion's recommendations to pass a joint 
resolution of disapproval, such a reso
lution would still be subject to a Presi
dential veto. 

A veto would, of course, be likely 
since the resolution would be disap
proving what the executive has pro
posed. Then, it would take two-thirds 
majorities in both Houses of Congress 
to effectuate the Congress' expression 
of disapproval. In other words, a reso
lution of disapproval would allow as 
few as 34 Senators, working with one 
Chief Executive, to block the will of 
the 535 Members of Congress. 

No matter how laudable the abstract 
goal of closing unneeded military in
stallations might be, it should be rec
ognized that the "base closure com
mission" concept, in any form, consti
tutes a significant transfer of power 
from elected representatives of the 
legislative branch to unelected officals 
in the executive. I believe that it 
would be a serious mistake and a dan
gerous precedent for the Congress to 
hand over constitutionally based au
thority in a mechanism that provides 
nothing more than window dressing 
for our branch of government. That is 
what a resolution of disapproval proce
dure would do, and that is why I hope 
the House will preserve the provision 
for an affirmative resolution of ap
proval. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to my distin
guished friend, the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Texas for yielding to me and ex
plaining procedurally what would be 
required, depending on which version 
of this bill we adopt as far as congres
sional oversight approval or disapprov
al. 

The gentleman from Ohio when he 
joined the committee, believe me, we 
have an appreciation for his efforts. 
There has been no one who has been 
on the committee since I have been 
here who has been more energetic, 
more intelligent or hard working, and 
it pains me, quite frankly, to oppose 
the gentleman's amendment; but when 
the gentleman pointed out that we 
ought to have the courage to stand up 
and vote on these kinds of pieces of 
legislation, he pinpointed the issue. 

When this report comes out, if a 
body that is devoid of politics, such as 
this panel is supposed to be and makes 
recommendations, and if at that time 
it cannot pass the scrutiny of the Con
gress, then that perhaps ought not to 
be the law of the land. 

What we would do in effect, it is this 
gentleman's opinion, is to abdicate our 
responsibility as far as oversight in 
making those kinds of decisions. 

Our chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Baooxsl pointed out that 
this is the key element, that as far as 
review by Congress of any recommen
dation that is made by this panel, if 
we disagree it is going to require a two
thirds vote, as a very practical matter, 
of both this body and the other body 
to disapprove. 

Why can we not stand up and make 
the important decision, and if it is a 
good recommendation by the panel, 
vote by a fair majority, as all bills pass 
this House, to insure that that legisla
tion becomes the law of the land and 
those bases are closed or realigned. 

So reluctantly, I oppose the amend
ment of the gentleman from Ohio, 
this amendment, and salute the gen
tleman from Texas for his very concise 
explanation. 

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

Mr. Chairman, let me say that I am 
going to vote in this case for the 
Kasich amendment because I believe 
that the Kasich amendment is better 
slightly than the alternative, and it 
was indeed the position of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

But let me tell you this. I believe 
that the issue is in fact less than 
meets the eye here in this debate. 

First of all, we are, whether we vote 
for a negative disapproval or a positive 
approval, if we vote either negatively 
on the list or positively on the list, the 
House is getting a vote on the issue. 

Second, there are expedited proce
dures in the legislation either way. 
There are expedited procedures that 
prevent the vote from being blocked in 
the committee, being filibustered in 
the Senate or held up in other ways, 
expedited procedures either whether 
we vote negatively as a disapproval, or 
positively as an approval. 

Third, it is my impression that the 
list as presented by the Secretary of 
Defense and voted on by the Congress, 
either way, I believe that the list will 
be approved. I believe that the politics, 
if you look ahead to the vote that will 
occur next January under this legisla
tion, the committee will report and 
Mr. Carlucci, the outgoing Secretary 
of Defense, will have the option to 
take the list of bases presented by the 
Commission and send it forward as a 
recommended list to be closed. We will 
then get a vote under it either way. 
Either we will vote a positive vote or a 
negative vote. 

I believe that the vote to approve 
that list will be made no matter which 
vote we have, and the reason is be
cause the people whose bases are not 
on the list will vote in favor of the leg
islation, because they know that this 
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legislation will settle the issue once 
and for all, at least for 10 years or 
maybe 15 years. 

If your base is not on that list that is 
sent forward next January, you would 
be most anxious to have that base list 
approved because then your base is 
safe. If that list is rejected, then 
maybe your list will be back on the 
chopping block and have a vote on it 
in some other way. 

So I think that the politics runs that 
let us say a list of 22 bases comes for
ward to be closed, there will be 22 
votes in this House absolutely for sure 
against the legislation, whether it is a 
positive vote or a negative vote; but 
the other side of the question is that 
all other Congressmen, the other 410 
Congressmen whose bases are not 
listed, they will be anxious to vote for 
closing the 22, because whatever bases 
they have in their districts will then 
be safe for 10 years. 

So I think that the politics of the 
thing does not make much difference, 
whether it is a negative vote or a posi
tive vote, expedited procedure, either 
way Congress gets its say and the list 
gets approved either way. 

The big difference is, as the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 
pointed out correctly, that if it does 
come down to a congressional disap
proval, then the President could veto 
it and the question is the two-thirds to 
override. 

But basically, I do not see that hap
pening, because I think that the poli
tics of this thing is going to be regard
less of how frantic 22 Members of this 
body are to be sure that the Congress 
votes against approval of that list, in 
fact the politics is going to be that 
that list gets approved. 

I do support this, because it came 
out of our committee. I supported the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Ohio, because I think it is a little 
cleaner way of doing it. I think it is a 
little clearer that this is an issue under 
which Congress does not have a role. I 
think it is a little bit less of an incen
tive on our Congress. 

If it were my choice, I would have no 
vote at all. If it were my choice, I 
would have the legislation written so 
that we do not have a vote on it at all. 
That I understand it totally out of the 
question. 

In light of that, I think the amend
ment of the gentleman from Ohio is 
better, but I do not think it is a big 
issue either way. 

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

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

0 1500 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, under 

my amendment, if this amendment 
should pass, Congress would never 
have to vote on the issue. If this is de
feated, Congress would then be forced 

to vote on the issue. Is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, we have 
to vote on the issue whether the gen
tleman's amendment passes or not. It 
is just a question of whether we vote 
to disapprove the list or whether we 
vote to approve the list. 

Mr. KASICH. Assuming though 
there is a request for disapproval, that 
request may never come; people may 
never be forced to be on the record for 
that. 

Mr. ASPIN. That is correct. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, with all due respect 

to my chairman and to the gentleman 
on the opposing side who are stating 
that the only difference is whether we 
vote to approve or disapprove, I must 
state that that is incorrect as stated by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS]. 

The fact is that it is a big difference. 
The difference is whether it is a ma
jority or a two-thirds vote, and that is 
a very significant difference, whether 
it is a majority or a two-thirds vote. 
Second, let me state that I do not see 
why the attitude has to persist in this 
body that the only time anything ad
mirable, anything noteworthy can be 
achieved is if and when we abdicate 
our responsibility to some appointed 
official or to some other body. I be
lieve that this Congress, this House, 
has the ability, has the honor, has the 
dedication to perform those duties we 
are elected to perform without abdi
cating our responsibility to someone 
else. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
am happy to yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman's 
rising, and I certainly am in opposition 
to the Kasich amendment. 

I think what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has said as well as what 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] has said, who is really the 
author of this approval resolution, 
makes a lot of sense. Really, the digni
ty of the House is at stake here, too. 
Precedence has been set. We do ap
proval. We did not do it on Gramm
Rudman, and people are concerned 
about that. We had the disapproval 
resolution, and I would certainly hope 
that we would defeat this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would rather have 
approval than disapproval, and as 
pointed out by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], and I disagree 
with the chairman that I think we 
have a better chance if we do have ap
proval and not have to get a two-thirds 
vote to override the President of the 
United States. It is much easier to get 
a simple majority in this House than it 
is to get a two-thirds vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we would 
defeat this amendment. It is a bad 
amendment. It really was not ex
plained in the full committee. We took 
no time, and we did not have an oppor
tunity to vote the bill up or down in 
the committee. It was done by voice 
vote, and certainly this is one of the 
worst amendments that would be of
fered. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I stand in opposi
tion to the amendment, and I urge my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I will just very brief
ly say that while my chairman and I 
do not always agree, I think he has ex
plained the differences as well as can 
be explained. I do agree with him. I do 
support the amendment for the rea
sons stated. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
say that the arguments that we are 
abrogating our responsibility are cer
tainly spurious. We are going to get 
the last bite at the apple anyway it 
goes. 

For us to say to use a two-thirds vote 
as a veto override, that is really not 
very realistic. We are not going to get 
a bill sent over here by the Secretary 
of Defense that the President would 
veto. Members should not worry about 
a two-thirds vote, if it gets over here. 
We will get a vote, and it will be either 
voted up or down at that time, but it is 
going to be a package deal, and we will 
not be able to pick and choose. 

I really think that our committee's 
way, as explained by the chairman, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
AsPIN] is the best way, and I would 
urge support for the amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to make sure every
body understands that the ranking 
member pointed out that the two
thirds vote perhaps did not make that 
much difference, and I think it does. 

Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman 
foresee the President, whoever he 
might be, approving this list and then 
signing the bill, that the Congress 
would decide that we wanted to re- . 
verse that action; would not the gen
tleman think that the President would 
veto that and then require a two
thirds vote of both Houses? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I do not think I am 
following what the gentleman is 
saying. What I said was I would be sur
prised, more than surprised, if the Sec
retary of Defense sent a package over 
to us which, if we passed it, the Presi-
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dent would veto it. It is not going to 
come over here. If the package we vote 
on has to go back and be vetoed, it is 
not going to come over here to start 
with. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, that is the confusing proce
dural issue that we are up against that 
is going to require the two-thirds vote 
that the chairman, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BRooKs] talked 
about, because any disapproval by this 
body is certainly going to invite a Pres
idential veto and require that we over
ride it. 

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am happy to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just try to respond to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MARTIN] on this 
issue. The important thing here is the 
two-thirds veto only becomes impor
tant if the legislation is so controver
sial that it does not pass under an af
firmative vote and would pass under a 
negative vote. The point that I was 
making earlier is that whatever list is 
sent over is going to be approved over
whelmingly, whether we vote for the 
list or whether we vote down a resolu
tion to disapprove the list; no matter 
how we vote on it, it is going to be ap
proved by a large amount of votes, be
cause everybody whose base has not 
been listed will be so relieved they will 
vote for it. This two-thirds/50-percent 
issue is not going to arise next Janu
ary. That is the point. That is why I 
say I do not think it makes much dif
ference. I think it matters to our col
leagues, because I think that unfortu
nately what is going to happen is the 
gentleman from Philadelphia who has 
a base on the list and which he does 
not want to see closed, and the Penta
gon or the Commission recommends 
that it be closed, if we put a vote in 
here, the gentleman is going to be ex
pected to be able to deliver his col
leagues, and his constituents are going 
to say, "Why were you so ineffective 
that you could not deliver your col
leagues to save our base here?" Where
as, the point is the reason the gentle
man will not be able to do that, every
body is so relieved their base is not on 
the list they are going to vote for the 
list, so the problem of the amendment 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] and the problem with the 
legislation as it now exists, which Mr. 
KAsicH is trying to correct, is it is 
going to put our colleagues in a tough 
spot, where their constituents are 
going to be expecting them to be able 
to deliver. I frankly do not believe that 
they are going to be able to deliver, 
and that is why I think the Kasich 

amendment is better than what we 
have got. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am happy to yield whatever time I 
have left to the gentleman. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, basically I respect the 
chairman, but I do not agree with the 
scenario that everybody is going to 
jump for this list if their base is not on 
it. I do not agree with that. We will 
wait and see. The point is that if the 
requirement is for a piece of legisla
tion to pass the House, as the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH] talks 
about, as a motion of disapproval, it is 
highly improbable that the President, 
whoever he might be, is going to sign 
the disapproval resolution because, 
after all, it is his Secretary of Defense 
that recommended approval. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I tried to listen to the 
debate, and I would like to elicit the 
attention of my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsicHl, the author of the amend
ment. I would like to argue just the re
verse of what has just been argued in 
defense of the gentleman's amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, if a 
Member has a resolution, and let me 
back up, the motivation is to remove 
the politics and the pressure from this 
decision. Is that not correct? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Let me argue this 
point: If we have a resolution of ap
proval and the House of Representa
tives votes affirmatively on a resolu
tion of approval, I would suggest then 
that those Members of Congress paro
chially affected by that list; that is, fa
cilities on the list, would then have 
great difficulty going to the Commit
tee on Appropriations for measures to 
limit expenditures for the purposes of 
expediting the list, because the Mem
bers of the Committee on Appropria
tions will say, "Look, we cannot do 
that, because the Congress has already 
acted affirmatively." 

Let us move that aside for a moment 
and go to the gentleman's approach, 
resolution of disapproval. Let us say, 
Mr. Chairman, that the House of Rep
resentatives because of the controver
sial nature of the list, the majority of 
the House of Repreentatives votes in 
favor of a resolution of disapproval, 
the result being, and let me finish my 
point and . we will argue the gentle
man's case, and the resolution of dis
approval goes back, the President 
vetoes it, the Members then have a 
two-thirds responsibility. What would 
then stop any Member of Congress 
then from going around the back door, 
given the resolution-of-disapproval ap-

proach, from saying to my colleagues, 
"I need some relief; give me a resolu
tion limiting expenditures that no 
money shall be appropriated for the 
purposes of closing 'X' base in 'Y' 
State?" I would suggest to the gentle
man that there will be greater fre
quency of that particular set of activi
ties with a resolution of disapproval 
than with a resolution of approval, be
cause with the Congress operating af
firmatively, everybody in this body 
will have seen the fact that the Con
gress has operated affirmatively. If 
the gentleman can show me a resolu
tion of disapproval, I will show him 
Members going behind the resolution 
of disapproval every single day and 
every single one of us in here with any 
ability to develop collegial relation
ships with our colleagues has at least 
one friend on the Committee on Ap
propriations that would do our bid
ding, and I would suggest to the gen
tleman, with all due respect, and I 
know that my colleague's motivations 
are beyond reproach, and I certainly 
do not question them. But I am simply 
saying that on the basis of the logical 
presentation of ideas, I am not sure 
that the gentleman achieves what he 
wants to achieve with the resolution 
of disapproval. 

Mr. Chairman, let me add just this 
one other comment: I know that one 
of the great activities in this body is to 
engage in the process of self-flagella
tion, whether one is a late-night TV 
host or a talking head on the news or 
a Member of Congress, one way to get 
a quick laugh is to make a political 
joke. I did not come here to be a politi
cal joke. This is serious business, a se
rious body, and we engage in life-and
death decisions on a daily basis, but we 
constantly engage in this self-flagella
tion game as if we cannot do any busi
ness. 

Just the other day I stood on this 
floor as the chairman of the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia argu
ing with many of the Members saying, 
"Do not overturn the District of Co
lumbia's residency requirement rule." 
I understood that my colleagues from 
northern Virginia and Maryland were 
about the business of doing the bid
ding of their constituency that forced 
us into being a city council on the 
floor of the U.S. Congress, but that 
did not stop any of the majority of 
this body from striking down the resi
dency requirement, slapping the face 
of several thousand human beings in 
the District of Columbia. I opposed 
that decision, but I did not oppose the 
Members' right to do it, because they 
did it. That is what this process is all 
about, the ability of each and every in
dividual Member of this body to get up 
and to fight, to fight for what they be
lieve in. That is why I came to Con
gress. That is why I got off the streets 
with the demonstrations and the 
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picket signs, because in the 1960's, 
somebody told me, "Take your strug
gle onto the floor of Congress and 
fight, and fight for what you believe 
in." You folks are now telling me that 
this process is a b.s. process, and you 
are telling me that this is a light
weight process. You are telling me 
that you have got to engage in some 
kind of formula development to make 
Members of Congress live up to their 
responsibility. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I was 
elected here to assume these responsi
bilities, not to give them to another 
branch of government, not to hide 
behind some formula, "Let Mikey do 
it, let somebody else do it, let the for
mula do it, let a two-thirds vote do it, 
let the President do it, let a commis
sion do it." 

What the heck were we elected for? 
For us to try to do it. If we are about 
the business of wanting to close bases, 
I would suggest to my colleagues let us 
get on with it. 

Mr. Chairman, I take a second to no 
one in this body in raising my voice in 
the name of peace and challenging the 
insanity of spending multibillions of 
dollars pouring it down a rathole in 
Virginia known as the Pentagon as we 
continue to engage in the politics of 
war and militarism, but if we are going 
to talk about saving money, we have 
got a responsibility to do it. 

I am saying that if the President can 
make an affirmative statement, why 
can we not, as Members of Congress, 
make an affirmative statement? Why 
are we always backing into the deci
sions as if in some way we were 
second-class citizens? I fought to be a 
first-class citizen, and I did not come 
here to Congress to be second class to 
anyone including the executive 
branch. 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman. 

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

Mr. Chairman, let me say that if we 
made our decisions in the Congress 
based on that, we would have closed 
these military bases down 15 years 
ago. If we made these decisions entire
ly on the merits and parochial inter
ests did not play a role, these bases 
would have been closed down 15 years 
ago, and I think this is a great day in 
the House of Representatives that we 
are finally going to pass legislation 
that is going to enable us to close 
down unnecessary bases that should 
have been closed down 15 years ago. 

All I am trying to do is be pragmatic. 
I am saying the membership here and 

now should vote we want to close 
bases, and we support the concept, and 
we are vesting the Commission to look 
at it on a nonpartisan basis and make 
a decision based on the merits. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, this 
business about voting, we are here to 
vote, but we are now here debating, 
and we will vote at the appropriate 
time. All of these vote-birds ought to 
be quiet for a minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH]. 

0 1515 
Mr. KASICH. I appreciate the gen

tleman yielding. One of the reasons we 
do not call up the War Powers Act 
every week on the Persian Gulf is one 
basic reason, because rather than 
having to take a vote on that we would 
rather let the policy go along and not 
have to be recorded, because if we get 
recorded then we are taking an overall 
position and judging the overall 
policy. So what we do is we do not call 
up the War Powers Act. We let things 
continue to go in the gulf until we get 
stirred up enough here that we decide 
we had better take a vote on it. 

What I am arguing in this case is po
litically wrong. The gentleman wants 
to close bases that are unnecessary. So 
do I. The gentleman wants to elimi
nate Pentagon waste and so do · I. 
What is the easiest way to eliminate 
Pentagon waste? The easiest way to 
eliminate Pentagon waste in this case 
is to let the Congress of the United 
States, the House of Representatives 
of the United States say today we 
favor base closings, and if we do not 
like the list that the Commission 
comes out with we will knock it down. 
If we like the list that the Commission 
approves, we are not going to waste 
the taxpayers' money and we are not 
going to waste our time by approving 
something. 

What we are saying is we are going 
to vest the Commission, we are going 
to say you come up with the list, and if 
the list makes sense we are not going 
to take it up in here. It is only if we 
think the list is no good that we re
serve the right to act. 

That gives us the greatest chance in 
the world of eliminating Pentagon 
waste, and that is why I think the 
amendment makes so much sense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. DELLUMS 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
might just add as an aside that the 

vote-birds are disrespectful human 
beings. We are here to engage in a 
process of election. We are going to be 
out on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. 
At least let us take Thursday and do 
the business we are supposed to be 
doing. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say to my colleague from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH] that I respect him 
and I agree with everything the gen
tleman is saying. We need to challenge 
the Pentagon on waste. We are look
ing at a scandal going across the tubes 
and the newspapers every single day 
right now, so we have to engage in 
that. 

I think we need to take the world to 
peace. I think we need to close bases 
that make no sense. We need to save 
taxpayers' dollars, move them into 
other appropriate programs to en
hance the quality of human life for 
people in this country and people 
around the world who are living in 
pain because we are indeed a great 
Nation. 

I would simply say, however, that I 
disagree with the gentleman's judg
ment. The gentleman has two amend
ments. I might say, as one of my col
leagues, I stayed with the gentleman 
as long as I could, and I was with him 
on the first amendment. I cannot be 
with him on the second amendment. 
The reason I cannot be with him on 
the second amendment is because I do 
not agree with his judgment. I think 
we ought to have an affirmative vote. 
Let us face it straight up or down, and 
if people in America look at that vote 
and say you should have closed bases 
and you did not, then they ought to 
get rid of the tapdancers in this Con
gress. Maybe there are too many tap
dancers in here now. But we should 
not be hiding behind formulas and for
mats that do not force us to step up to 
the plate and swing strongly. 

I honestly believe profoundly and in 
my guts and in my brain that a resolu
tion of disapproval, I would say to the 
gentleman from Ohio, is going to 
create a number of back door contacts 
with the Appropriations Committee 
where Members are going to be asking 
to limit funds in order to do it. I think 
we ought to face the issue cleanly and 
squarely and upfront. We do not need 
a two-thirds vote. 

Why do we have a two-thirds vote in 
this situation when it only takes a ma
jority vote for us to engage in a whole 
range of activities? I do not think we 
need a two-thirds vote and I think the 
gentleman would be creating more pol
itics. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. I will try not to consume that 
long. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time that 
we put this thing into a perspective 
which is orthodox and responsible for 



17084 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
a lawmaking body. I am not sure much 
of the discussion has focused on that. 

I think it is important that we 
remind ourselves that under this bill, 
whether it stays as it is or whether the 
proposed amendment is adopted, we 
have a procedure which says to a com
mission come up with a list of bases 
you think should be closed. We say to 
a Secretary of Defense accept or reject 
everything that is on that list, and 
then we say to ourselves send that list 
to us and we cannot change any of it, 
we must accept it all or reject it all. 

Under that context do we really 
want something that says that we 
have gone through all of that and it 
comes to us and that we must specifi
cally pass a resolution of disapproval 
and then override an almost certain 
Executive veto, because surely they 
would not veto it if they had approved 
sending it over here to us? I do not 
want that degree, that order of abdica
tion of our responsibility. 

My distinguished chairman and 
ranking member and others have laid 
out for the Members certain scenarios 
as to what is more or less likely to 
occur, all of which are founded in a 
degree of cynicism that quite frankly I 
am not totally comfortable with. I am 
willing to close unnecessary, costly, 
unjustified military facilities. I am 
willing to support a procedure by 
which we can identify those which are 
and then stand up and make responsi
ble decisions. I am not willing to abdi
cate all decision making to this propo
sition and an anonymous commission, 
however, distinguished, who may have 
to review 800-some domestic bases be
tween now and the end of this year op
erating largely and already with a 
staff which comes to them from the 
bosom of the office of the Secretary of 
Defense, with whatever number of hit 
lists they may have based on ancient 
staff studies of which I know not. 

This is not a thing which we should 
take lightly. This is not a thing where 
we should be abdicating our responsi
bility, certainly not to the extent of 
saying that even if this Congress rises 
up and disapproves of some egregious 
mistakes in a list that is sent over here 
that that is it, that we are powerless to 
do anything about it by a majority 
vote, that we must at least, at the very 
least be able to muster a two-thirds 
majority vote. 

This I think is folly. We ought to 
defeat this amendment. 

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

Mr. BATEMAN. If I have 45 seconds 
remaining, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

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

Let me just say the Kasich motion 
for disapproval is exactly the provision 
adopted by the Armed Services Com
mittee, it is a provision that I adopt in 
my amendment and the Senate adopt-

ed that provision by a vote of 83 to 13. 
It is a provision that allows the Com
mission's work to go forward unless we 
disapprove of it. 

Mr. BATEMAN. I would like to re
claim my time and respond. There was 
no focus on the realities of this propo
sition in the Armed Services Commit
tee. I cannot speak for the quality of 
debate in the Senate of the United 
States. I will say that my judgment on 
this issue has been formed on this 
floor during the only meaningful 
debate on this aspect of the subject 
that I have heard. 

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

Mr. BATEMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, as 
a point of information I would like to 
let the gentleman know that according 
to my calculations, if this Commission 
were to visit every one of the 800-some 
bases before making a report, they 
would have to visit 7 bases a day start
ing tomorrow morning for every day 
until the time that they were required 
to submit that report, 7 bases a day. 
That is if they did not work on week
ends. If they worked on weekends they 
would have to visit at least five bases 
every day between now and the date. 

Mr. BATEMAN. I thank the gentle
man for that information and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words 
and I rise in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say I 
think there have been several good 
points made on both sides of this 
debate. The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] made some good 
points. My colleagues, the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN], made 
some good points, and it is with great 
respect for both of them and others 
that I disagree with them. 

I do not believe that the Congress 
abdicates its responsibility, Mr. Chair
man, when we agree to a procedure 
that is provided for by the Constitu
tion of the United States. What are we 
afraid of by the possibility of a Presi
dential veto? Our forefathers devel
oped a Constitution with checks and 
balances in it, and one of those bal
ances was the possibility of a veto 
which would then require a two-thirds 
vote to override. That is the constitu
tional process. Those who oppose the 
Kasich amendment are opposed to 
that constitutional process. 

What are they going to tell the 
American people, whom I believe can 
see right through this-that they are 
not willing to take their chances to be 
able to override a veto, that they want 
to be able to defeat base closing with a 
mere majority vote? They are the ones 
who are opposing the constitutional 
process. 

Our chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. AsPIN], makes a 
valid point too. He says it may not 
matter; that the vote to close bases 
will be overwhelming in any event. I 
hope he is right, that the specific pro
cedure does not matter. I would hope, 
however, if it does matter, if for exam
ple colleagues from a particular State 
decide to support their colleague in 
whose district a base is being closed 
and, therefore, we have many more 
votes in opposition to the closing of a 
base than we might expect, that we 
would have the possibility of our usual 
constitutional process at work. 

With the Kasich amendment we 
would have the ability to adopt a 
motion of disapproval, and if the 
President then decided to veto that, 
we would have to override that with a 
two-thirds vote. So in either event I 
agree with the Committee on Armed 
Services and the committee chairman 
and ranking member that this amend
ment is a good amendment. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, and I think 
this is the fundamental point, and the 
point that this debate must revolve 
itself down to, many in this body say 
let us respect this body. let us under
stand that our constituents send us 
here to make decisions and we ought 
to make those decisions. There are two 
answers. No. 1, we do have a voice in 
making the decision with the motion 
of disapproval which, as the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] 
points out, can be brought to the floor 
and a vote insisted on. But more im
portantly, I think the American tax
payers are asking this Congress, they 
are looking us right in the eye and 
asking, "Have you been doing your 
duty? Have you been exercising that 
responsibility that we asked you to ex
ercise?" The answer, my colleagues, is 
a sad "No." 

In the last 10 or 11 years we have 
not been able to close a single major 
base in this country. We have not per
mitted it to be done. Why? Pure poli
tics. 

Who are we trying to fool? The 
American taxpa~ ers understand that. 
If we do not adopt the Kasich amend
ment, I believe that the media in this 
country is going to point it out to all 
of our constituents, that what we 
wanted to do was to pass a proposed 
solution that looks good, but in point 
of fact will not end up closing any 
bases. 

Not to approve the Kasich amend
ment is actually to, in effect, leave the 
status quo, and we have not been able 
to close any bases under the status 
quo. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentlewom
an from California. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
would like to correct the record be
cause I have a base in my district that 
was closed long before I got here. The 
community accepted it. It was not 
easy. Unfortunately, it has been sit
ting as a toxic waste dump for all of 
this time. 

Mr. KYL. If I can reclaim my time, 
the gentlewoman misquoted me. I said 
in the last 10 or 11 years. 

Mrs. BOXER. It was just about this 
time that the base was closed. 

Mr. KYL. That is right, the last 10 
or 11 years. I think the statistics are 
unassailable. We have not closed a 
single major military base in the coun
try during that time, and that is be
cause the final say lies with the Con
gress. 

I support the gentlewoman from 
California in her desire to clean up 
bases, and I think it is also incumbent 
upon those serious about closing bases 
and serious about cleaning up the en
vironment at those bases not to adopt 
a proposal here that, in effect, is going 
to be a ruse, that will not allow any 
bases to be closed; and that is why it is 
so important that we adopt the Kasich 
amendment which permits the Con
gress to deal with the issue, on a reso
lution to oppose the recommendation 
of the Commission. But it does not put 
us in the position where a mere major
ity can kill it by refusing to adopt an 
affirmative vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to the 
gentlewoman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am not going to try 
to continue, but the Hamilton Air 
Force Base was shut down and it was 
moved. 

I just want to say for the record that 
President Reagan has not submitted 
one base closure in 8 years, so I think 
all this blame Congress, blame Con
gress one way or the other is absolute
ly wrong. 

Mr. KYL. Reclaiming my time, 
blame the Congress or the President; 
the fact is that it has not been done. I 
think the administration knows that it 
would be a futile gesture indeed to 
send up a base closure to this body 
that is not about to vote for it, so 
there is no point in sending them up 
here. 

I am willing to cast the blame wher
ever it ought to go, but here we are 
now with a Secretary of Defense who 
is willing to close bases, willing to sup
port a Commission recommendation. 
Let us take advantage of that opportu
nity, and in this last year of this ad
ministration, where we are not going 
to have any politics played, take ad
vantage of the opportunity and adopt 
the Kasich amendment. 

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

words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been kind of 
interesting listening to the debate. 
First let me indicate that I stand in 
opposition to the amendment and in 
support of the Government Oper
ations Committee position and that of 
an affirmative vote by this Congress 
on any recommendation by the Com
mission. 

The previous speaker, to myself, in
dicated that it would be possible to 
defeat base closing by a mere majority 
vote. 

0 1530 
And to that speaker I say, "My God, 

is that ever radical?" It seems to me 
that is the way we operate around 
here every day. In order to pass any 
legislation we have to conjure up a 
mere majority, for our Government is 
based on majority rule. If we are going 
to carry the gentleman's amendment 
to total absurdity, let us adopt that 
type of approach for all legislation. 
Let us adopt that approach for all 13 
appropriation bills and any Ways and 
Means tax bills. 

I would love to have the Foreign Af
fairs appropriation bill come before us 
and I have an opportunity to vote dis
approval. At that point in time all 435 
of us vote disapproval. The President, 
who is the only one in town having to 
act responsibly, would then veto it and 
then we would locate only one-third 
plus one Member of either House to 
sustain the veto and at that point the 
dollars are spent. Let us do that on a 
tax bill. It is not easy standing before 
a voting machine voting "aye" for a 
tax increase, but at times that hap
pens to be the responsible way to do it. 
So let us adopt this new approach. 
Any tax bill on the floor, from here on 
out, will come up under a disapproval. 
At that time, all of us will have the 
luxury to play Cool Hands Luke or 
Clean Hands Luke, and I will bet your 
bottom dollar every Member in here is 
going to vote to disapprove that. "My 
God, how absurd to increase taxes in a 
responsible manner." 

But then we have to rely on the 
President who says, "Yes, in order to 
keep the Government running we 
have to do this." Then subsequently 
one-third plus one of one House or the 
other will vote to increase taxes. Now 
if in fact we want to provide for Gov
ernment by one-thirds plus one, let us 
change the Constitution to do that. 
Let us not play games on this bill, that 
we are going to do disapproval on a 
couple of appropriation bills tomor
row, because those are toughies too, 
and God knows we have to face reelec
tion every 2 years, let us put a disap
proval-type clause on those. 

Mr. Chairman, how about the con
troversial bills? The easy ones we will 
vote approval; the controversial ones 

we will come through the back door 
and legislate in reverse. 

I think we are setting a bad prece
dent. If in fact we want to be honest 
with ourselves, we want to be honest 
with this Congress, let us go to the ul
timate end, let us knock out not only 
the approval of Mr. BRooKs but also 
the disapproval and let us have the 
Commission do it. Let the Commission 
have sole authority to close bases. 
Then we can all take the floor in our 
1-minutes and we will all have clean 
hands and we will blame those son-of
a-guns wherever they might reside. 

Let us not have legislation around 
here by one-third plus one because I 
think if we are going to do so legally, 
we are going to have to change our 
Constitution and our way of govern
ment to provide for that. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
make a couple of points which I think 
are very important. 

First of all, I have been on the Com
mittee on Government Operations for 
26 years and in the first 20 years we 
had many instances in which we used 
this matter of disapproval, particular
ly with reference to reorganization 
bills. It is very confusing. 

As a matter of fact, it got to a point 
where we had to require that the 
chairman of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations and the chairman 
of the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs of the Senate mandatorily had 
to introduce legislation to disapprove 
the reorganization plan, then we had 
to have hearings, then we had to 
report the bill out and then we had to 
vote on it. 

Now as a matter of fact, and I would 
like to make this very clear, I think 
those who are arguing for the disap
proval procedure, their point is well 
made because they will, they hope 
that they will avoid a vote by the 
membership on the question as to 
whether or not those base closures 
that are proposed should be closed. 

The Committee on Government Op
erations which has had more experi
ence in this area than any other com
mittee because we used those disap
proval resolutions for many years, and 
then we got back to the approval type 
which is what we have provided in this 
legislation. Let me just read to you so 
you understand what I am - talking 
about. In the bill before us, H.R. 4481, 
it states after January 19, 1989, but no 
later than March 1, 1989, a resolution 
shall be introduced in the House, in 
the Senate and then we would have to 
vote it up or down within a certain 
period. 

Now we would have before us all the 
information, we would have to vote it 
up or down in order for it to proceed. 



17086 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
As a matter of fact, if you turn to the 
proposal that Mr. ARMEY has by way 
of a substitute which basically is the 
Kasich amendment, it starts off by 
saying that the Secretary may not 
carry out any closures or realignments 
under this act if within a certain 
period of time, and then it goes on for 
about five or six pages trying to detail 
the complicated procedures which are 
involved in a disapproval resolution. 
But the simple proposal that the Com
mittee on Government Operations 
came to and which we proposed in this 
legislation is to give the Members of 
the House an opportunity to vote up 
or down. It is very simple. You are 
dealing with a very unusual situation 
of the delegation of power, a delega
tion of legislative authority to the Sec
retary of Defense. Now, with all due 
respect to Mr. ARMEY, in his earlier 
bill he did not provide for any type of 
disapproval resolution. But he does 
provide it here. But in my judgment I 
think the Members of Congress, as 
they very well point out, are ducking 
the issue. And the issue is we ought to 
have the right to vote on it up or down 
prior to the time it goes into effect. It 
is just that simple. But it is a compli
cated procedure if you try to use this 
disapproval procedure. 

Also, I think it does do away with 
the obligation of the Members to vote 
affirmatively on such an important 
matter as the closure of these bases. 

In other words, you are buying a pig 
in a poke if you say now you can close 
those bases, what other bases you 
want to come up with. And I think 
that as Members of Congress your 
people are going to hold you to that 
vote more than they are going to hold 
you to a vote of up or down after you 
see what is on the table and after you 
understand what is involved and after 
you know what they are proposing as 
a result of this 6-month study that 
they are going to be making in order 
to have it on the table by December 
31. 

So I urge you to vote against this 
amendment and vote for the bill 
which does have a procedure for the 
Members of Congress to vote up or 
down on whether or not we want to go 
with the base closures that the com
mission recommends. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment offered by my col
league from Ohio [Mr. KAsiCH]. I 
think we ought to remember as we 
consider this amendment what the 
purpose of this bill is. The purpose of 
this bill is to facilitate the closing of 
military bases which ought to be 
closed, should have been closed over 
the last 10 years. The question before 
us is, procedurally, do we make it 
harder or easier to accomplish the 

task of closing those bases? The simple 
fact of the matter is, as all of us know 
who have been in this body very long, 
that it is more likely that Congress 
will uphold the base closing if it can be 
done without a vote and it is less likely 
that Congress will uphold the base 
closing if an affirmative vote is re
quired. 

The previous speaker from Wiscon
sin mentioned that maybe we ought to 
have the same procedure on tax legis
lation, maybe we should not have tax 
legislation unless with or without a 
vote. 

I would mention to you that on the 
markup for the Tax Reform Act of 
1986 there was a chairman's mark, and 
at first in the committee the rule was, 
for one day, that no part of the chair
man's mark could continue to be in 
the bill unless after discussion it was 
an affirmative vote to keep it in the 
mark. 

Very quickly, in 24 hours we saw 
there would never be a tax reform bill, 
never be a tax reform bill if that pro
cedure were followed. 

So we changed it the next day to a 
procedure that said that the chair
man's mark would stay in, any item 
would stay in the chairman's mark 
unless there were a vote to take it 
back out. 

Same thing on the congressional pay 
raises. An effort was made several 
years ago to make sure that when the 
recommendation of the President's 
commission came to Congress, it would 
go into effect unless there was a vote 
of the Congress to reject it. I think 
there is little doubt but what there 
would not be a congressional pay raise, 
would not have been one last year if 
there had been an affirmative require
ment that there must be a positive 
vote by the Congress on a pay rise. 

We all know that we are going to 
have difficult times fiscally in the next 
few years. The Pentagon is going to be 
chronically short of money. They will 
be lucky to get funds for zero growth 
over the next several years. 

It is critically important for those 
who believe in a strong defense and 
paying for the weapons systems we 
have already put into effect that as 
much money as possible be available 
to those. 

If that is going to be the case we are 
going to have to close some of these 
bases. If we want real plant closing, a 
real opportunity to get the plants 
closed we are more likely to get it with 
the Kasich amendment attached to 
this bill; so that when the recommen
dations come through if we think in 
general it is a good recommendation 
that the President submits to us, we 
need not have a vote. Now let us not 
kid ourselves, we can talk all we want 
about congressional prerogatives but 
the truth of the matter is it is easier to 
accomplish what we want do do in a 
difficult area politically if Congress 

does not have to vote on it for it to go 
into effect. 

So I think the gentleman from Ohio, 
my colleague, has offered an excellent 
amendment and I hope very much 
that the House will support his 
amendment. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words and I will take less than half 
a minute. 

I only want to take this time because 
misinformation has been given today 
here about base closures. I have taken 
out of the Department of Defense 
yearbook, and I want you to listen to 
these figures: Since January 1969 
through January 1986, 485 military in
stallations have been closed or put in 
caretaker status. Of those 485 installa
tions that have been closed, 132 of 
them were major bases. The Secretary 
has the authority, let us continue to 
let him do it; defeat this amendment. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

I will not take the full 5 minutes. 
I just wanted to say a couple of 

things, answer a couple of things that 
have been said here on the floor. 

It has been talked about that this is 
a bad delegation of power by the Con
gress of our authority here. But the 
fact is Congress has done this many 
times in the past because the most ob
vious recent example of that is 
Gramm-Rudman where if we do not 
do something then the automatic pro
visions kick in. 

Now I know that many of those who 
spoke on this were not proponents of 
the passage of the Gramm-Rudman 
Act. But the fact is that that is an ex
ample of how this Congress has recog
nized that we have a particular prob
lem because sometimes we cannot act 
because of our own narrow political in
terests and we need to reverse the 
process, we need to say that it is going 
to happen unless we take action to 
stop it from happening. 

That is precisely the case that exists 
here. We have heard the argument a 
few moments age that if we do not do 
this kind of thin6, why not next will 
we not take a tax bill and delegate 
that to some commission and then 
unless Congress acts we will not have a 
tax bill. I would suggest that is a very 
different kind of argument. 

A tax bill, the policy in making the 
taxes, the policy is making the taxes, 
what you put into the tax bill. Here is 
the policy in making the tax is what 
you put into the tax bill. Here the 
policy is a decision that we agreed that 
there are unnecessary bases that may 
need to be closed and there needs to 
be a procedure for closing that base. 
The policy is not which base to close, 
the policy is not which building, which 
square acre of land or lot may be occu-
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pied by a military base. We have given 
a military mission to the Department 
of Defense, in this case to provide the 
mission for the security of this coun
try. We should not be getting into the 
micromanagement of that every day. 
Just as we do not tell an agency 
whether they should buy pens or pen
cils, we tell them, "Here is the job that 
we give you, the objective that we 
have for this agency. Now go out and 
get it accomplished." And whether 
they use pencils or pens or computers 
to get it done is an object, a decision 
that they should have to make. 

Similarly here, we should tell the 
Department of Defense meet these na
tional security needs within these 
guidelines that we give you. Where ex
actly you put a particular tank or a 
particular plane or a particular ship is 
not a decision that a Congress should 
always be making. 

Certainly in this case by giving our
selves the ability to say no, to tum 
down the closing of the bases I think 
we have given ourselves ample protec
tion for that. This is not a dangerous 
delegation of congressional power. I 
think it is a reasonable approach to 
what is a very difficult problem. 

0 1545 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentle

man from Texas. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if I 

might state this very briefly, the gen
tleman from Mississippi made a very 
good point in which he indicated there 
had been some major bases closed 
since 1969. The point to which we ad
dressed this legislation is that no 
major base has been closed since 1979 
when the O'Neill-Cohen legislation 
was put in place in response to the clo
sures between 1969 and 1977. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen
tleman's point. I thought it was well 
taken, but I did want to clear up that 
one point, and I think we ought to 
now vote to pass the Kasich amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. KAsrcH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 250, noes 
138, not voting 43, as follows: 

Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 

[Roll No. 2211 
AYE8-250 

AuCoin 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bates 

Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Btl bray 

Boehlert Hughes 
Bonker Hunter 
Brennan Hyde 
Broomfield Inhofe 
Brown <CO> Ireland 
Buechner Jacobs 
Bunning Johnson <CT> 
Burton Johnson <SD> 
Byron Kanjorski 
Callahan Kaptur 
Campbell Kasich 
Cardin Kastenmeier 
Carper Kennelly 
Carr Kildee 
Chandler Kolbe 
Chapman Konnyu 
Clarke Kostmayer 
Clement Kyl 
Clinger LaFalce 
Coats Lagomarsino 
Coble Lancaster 
Coleman <MO> Lantos 
Conte Latta 
Cooper Leach<IA> 
Coughlin Lehman <FL> 
Courter Levin <MI> 
Craig Levine <CA> 
Crane Lewis <FL> 
Dannemeyer Lightfoot 
Darden Livingston 
Daub Lloyd 
DeLay Lowery <CA> 
Derrick Lowry <W A> 
DeWine Lujan 
Dickinson Luken, Thomas 
DioGuardi Lukens, Donald 
Dorgan <ND> Mack 
Dornan <CA> Markey 
Downey Martin (IL) 
Dreier Mazzoli 
Durbin McCandless 
Eckart McCollum 
Edwards <OK> McCrery 
Emerson McCurdy 
Erdreich McDade 
Fawell McEwen 
Feighan McHugh 
Fish McMillan <NC> 
Frank Meyers 
Frenzel Mfume 
Gallegly Michel 
Gallo Miller <OH> 
Garcia Miller <WA> 
Gejdenson Molinari 
Gekas Mollohan 
Gibbons Moody 
Gilman Moorhead 
Gingrich Morella 
Glickman Morrison <CT> 
Goodling Morrison <W A> 
Gordon Murphy 
Gradison Neal 
Grandy Nichols 
Green Nielson 
Gunderson Nowak 
Hall <TX> Oberstar 
Hamilton Obey 
Hammerschmidt Owens <UT> 
Hansen Oxley 
Harris Packard 
Hefley Panetta 
Henry Parris 
Herger Patterson 
Hiler Pease 
Holloway Penny 
Hopkins Petri 
Houghton Porter 
Hubbard Price 
Huckaby Pursell 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Atkins 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown(CA) 

NOES-138 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Chappell 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Davis UL> 
Davis <MI> 
de la Garza 
Dellums 

Rahall 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rogers 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith(NJ> 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Solomon 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelli 
Traxler 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Whittaker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Yates 

Dicks 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Edwards <CA> 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Flake 
Florio 

Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gonzalez 
Grant 
Gray <IL> 
Gray<PA> 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hastert 
Hawkins 
Hayes <IL> 
Hayes<LA> 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hutto 
Jenkins 
Jones<NC> 
Jontz 
Kennedy 
Kleczka 
Leath<TX> 
Leland 
Lent 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <GA> 

Lipinski 
Lott 
Madigan 
Manton 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McGrath 
McM1llen <MD> 
M1ller <CA> 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Oakar 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens<NY> 
Pashayan 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Qu1llen 
Rangel 
Ravenel 

Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter <VA> 
Snowe 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Swift 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Watkins 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 

NOT VOTING-43 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Badham 
Beilenson 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Bustamante 
Cheney 
Clay 
DeFazio 
Dixon 
Dwyer 

English 
Fields 
Flippo 
Gephardt 
Gregg 
Hatcher 
Jeffords 
Jones(TN) 
Kemp 
Kolter 
Lehman<CA> 
Lungren 
MacKay 
Marlenee 
Mavroules 
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Mica 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Ray 
Richardson 
Rose 
Roth 
Scheuer 
SolarL 
Spence 
Stokes 
Wortley 
Wylie 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Bilirak.is for, with Mr. Roth against. 
Mr. Marlenee for, with Mr. Solarz against. 
Messrs. SKEEN, TALLON, and 

YOUNG of Alaska changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. OBERSTAR, GEKAS, SOL
OMON, and SMITH of Florida, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Ms. SLAUGHTER of 
New York, Mr. PARRIS, and Mr. 
SCHAEFER changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

0 1615 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
FOLEY] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
VoLKMER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 4481) to provide for the 
closing and realigning of certain mili
tary installations during a certain 
period, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 

SENATE 
A further message from the Senate 

by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 
10, 12, 24, 29, 34, 36, and 44 to the bill 
<H.R. 4567) "An act making appropria
tions for energy and water develop
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1988, and for other pur
poses." 

The message also announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
above-entitled bill. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed bills of the fol
lowing titles, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 1544. An act to amend the National 
Trails System Act to provide for coopera
tion with State and local governments for 
the improved management of certain Feder
al lands, and for other purposes, and 

S. 2595. An act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1989 for the Office of 
the U.S. Trade Representative, the U.S. 
International Trade Commission, and the 
U.S. Customs Service. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked to proceed for 1 minute that I 
might inquire of the distinguished ma
jority leader the program for the rest 
of the day and for next week, and I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished Republican leader 
for yielding. 

We have risen, as the House knows, 
on this particular legislation and we 
will try to reschedule it as soon as pos
sible. We hope we will be able to do 
that next week. 

The schedule for next week is that 
the House will not be in session tomor
row. We will meet at noon on Monday 
to consider 15 suspensions, as follows: 

H.R. 4861, to authorize grants for 
State Veterans' Cemeteries; 

H.R. 4315, John Muir National His
toric Site Land Addition; 

H.R. 4375, to improve management 
of certain public lands in Michigan; 

H.R. 4675, to extend drug abuse pre
vention activities under the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act; 

H.R. 4676, to extend the Temporary 
Child Care for Handicapped Children 
and Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986; 

H.J. Res. 600, 50th anniversary of 
the FDA; 

H.R. 3361, to establish the National 
Institute of Deafness; 

H.R. 4833, Nursing Shortage Reduc
tion and Education Extension Act; 

H.R. 4915, to extend the grant pro
gram for the prevention and control of 
sexually transmitted diseases; 

H.R. 25, Whistleblower Protection 
Act of 1988; 

H.R. 2882, Excellence in Govern
ment Management Act of 1988; 

H.R. 457 4, Federal Employees Cost 
Savings Awards Act; 

H.R. 4340, Retirement and Survi
vors' Annuities for Bankruptcy Judges 
and Magistrates Act of 1988; 

H.R. 4064, to authorize appointment 
of additional bankruptcy judges; and 

H.R. 4758, Public Safety Officers' 
Death Benefits Amendments of 1988. 

On Tuesday, July 12, the House will 
meet at noon to consider H.R. 1516, 
the Tongass Timber Reform Act, 
under an open rule, with 1¥2 hours of 
debate. Then we will consider recorded 
votes made in order on Monday for 
suspension debated on Monday. 

There will be no Monday votes, as 
previously announced, but there will 
be votes on Tuesday on the Tongass 
bill and on ordered votes from 
Monday. 

On Wednesday, July 13, the House 
will meet at 11 a.m. and consider S. 
2527, the Plant Closing Notification 
Act, subject to a rule, and H.R. 4848, 
the Omnibus Trade and Competitive
ness Act of 1988, subject to a rule. 

On Thursday, July 14, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. to consider the 
conference report on H.R. 4264, the 
Department of Defense authorization 
for fiscal year 1989, subject to a rule. 

H.R. 3964, to establish a National 
Park System Review Board, subject to 

·a rule. 
And H.R. 4519, the Arizona/Florida 

Land Exchange Act, subject to a rule. 
At the conclusion of business on 

Thursday, the House will adjourn for 
the Democratic National Convention 
district work period. 

Of course, this announcement is 
made subject to the usual caution that 
conference reports may be brought up 
at any time and any further program 
will be announced later. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, might I 
inquire of the distinguished gentle
man, in view of the Committee rising 
on the bill on which we were just con
sidering, is it the judgment of the ma
jority leader then that this would be a 
matter for continuation then on Tues
day after the rollcalls on the suspen
sions that may have been ordered 
from Monday? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, we would try 
to do that on either Tuesday or Thurs
day. I cannot advise the gentleman 
precisely which day, but it is possible 
to do it on Tuesday if we finish the 
other business at a sufficiently early 
hour. 

Mr. MICHEL. Well, I might make 
the observation, I guess if I had my 
druthers to make that decision now, I 
would say Tuesday. Looking again at 

Thursday, just like today, we get the 
kind of pressure that, well, now, we 
have planes and we are all leaving and 
you are leaving for your convention. I 
would hope that there would be some 
kind of agreement or arrangement 
that next Thursday when getaway 
time comes that it is determined 
enough in advance that we do not 
have that problem with cancellations. 

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman makes a 
good point and we will try to accom
modate that. 

Mr. MICHEL. If that is the case, 
then it would seem to me that unless 
there is some big to-do next Tuesday 
night of which this Member is not 
aware, but recognizing that that has 
to be a consideration sometimes, Mem
bers might be advised to work a little 
bit later on Tuesday in order to make 
sure that we do not have to be around 
here forever on Thursday. 

Perhaps the gentleman knows some
thing that I do not know that would 
foreclose that from happening. 

Mr. FOLEY. No. I do want to reserve 
the possibility that we may be looking 
at some alteration in the schedule in 
order to try to accommodate this legis
lation. 

The only thing I can assure the gen
tleman without any question is that 
we will take votes on Tuesday and we 
will take up the Tongass bill and we 
will take up the legislation on Wednes
day, particularly the legislation on 
plant closing and trade. 

I am sensitive to the gentleman's 
statements that we did not want to 
have a late session on Thursday, so I 
will take those things under consider
ation. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Let me thank the distinguished ma
jority leader for all that he has done 
to help us schedule this bill. I realize 
that time is getting late and Members 
are trying to get home, especially the 
Members on the west coast. For that 
reason, I was more than happy to 
agree that we ought to rise now and 
proceed. That having been the case, 
though, let me assure all the member
ship that I will be happy to stay here 
as late as necessary on Tuesday 
evening in order to complete this legis
lation, and I would like to believe that 
all my colleagues would be willing to 
do the same. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JULY 11, 1988 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
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House adjourns on today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
VoLKMER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Washing
ton? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 13, 1988 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Tuesday, July 12, 
1988, it adjourn to meet at 11 a.m. on 
Wednesday, July 13, 1988. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 1988. 

Hon. JIM WRIGHT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my 

resignation to the House Committee on the 
Judiciary effective today. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
E. CLAY SHAW, Jr., 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the resignation is ac
cepted. 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
WORKS AND TRANSPORTA
TION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR before the House the following resig-
WEDNESDA Y BUSINESS ON nation as a member of the Select Com-
WEDNESDAY NEXT mittee on Public Works and Transpor
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednes
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes
day next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NAR
COTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following resig
nation as a member of the Select Com
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Con
trol: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 1988. 

Hon. JIM WRIGHT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my 

resignation to the House Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control effective 
today. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
E. CLAY SHAW, Jr., 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the resignation is ac
cepted. 

There was no objection. 

tation: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 7, 1988. 
Hon. JIM WRIGHT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my 

resignation to the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation effective 
today. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
E. CLAY SHAW, Jr., 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the resignation is ac
cepted. 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION AS MEMBER OF COM
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged resolution <H. Res. 490) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 490 
Resolved, That Representative Shaw of 

Florida be and is hereby elected to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
TO HAVE UNTIL 5 P.M. FRIDAY, 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF JULY 8, 1988, TO FILE REPORTS 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY ON H.R. 4833, H.R. 3361 AND 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid H.R. 4915 
before the House the following resig- Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
nation as a member of the Select Com- unanimous consent that the Commit
mittee on the Judiciary: tee on Energy and Commerce may 

have until 5 p.m., Friday, July 8, 1988, 
to file reports on the following bills: 

H.R. 4833, Nursing Shortage Reduc
tion and Education Extension Act of 
1988; 

H.R. 3361, National Institute on 
Deafness and other Communication 
Disorders; and 

H.R. 4915, to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise and to 
extend the program of grants for the 
prevention and control of sexually 
transmitted diseases. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

ALABAMANS ADVISE 
GOVERNMENT LEADERS 

(Mr. ERDREICH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, about 
10,000 people across my district in Jef
ferson County, AL responded to my 
annual questionnaire. Their answers 
provided good advice for Congress. 

Forty percent felt the Federal 
budget deficit was the No. 1 problem 
facing Alabama, with 26 percent 
saying education was the No. 1 priori
ty, and 17 percent selecting economic 
growth. 

Forty-two percent felt a freeze on 
Federal spending, except Social Secu
rity and Medicare was the best way to 
reduce the deficit, while another 42 
percent felt across-the-board spending 
reductions are the best way to elimi
nate red ink spending. 

Eighty-eight percent supported 
using the military in the fight against 
illegal drugs, and 73 percent supported 
naval escorts by the United States in 
the Persian Gulf. 

Although 73 percent opposed Feder
al grants to assist in child care, 64 per
cent favored expanding Medicare to 
provide for long-term care. 

Strong majorities favored the adop
tion of tougher trade laws, continuing 
efforts to attain an arms reduction 
treaty with the Soviets and line-item 
veto authority for the President. 

I would like to tha.I.lk the almost 
10,000 residents who took the time to 
give me their views. Their opinions 
help me do a better job representing 
Jefferson County in Congress, and 
place in the RECORD the entire results, 
good Alabama common sense for Con
gress to follow. 
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Number Percent V/A (percent) 

1. What is the number one problem facing Alabama? 
a. The Federal budget deficit... ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ." ............... .. 
b. Trade .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
c. Education .................................................................................................................. .................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
d. AIDS ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
e. Economic growth ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 
f. Other .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 

2. Which of the followin~ think is the best way to reduce the Federal budget deficit? 

~: ~~~ ::a~l spendi~~g ::i=~d.::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::: :: ::::::::::::: :: :::::::: ::::: :::: ::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::: :: ::: 
3. If c. ~~ea=al :OO~g aCS"~~· ~cep~tor J:~t~~~~nds:n~~:,e ·would" .. yoii""$iipjiOii""a'"'COiii~iia·iiOii .... of'resiraiiii""Oii""a'ii"'Fedeiai"'SPeii\iiiig"'aiid'"iieW"'iaX"'iiiCiea.ses?" 

a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 
b. No .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

4. Do yoo think the current level of Federal domestic spending is: 

u:~~~~:.::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: : :: : :::::: ::: : : ::::::::: :: ::::::::: : :::: : : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: : ::: :: :::::::: : ::::: :::::::: ::: :: ::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: :: : :: 
c. Too little? ............................................................ ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 

Do yoo think the current level of defense spending is: 

u:~~~~:. : :: :: : : :::: : :: : : ::::: : ::::: ::: : :::::::::::::: : : : : : :::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: :::: : :: ::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: : :::::::: :: : : ::::: :::::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: :::: ::: ::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
c. Too little? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

5. Do yoo favor the use of the U.S. military to assist in preventing the movement of illegal drugs across our borders? 
a. Yes ................................................................................................... ................................................................................................................. ........................................................................................ .. 
b. No ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........ .. 

6. Should the Federal Government make grants to assist public and non-profit child care centers? 
a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
b. No ........................................ : ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

7. Medicare currently does not pay for long-term home-based or nursing horne care. Do yoo favor legislation to provide long-term care for the elderly and chronically ill, even if it means increasing the 
Medicare payroll lax for people with higher incomes? 

a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
b. No .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

8. Do yoo support the continued deployment of United States Navy escorts for shipping vessels in the Persian Gulf? 
a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 
b. No ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

9. Do yoo favor adopting stronger U.S. trade laws to ensure full and fair U.S. participation in international trade? 
a. Yes ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
b. No ........................................................ ..................................................................................................... ..... .......................................................................................................... ................................. .. 

10. Do yoo favor adopting policies to limit imports from countries that compete unfairly with U.S. goods, even if it means higher consumer prices? 
a. Yes ........................................................................................ ......................................................... ............................................................................................................................................... ............ .. 
b. No ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 

11. Do yoo favor continuing efforts for an arms reduction treaty with the Soviet Union? 
a. Yes ................................................................................................................................................... .. ............................................ ........................................................................................................... .. 
b. No .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

12. Do yoo support granting U.S. Presidents the authority to veto budgetary "line items" without vetoing entire budget appropriation bills? 
a. Yes ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .......................................................................................... . 
b. No ......................................................................................................................................................................................... ..................................................................................................................... . 

3934 40 158 (1.60) 
446 5 

2560 26 
298 3 

1722 17 
781 8 

4,130 42 507 (5.12) 
1,134 11 
4,128 42 

3,755 38 1,086 (10.97) 
5,058 51 

1,728 17 360 (3.64) 
6,423 65 
1,388 14 

4,443 45 292 (2.95) 
3,784 38 
1,380 14 

8,710 88 189 (1.91) 
1,000 10 

2,924 30 320 (3.23) 
6,655 67 

6,333 64 386 (3.90) 
3,180 32 

7,261 73 371 (3.75) 
2,267 23 

7,618 77 409 (4.13) 
1,872 19 

7,157 72 338 (3.41) 
2,404 24 

8,013 81 266 (2.69) 
1,620 16 

7,936 80 287 (2.90) 
1,676 17 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
WOULD REQUIRE LIGHT 

My bill simply adds light duty trucks 
to the existing Automobile Informa
tion Disclosure Act. I urge my col
leagues to support this measure. 

<B> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "automobiles" each place it occurs. 

TRUCKS TO MEET LABELING 
REQUIREMENTS 
<Mr. PETRI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.> 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill to include light 
trucks in the labeling requirements of 
the Automobile Information Disclo
sure Act. 

In March, I received a letter from 
Mr. and Mrs. Toshner of Fond du Lac, 
WI. They wrote about their experi
ences buying a pick-up truck last 
winter. Only after they had purchased 
the truck did they discover that they 
had been misled about optional versus 
standard equipment. That cost them a 
lot of money. They found out that 
manufacturers are not required to pro
vide the same information on light 
trucks as they do on cars. So, they 
wrote to ask me to introduce a bill 
that would require the same window 
display stickers to be placed on light 
trucks as on cars. 

When Congress passed the Automo
bile Information Disclosure Act in the 
late 1950's, light trucks were not 
nearly as popular as they are today. 
However, by last year, they accounted 
for one third of all passenger vehicles 
sold. It's time we required the same 
disclosures for these vehicles as we do 
for cars. 

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The amendments made by section 1 shall 

apply with respect to light duty trucks <as 
defined in section 2 of the Automobile In

A bill to amend the Automobile Information formation Disclosure Act> manufactured 
H.R.-

Disclosure Act to make the requirements after October 1, 1989. 
of that Act applicable to light duty trucks 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. LABEL REQUIREMENTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 3 of the Automo
bile Information Disclosure Act (15 U.S.C. 
1232> is amended-

<1> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "new automobiles", 

<2> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "new automobile", and 

(3) by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "such automobile" each place it 
occurs. 

(b) DEFINITION.-Section 2 of SUCh Act (15 
U.S.C. 1231) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(i) The term 'light duty truck' means a 
truck of not more than six thousand pounds 
gross vehicle weight.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMI:NDMENTS.-
(1) Section 2 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 1231> 

is amended 
<A> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 

after "new automobiles" each place it occurs 
in paragraphs <e> and (h), and 

<B> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "new automobiles" each place it occurs 
in paragraphs <f> and (g). 

(2) Section 4 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 1233) 
is amended-

<A> by inserting "or light duty trucks" 
after "new automobiles" each place it 
occurs, and 

ADIRONDACKS AND OTHER 
AREAS BELEAGUERED BY ACID 
RAIN 
<Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks, and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to call my colleagues' attention 
to a front-page article in today's edi
tion of the New York Times. The arti
cle reports that over a quarter of the 
lakes and ponds in the Adirondack 
Mountains are so acidic that the vast 
majority of those can no longer sup
port fish. 

The article goes on to report that 
the study was sponsored in part and fi
nanced by New York's utilities, and, 
further, that of the 1,245 Adirondack 
lakes surveyed, the study found that 
319 of them, or 26 percent, were so 
acidic, with the pH factor of 5 or 
below, that except under rare circum
stances they can no longer contain 
fish. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for America 
to wake up. This cancer called acid 
rain is systematically destroying our 
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waterways, our forests, and our build
ings. It is a very serious threat to our 
public health. It is time to do some
thing about it, not just for the Adiron
dacks but for Florida and Colorado 
and for some Members' beloved Texas. 
It is time to do something about it. Let 
us demand of our Presidential candi
dates that they tell us where they 
stand on the issue of acid rain. Let us 
demand to know from our candidates 
for Congress where they stand on this 
important issue of acid rain. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot wait any 
longer. 

ACID RAIN IMPERILS ADIRONDACKS FISH 

<By Elizabeth Kolbert> 
ALBANY, July 6.-0ver a quarter of the 

lakes and ponds in the Adirondack Moun
tains are so acidic that the vast majority of 
them can no longer support fish, a three
year study by New York's state environmen
tal agency has found. An additional one
fifth of the lakes in the region are so acidic 
they are considered "endangered," accord
ing to the study. 

The study, one of the most thorough sur
veys in the nation of the effects of acid rain 
on a region, found the proportion of lakes in 
the Adirondacks that were acidic to be 15 
percent higher than surveys by the Federal 
Government had indicated. 

The Commissioner of the state's Environ
mental Conservation Department, Thomas 
C. Jorling, said the study, which is still 
under review, "confirms beyond a doubt" 
that the "adverse effects of acid rain on 
aquatic systems are real." 

''NEEDED'' DOCUMENTATION 

The study, he said, "gives the documenta
tion that the skeptics out there said they 
needed." 

State officials acknowledged, however, 
that the data from the study had not yet 
been fully analyzed and that some of the 
lakes that are acidic and that have no fish 
may be that way naturally, but they said 
that number was relatively small compared 
with the number of lakes that have been 
damaged by acid rain. 

The Reagan Administration has main
tained that not enough is known about the 
effects of acid rain to justify stiffer pollu
tion controls. 

Mr. Jorling said the findings "demon
strate on their own" the need for legislation 
to curb the emissions that cause acid rain. 

Such legislation has been stalled in Con
gress because of disputes between represent
atives of Northeastern states, which suf
fered the most damage from acid rain, and 
those of Midwestern states, whose coal-fired 
power plants and other factories are be
lieved to produce much of the pollution that 
causes acid rain. 

This pollution, mainly oxides of sulfur 
and nitrogen, is transported through the at
mosphere, where it undergoes chemical 
changes and falls to the ground in the form 
of acid rain. 

AGREEMENT BY GOVERNORS 

Last month, the Governors of New York 
and Ohio-two states that have been at odds 
in this debate-announced that they had 
agreed on a proposal to require sharp reduc
tions nationwide in the emission of these 
pollutants. Today, Governor Cuomo's Wash
ington liaison, Brad Johnson, said legisla
tion to implement the proposal would be in
troduced in both houses of Congress soon, 
although no members of Ohio's Congres-

sional delegation have yet agreed to sponsor 
it. The legislative prospects are uncertain. 

The study of the Adirondack lakes which 
was partly financed by the research arm of 
New York's utilities draws on extensive sur
veys of almost half of the 2, 700 lakes in the 
Adirondack region. Most of the region lies 
within the 6-million-acre Adirondack Park, 
the largest wilderness area left in the coun
try east of the Mississippi River. 

The Adirondack region is particularly sen
sitive to the effects of acid rain because of 
the thinness of the soil there, the high ele
vation of many of its lakes and the position 
of the mountains in the weather system. 
More than two-thirds of the acidified lakes, 
the study found, are in the southwestern 
Adirondacks, which under normal weather 
patterns are the first mountains that clouds 
traveling east from the Midwest encounter. 

The most famous and frequently visited of 
the Adirondack lakes, such as Lake George 
and Mirror Lake at Lake Placid, are so large 
that they are not yet threatened by acid 
rain, state officials said. 

CONSIDERED "ENDANGERED" 

Of the 1,245 Adirondack lakes surveyed, 
the study found 319 of them, or 26 percent, 
to be so acidic-with a pH factor of 5 or 
below-that except under rare circum
stances they contain no fish. The pH scale is 
a measure on the concentration of hydrogen 
ions in a solution; the lower the pH, the 
more acidic the solution. Pure water has a 
pH of 7, and lemon juice has a pH of 2. The 
average pH of rainfall in New York is about 
4. 

The study found that an additional 235 
lakes, or 19 percent, have a pH of between 5 
and 6, and are considered by researchers to 
be "endangered." Research on acid rain in
dicates that at a pH of 5.5 many fish popu
lations and plant species die off. 

State environmental officials said lakes 
with a pH between 5 and 6 would be likely 
to recover if acid rain-producing emissions 
were cut substantially in the next few years. 
Dumping tons of lime, an alkaline sub
stance, into lakes with a lower pH has en
abled some lakes to sustain fish, but because 
a lake may drain seven or eight times a year 
this process requires constant monitoring. 

Because reliable past data are scarce, the 
study does not document any trends. But 
David Shaw, program development coordi
nator for the State Environmental Conser
vation Department's Air Division, said there 
was some evidence of a trend toward acidifi
cation. "In cases where we've got data, it 
shows in some lakes there was a fishing op
portunity and there no longer is one; the 
lake has become acidified," he said. 

The study concluded that 25 percent of 
the lakes in the Adirondacks have no fish. 
But because the data from the study are 
still being analyzed, state officials said they 
could not draw a direct correlation between 
lakes with a low pH and lakes with no fish. 

Kurt Anderson, environmental affairs 
manager for the Empire State Electric 
Energy Research Corporation, the utilities' 
research arm that helped finance the study, 
said that because the scientific analysis has 
not been completed, no conclusions could be 
drawn from the data. "We know what is 
says, but what it means is yet to be deter
mined," he said. 

CONTRAST WITH FEDERAL STUDY 

The results of the study contrast with 
those of a Federal survey released last fall 
by the National Acid Precipitation Program, 
an interagency group, which put the propor
tion of lakes in the Adirondacks that were 
acidified at 10 percent. 

But Christian Rice, a spokesman for the 
Federal Environmental Protection Agency, 
said the results of the two studies were not 
contradictory because the Federal study ex
cluded small lakes under 10 acres, which are 
more sensitive to acid rain, while the state 
study sampled lakes as small as one acre. He 
also said recently revised E.P.A. estimates 
put the proportion of acidified lakes in the 
Adirondacks at 14 percent. 

Mr. Rice said the New York study was un
likely to influence the Administration's po
sition that more data were needed because 
"the question is what is the trend, and nei
ther our study nor the New York State 
study gives us that." 

D 1630 

TRAGEDY IN THE PERSIAN 
GULF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
HuTTo). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, the 
Members of Congress received an in
depth Defense Department briefing 
yesterday on the shooting down of the 
Iranian passenger jet. 

This incident was a tragedy which 
we all deeply regret. Unfortunately, 
these 290 civilians were caught in the 
crossfire of combat. Their deaths are a 
sad reminder of the terrible conse
quences of war. 

These events occurred in a 12-
minute span in the heat of battle. It 
seems clear that the decision to fire on 
the plane was made following repeated 
warnings. While the present evidence 
indicates that the action was both un
derstandable and justified, the investi
gation now underway should give us 
the facts we need to judge the deci
sions made and the procedures and 
technology used in the incident. 

Surely, the issue of possible repara
tions should not even be considered 
until all the facts are presented. 

But beyond the tragedy of this inci
dent, there remain the larger ques
tions surrounding our policy in the 
Persian Gulf. Do we have specific 
goals? Are our allies participating as 
fully as they should considering where 
most of the protected oil shipments 
go? Are sufficient diplomatic efforts 
being pursued to find peace between 
Iran and Iraq? Or are we caught in a 
haphazard web of military commit
ments that will continue to place at 
high risk the lives and equipment of 
U.S. forces? 

Iran has been a quagmire for United 
States policy for far too long. Common 
sense tells us we need to find the an
swers to these questions before more 
innocent lives are lost. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Florida [Mr. MAcKAY] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MAcKAY. Mr. Speaker, due to a previ
ous commitment I missed several votes. Had I 
been able to vote, I would have voted for H.R. 
1720, for House Resolution 489, against the 
amendment of Mr. BROWN and for the amend
ment of Mr. KASICH to H.A. 4481. 

I appreciate having this opportunity to state 
my position on these measures. 

RESTRICTIVE RULES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. LoTTl is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. LOTI. Mr. Speaker, I am inserting this 
special order in a continuing effort to keep 
Members of the public apprised of the extent 
to which Members' rights are being curtailed 
by the use of restrictive rules. 

Restrictive rules are those order of business 
resolutions reported by the Rules Committee 
which limit the freedom of Members to offer 
germane amendments to the bills made in 
order by those rules. Such restrictive rules 
come in varying forms ranging from complete
ly closed to modified closed, and modified 
open. As has been pointed out, 12 years ago, 
in the 95th Congress, restrictive rules com
prised 12 percent of the total rules granted. 
That percentage has increased steadily in en
suing Congresses until today, in this 1 OOth 
Congress, they are running at about 42 per
cent of the total. 

Our colleagues on the Democratic side of 
the aisle have defended restrictive rules on 
grounds of orderly process and time manage
ment, and have pointed out that Republicans 
have supported many restrictive rules. It is 
true that at times we have acceded to such 
rules if they have accommodated most Mem
bers wishing to offer amendments or the legis
lation involved was otherwise noncontrover
sial. But, our support for such rules has not 
been as frequent as some have implied. 

On June 9 of this year, for instance, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] 
took a special order in which he indicated that 
the House Republican leader had voted for 37 
restrictive rules in the 97th through first ses
sion of the 1 OOth Congress (Congressional 
Record, June 9, 1988, p.. H41 06). What he 
failed to point out was that this comprised 
only 28 percent of the 132 restrictive rules 
granted over that 7 -year period. 

In a similar vein, the distinguished Majority 
Leader, in a "Guest Observer" column pub
lished in the Hill newspaper, Roll Call, on June 
19, 1988, made the claim that, "The Republi
can leadership and Members supported over 
half of the 43 closed or modified rules used 
so far in this Congress." And on June 16, 
1988, the majority leader indicated in a floor 
colloquy with the Republican leader that in 

this Congress "over half of those [restrictive] 
rules have passed this House by votes in 
excess of 350 Members voting for it or by 
voice vote." 

While I had not done a vote analysis of re
strictive rules at the times these various 
claims were made, the claims did arouse my 
curiosity and doubts. Had a majority of the 
Republican leaders and membership voted for 
a majority of the restrictive rules in this Con
gress? And, had over half of these rules 
passed with the approval of over 350 of the 
435 House Members? 

According to the data compiled at my re
quest by the minority counsel for the Rules 
Subcommittee on the Legislative Process, the 
answer to both questions is a resounding 
"Nol" For the purpose of these calculations 
we assumed, as did the majority leader, that a 
majority of the Republican leaders and Mem
bers supported those restrictive rules adopted 
by voice vote. But, unlike the majority leader, 
we did not assume such support in those in
stances in which a voice vote was preceded 
by a recorded vote on the previous question. 

As one who has managed such rules for 
the Republican side on many occasions, I 
know for a fact that if we make a previous 
question fight, which is always motivated by 
opposition to the rule as reported, and ask for 
a recorded vote, we sometimes do not ask for 
a recorded vote on adoption of the rule in 
order to save time and avoid a duplicative 
vote. But, such voice votes certainly do not in
dicate Republican support for the rule. 

What the data shows is that Republican 
leaders, that is, at least three of the five elect
ed leaders, supported only 14 or 33 percent 
of the 42 restrictive rules, while the Republi
can membership supported only 15 or 36 per
cent of such rules. These percentages are a 
far cry from the claim that our leadership and 
membership supported over half of the restric
tive rules. Put another way, Republican lead
ers and Members alike opposed 67 percent of 
the restrictive rules. 

And, how many of the restrictive rules 
passed by voice vote or with the support of 
more than 350 Members? Even if we count 
those two rules passed by voice votes after a 
majority of each party voted on opposite sides 
of the previous question vote, the answer is 
that 12 rules passed by voice vote and only 1 
passed by a recorded vote in which over 350 
Members supported the rule. That's 13 of the 
42 rules or 31 percent of the total, and not 
over 50 percent of such rules as has been 
claimed. 

What does all this data point to in the final 
analysis? It shows us that Republicans can be 
cooperative and accommodating on truly man
agerial restrictive rules provided they are treat
ed fairly in the process. But, it also tells us 
that such rules in a large majority of cases are 
being used for other purposes that have a 

partisan cast to them. And it is the increasing 
reliance on such rules on controversial bills 
for the purpose of securing partisan advan
tage or political cover that is being objected 
to. In recent times, restrictive rules have even 
been used to shut out Democratic Members 
who have had legitimate amendments they 
wished to offer. This kind of political, proce
dural manipulation is an insult to the freely 
elected Members of this House and the 
people they represent who are being disen
franchised by the majority leadership in such 
rules. This is our main complaint. 

At this point in the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, I 
will insert the backup data to which I have re
ferred. The materials follow: 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES, 95TH-100TH CONGRESS 

Open rules2 Restrictive 
Total rules3 

Congress (years) rules Per· granted 1 No. cent No. Per· 
cent 

"'" l"n-18~ .................................. 241 213 88 28 12 
96th 1979- 80 .................................. 198 161 81 37 19 
97th 1981-82 .................................. 112 90 80 22 20 
98th 1983-84 .................................. 145 105 72 40 28 
99th 1985-86 .................................. 101 65 64 36 36 
10oth ( 1987-8 ) ................................ lll 64 58 47 42 

1Total rules counted are all those reported from the Rules Committee which 
provide for the initial consideration of legislation, including rules on appropria
tions bills. Not included are special rules on conference reports, Senate 
amendments, and so forth. 

20oen rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with House 
rules. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed rules 
as well as completely closed rules. 

Sources: Survey of Activities, Committee on Rules, 95th-99th Congresses; 
"Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 100th Congress (as of July 1, 
1988). 

[Prepared by minority counsel, Subcommittee on the Legislative Process, 
Committee on Rules.] 

SUMMARY OF HOUSE VOTES ON RESTRICTIVE RULES IN THE 
1 OOTH CONGRESS 

Per-
Num- cent 
ber of 

total 

Total restrictive rules voted on by House...................................... 42 100 
Total restrictive rules supported by majority of Republicans 

voting• ............................................ .......................................... 15 36 
Total restrictive rules supported by majority of elected Republi-

can leadership2 .. . .. .. .. ..... ....... .... .. .. ............ ......... ........................ 14 33 
Total restrictive rules supported by majority of Democrats 

voting• ...................................................................................... 42 100 
Total restrictive rules opposed by majority of Republicans 

voting• .. .................................................................................... 27 64 
Total restrictive rules opposed by majority of elected Republican 

leadership2 .. .. .. ............. .. ............................................................ 27 64 
Total restrictive rules opposed by majority of Democrats 

voting• ....................................................................... ......... .... .. 

•Support is assumed by all Members when a rule is adopted by voice vote 
except when such a vote is preceded by a recorded vote on the previous 
question in which case the previous quest100 vote is used as the indicator of 
support or opposition. This is because a recorded vote on the previous question 
is usually demanded when there is opposition to the rule and a move to amend 
the rule. The subsequent adoption of a rule by voice vote is usually more to 
avoid a duplicative vote than it can be construed to be su~ for the rule. 
There were two such previous question votes on which a maJOrity of each party 
voted on opposite sides of the question and the rule was then adopted by voice 
vote. 

2The elected Republican leadership used for these calculations are the top 
five leaders: the Republican leader, the Republican Whip, Conference chairman, 
the Policy Committee chairman, and the Research Committee chairman. A 
majority of the leadership is three of the frve leaders. 

HOUSE VOTES ON RESTRICTIVE RULES REPORTED IN THE lOOth CONGRESS 1 

Rule No. H. Res. Date voted Rule type2 Bill number and title House vote3 Vote by party• 

26 ...................................................................... Jan. 8, 1987 .................................... C Establishing three select committees ................................. A:W ............................................... .. 
27 ...................................................................... Jan. 8, 1987 .................................... C H.R. 1: Water Quality Act ................................................. PQ:286-124; A:W ........................... R:42-123 (Rl: 0-3) 0:244-1 
38 ...................................................................... Jan. 21, 1987 .................................. C H.R. 2: Surface Transportation .......................................... PQ:331-88; A:W ............................. R:87- 85 (Rl: 1-4) 0:244-3 
116 .................................................................... Mar. 11, 1987 ................................. C H.J. Res. 175: Contra Aid Moratorium .............................. A:227-198 ....................................... R:1-172 (Rl: 0-5) 0:226-26 
135 .................................................................... Apr. 1, 1987 .................................... MC H.R. 1320 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act A:303- 110 ....................................... R:64-108 (Rl: 4-1) 0:239-2 

Amendments. 
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Rule No. H. Res. Date voted Rule typea Bill number and title House votes Vote by party• 

139 .................................................................... Apr. 8, 1987 .................................... MC H. Res. 139: Budget Resolution ........................................ A:241-168 ....................................... R:0-166 (RL: 0-4) D:241-2 
H.R. 1827: Supplemental Appropriations ........................... A:222-197 ....................................... R:3-164 (Rl: 0-4) D:219-27 148 .................................................................... Apr. 23, 1987 .................................. MO 

1u :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: w~ !~:1m~:::::::::::: :: ::::::: ::::::::: : ::: =~ 
H.R. 3: ~nibus Trade .bill.: .............................................. ~326=83 ......................................... R:83-82 (R~ 3-2J D:243-1 
H.R. 1748. DOD Authonzat100 .......................................... A.319 83 ......................................... R.85-83 (RL: 1-4 D.234-0 
H.R. 1748: DOD Authorization .......................................... A:303-108 ....................................... R:65-106 (RL: -4) 0:238-2 

l~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: =~ ~: l~~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: =~ 
l~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ H. \~~~·:: : : ::::: : : ::::: :::::::::::::: :: : :8 

H.R. 1748: DOD Authorization .......................................... A:254-149 ....................................... R:24-147 (RL: 0-4) D:230-2 
H.R. 27: F.S.LI.C .............................................................. A:W ................................................ . 
H.R. 2360: Public Debt Umit... ......................................... A:W ................................................ . 

196 .................................................................... June 17, 1987 ................................. MO 
219 .................................................................... July 8, 1987 .................................... MO 

H.R. 1777: State Dept. Authorization ................................ A:238-134 ....................................... R:31-122 ~L: 1-4~ D:204-12 
H.R. 281: Doub1e-Breasting ...... : ..... : .. ................................ A:240-178 ....................................... R:14-158 RL: 0-5 D:226-20 
H.R. 2342: Coast Gua(d Authorization .............................. A:305-96 ......................................... R:73-92 (R · 0-4) :232-4 

lli ~~~~~~~~~~~ : : i~;~~lj ~::: ~ 
H.R. 2470: Catast~IC Hea~ ......................................... ~248=174 ....................................... R:13-160 (~L: 0-5). D:235-14 
H.R. 3022. Debt Lim1t Extens1011 ...................................... A:243 169 ....................................... R.8-161 (Rl 0-5) D.235-8 

265 .................................................................... Sept. 21, 1987 ................................ MO 

m :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: s~ 1~~i9l~~.~.::: ::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::: =~ n~:l~!~~::~ ~~~: :::~: :- ~!!~! ~~~~~ 
~~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :.:· i9. 1r:lc::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :g 

H.R. 2310: Ai~ III!PfOYernel)l...: ................................... A:368-42 ......................................... R:132-36 (RL: 3-1-1) D:236-6 
H.R. 3100: Fore~gn. ~ Author1zat100 ................................ A:316-97 ......................................... R:82-89 (RL: 1-4) D:234-8 

298 .................................................................... Oct. 29, 1987 .................................. MC 
302 .................................................................... Nov. 5, 1987 ................................... MC ~J: J!~~~9~~~~!:·i~~~;~::::::::::: : :::::::::::: ::: :::::: }~~.~~~~.:: : ::::::::::::: : :::::: : ::::::::::::::: ~tl~~ me ~=~l ~~m=tl 

H.R. Res. 395: Continuing Appropriations Resolution ........ A:236-177 ....................................... R:7-163 ~RL: 0-4l D:229-14 321 .................................................................... Dec. 3, 1981 ................................... MC 
331 .................................................................... Dec. 15, 1987 ................................. MC 
340 .................................................................... Dec. 20, 1987 ................................. c 
390 .................................................................... Mar. 3, 1988 ................................... MC 
391 .................................................................... Mar. 2, 1988 ................................... MC 
410 .................................................................... Mar. 23, 1988 ................................. MC 
417 .................................................................... Mar. 30, 1988 ................................. C 

~~i l~~~:: ~~~~:::: ~~1~~--~~ =:::~:: :: ~~~~ I~~~) ~J.~~ 
428 .................................................................... Apr. 20, 1988 .................................. MC 
435 .................................................................... Apr. 26, 1988 .................................. MO 

~~~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ray i~·1§~~~: ::::::::::::::::::: :: :::::: :::::: ~o ~J :~H~ lii5~~:::::::::: :: :::: :: ::::::: :::::::::::: : ~llH~i::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~J~~r (~~L: 1~P D~2~e2~ 
H. Con. Res. 293: Trade Corrections ................................. A:253-159 ....................................... R:37-135 (RL: 0-5) D:216-24 

441 .................................................................... May 12, 1988 .................................. MC H.R. 4471: Misc. lnt'l Affairs ............................................ A:W ................................................ . 
457 .................................................................... May 25, 1988 .................................. MC 
466 .................................................................... June 8, 1988 ................................... MC 

H.R. 4637: Foreign ~· Approps ..... : ................................ ~246=154 .. ..................................... R:19-144 (R~ 0-5) D:227-10 
H.R. 3436. Older AmeriCans CorrectiOnS Arndnds./Horne R.l69 243 ....................................... R.24-144 (Rl: 0-4) D.l45-99 

Health Care. 

lRestrictive rules are defined as those resolutions reported by the Rules Committee which limit the number of amendments which may be offered to a measure. Only those rules voted on by the House are included here and not those which 
were either tabled or not yet considered by the House. 

2The abbreviations used on House votes are: ~s question vote; A-adoption of rule; R-rejection of rule; ; and W-voice vote. Previous question votes are only included here when the rule is subsequently adopted by voice vote. A vote 
on the previous question is a clear indication of opposition to the rule and of a desire to amend it since defeating the previous question is the only way a rule can be amended. 

3 Restrictrive rules are classified here as either closed (C) , modified closed (MC), or modified open (MOl . 
•The abbreviations used for party votes are: R-Republican; RL-the top fiVe elected Republican leaders; and 0-Democrat. 
Sources: "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 100th Congress (as of June 17, 1988); Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Reports, House Votes. 

CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1988 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing the Child Care and Nutrition Enhance
ment Act of 1988, adding one more bill to the 
over 1 00 other bills with child care provisions 
already introduced during this Congress. Un
questionably, the need for child day care is 
great and a universally recognized priority of 
policymakers. But why do I now add to the 
deluge of legislation addressing child care? 

I think it's time we work toward a program 
that is effective and not just expansive. This 
bill is designed to allow States greater flexibil
ity in child care expenditures, enabling them to 
structure child care programs which fit individ
ual and regional needs. Historically, our edu
cation system has been based on the princi
ple that local control is the best control. This 
bill shares that philosophy. It does not attempt 
to enforce cumbersome Federal regulations, 
rather it allows States to determine licensing 
standards and program goals. It reinforces the 
belief that community standards are in the 
best interest of children and parents. Under 
this bill, all providers-both family day care 
homes and larger day care centers-would re
ceive meaningful assistance and support. 

This bill helps States fund projects of their 
choice in developing child care programs 
through matching grants. If States wish to 
subsidize day care, they have that option. If 
they wish to develop resource and referral 
centers, develop training programs or provide 

technical assistance, that is the State's pre
rogative. 

Competitive grants included in this bill also 
provide the needed incentive to stimulate cre
ative local solutions fitting the varying needs 
and resources of the community. In an effort 
to find an affordable solution, we should 
reward programs which use existing available 
space. This bill encourages the use of existing 
public school space to house day care facili
ties, yet does not limit anyone from finding 
other answers. Our job should be to enhance 
local initiatives in their attempts to solve the 
problems in providing quality day care for our 
children. 

Just as important as what is included in the 
bill is what is not included. This bill does not 
unduly burden the States with Federal regula
tions or day care providers with extra paper
work. Increased Federal regulations usually 
translate into higher operating costs and can 
discourage potential day care providers from 
opening their doors. Day care is expensive 
enough without Federal regulations adding to 
the cost as well. We should not discourage in
dividuals considering opening a center in their 
own home, an option presently chosen by 
40.2 percent of child care users. Such "family 
day care" is the preferred choice of most fam
ilies and is particularly vital for infant and tod
dler care. 

Title I provides $350 million annually for 
matching grants to States for establishing and 
expanding child care services, again at local 
option. An additional $50 million over 3 years 
would be available on a competitive grant 
basis to States for establishing and coordinat
ing child care services targeted to "latchkey" 

children and coordinating school-based pro
grams. In 1984, over 7 million children be
tween the ages of 5 and 13 had no parent at 
home when they got out of school, and over 2 
million returned to a home that contained no 
adult at all. A 1987 Louis Harris survey found 
that 41 percent of parents leave their child on 
his or her own after school at least once a 
week. Almost a quarter reported they left their 
child alone every day. These latchkey children 
are certainly in need of care and attention. 

Title II enhances the Child Care Food Pro
gram [CCFP], which is available to children in 
all types of child care settings. The CCFP pro
vides funds and commodities to States for 
meals served to children in public and private 
nonprofit day care centers, family and group 
day care homes, and Head Start centers. Pri
vate for-profit centers may participate in CCFP 
if they receive title XX funds for at least 25 
percent of children in their care. This title 
would provide an additional meal or snack to 
the current program and increase the reim
bursement for breakfasts. Good health is the 
cornerstone of growth, and this title, which 
would reach an estimated 1.1 million children 
daily, gives day care children the nutritional 
ABC's that will allow them proper develop
ment. Since CCFP is available only to provid
ers which meet State licensing requirements 
or Federal standards, this title is an added in
centive for providers to become licensed. 

Title Ill establishes a tax credit for those 
who make home improvements for the pur
pose of becoming licensed child care provid
ers. The tax credit would help individuals over 
one more hurdle in making their home a safe 
place for caring for children. 



17094 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 7, 1988 
Title IV establishes an investment tax credit 

for businesses which establish child care fa
cilities onsite or which establish shared offsite 
facilities. Companies which have provided day 
care facilities to the employees have found a 
reduction in turnover and absenteeism result
ing in greater productivity. We should encour
age more businesses to explore this option. In 
rural areas such as my own, the provisions of 
this title for shared facilities are an excellent 
incentive since most businesses are too small 
to attempt child care services on their own. 
Additionally, many working parents prefer a 
site near their workplace so that they can visit 
their children at various times throughout the 
day, such as during a lunch hour. 

Title V revises the dependent child care tax 
credit to allow low-income families to benefit 
from the tax credit. The dependent care tax 
credit is currently the largest source of Gov
ernment support for child care, used by 7.6 
million families in 1984. Although the tax 
credit is based on a sliding scale, there has 
been no upper income cap and the rate is not 
sharply progressive. Moreover, the credit is 
not refundable. These problems with the 
present law are resolved by title V. This legis
lation sets an income cap on use of the tax 
credit and allows low-income families who 
have no tax obligation a refundable credit. 

This bill provides incentive to various indi
vidual solutions in providing adequate day 
care. It does not attempt to take over all of 
the responsibility away from the private sector 
or undermine current State programs avail
able. In this way, Congress can most effec
tively help alleviate the problem without creat
ing more problems in the process. 

As the father of four children and member 
of the House Education and Labor Committee, 
I am vitally concerned for the welfare of our 
Nation's children. However, I am also con
cerned about providing quality care for these 
children without spending our children's 
money to pay for this care. Our children de
serve a better legacy than our continued defi
cit and this legislation improves care without 
mortgaging our children's future. 

I submit the text of the bill: 
H.R. 4999 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Child Care 
and Nutrition Enhancement Act of 1988". 

TITLE I-CHILD CARE GRANT 
PROGRAM 

SEC.101. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title the term-
(1) "child" means an individual who has 

not attained 13 years of age; 
(2) "institution of higher education" has 

the same meaning given that term by sec
tion 1201<a) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965; 

<3> "local educational agency" has the 
same meaning given that term by section 
198<10> of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, or any successor stat
ute defining that term for the purposes of 
Federal assistance to elementary and sec
ondary education; 

<4> "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services; and 

(5) "State" means each of the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-

monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American part of the original State allotment under 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Trust Terri- subsection <b> for that year. 
tory of the Pacific Islands, and the Com- SEC. 104. ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS. 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- For the purpose of this title an eligible 
lands. provider is-
SEC. 102. GRANT PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. ( 1) a unit of general local government; 

<a> GENERAL AUTHORITY.-<1> The Secre- (2) a local educational agency; 
tary is authorized, in accordance with the <3> a nonprofit organization, including any 
provisions of this title, to make formula organization described in section 501 (c) or 
grants to States to pay for authorized activi- (d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 
ties under a State plan approved under sec- (4) a professional or employee association; 
tion 105. <5> a consortium of small businesses; 

(2) The Secretary is authorized, in accord- (6) an institution of higher education; 
ance with the provisions of section 108, to (7) a hospital or health facility; 
make competitive grants to eligible provid- (8) a family child care provider that would 
ers to pay for authorized activities under an qualify for assistance under the Child Care 
application approved under such section. Food Program established in section 17 of 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.- the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 1766); or 
$350,000,000 for the fiscal year 1989 and for <9> an entity which the State determines 
each of the 2 succeeding fiscal years to is able and appropriate to carry out a 
carry out the provisions of this Act <other project assisted under this title. 
than section 108>. 

(2) There are authorized to be appropri
ated not more than $50,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1989 and for each of the 2 succeeding 
fiscal years to carry out the provisions of 
section 108. 
SEC. 103. ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) RESERVATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
reserve 1 percent of the amount appropri
ated for each fiscal year under section 
102<b><1> for payments to Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands, and the North
ern Mariana Islands, to be allotted in ac
cordance with their respective needs. 

(b) STATE ALI.OTMENT.-<1) From the re
mainder of the sums appropriated under 
section 102(b)<l) for grants to States for 
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to 
each State, an amount which bears the 
same ratio to such remainder as the number 
of-

<A> individuals in such State who are 
single parents of children who have not at
tained 13 years of age; and 

<B> individuals in such State who are 
members of dual-earner families and who 
have children who have not attained 13 
years of age, 
bears to the total number of such individ
uals in all States, except that each State 
shall be allotted not less than one-half of 1 
percent of such remainder for each fiscal 
year. 

<2> For the purpose of this subsection, the 
term "State" does not include Guam, Ameri
can Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Northern 
Mariana Islands and the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands. 

(C) RECENT DATA REQUIRED.-For the pur
pose of this section, the Secretary should 
use the most recent data available. 

<d) REALLOTMENT.-<1) Any portion of the 
allotment of a State under subsection <b> 
that the Secretary determines is not re
quired to carry out a State plan approved 
under section 106, in the period that the al
lotment is made available, should be reallot
ted by the Secretary to other States in pro
portion to the original allotment of such 
States. 

(2) The amount that another State is enti
tled to under paragraph <1) shall be reduced 
to the extent that such amount exceeds the 
sum that the Secretary estimates will be 
used in that State to carry out a State plan 
approved under section 106 and the amount 
of such reductions shall be similarly reallot
ted among States in which the proportioned 
amount is not reduced. 

<3> Any amount reallotted to a State 
under this subsection shall be deemed to be 

SEC. 105. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES. 
Grants made under this title to a State 

may be used for-
< 1) the provision of child care services to 

low-income parents and to parents with 
moderate incomes, including the provision 
of such services with appropriate fee sched
ules; 

(2) the establishment and operation of re
source and referral centers to-

<A> identify existing child care services in 
the community; 

<B> provide referral information about 
such services to parents; 

<C> offer child care training seminars to 
providers and center employees; 

<D> recruit providers; and 
<E> promote programs that would improve 

the quality and affordability of child care; 
<3> the establishment of programs that 

would increase child care slots for infants, 
handicapped children, and minority chil
dren; 

<4> the establishment and operation of 
neighborhood child care centers, after 
school care programs and the startup cost 
of onsite child care offered by small busi
ness concerns; 

(5) the establishment of programs which 
would recruit and train senior citizens to 
serve as child care workers; 

< 6 > assistance to help eligible providers 
and family based child care providers to 
meet the licensing standards required by 
the State for furnishing child care services; 
and 

<7> the coordination of programs assisted 
under this title with child care programs op
erated or assisted by the State and with fed
erally assisted child care programs, includ
ing Head Start programs, Federal assistance 
programs for education of disadvantaged 
children in the elementary schools of the 
State, preschool programs, and programs 
for handicapped children, designed to im
prove the operation of such program with 
respect to hours of operation for child care 
services. 
SEC. 106. STATE PLAN. 

<a> STATE PLAN REQUIRED.-Each State de
siring to receive a grant from its allotment 
under this title shall prepare and submit a 
State plan to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and containing or accompa
nied by such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.-Each such plan 
shall-

< 1) describe the State agency which will 
administer the programs for which assist
ance is sought; 
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<2> describe the authorized activities for 

which assistance is sought consistent with 
the provisions of section 105; 

(3) provide assurances that the State will 
provide technical assistance to eligible pro
viders; 

<4> provide assurances that Federal funds 
made available under this title for any fiscal 
year will be so used as to supplement, and to 
the extent practicable, to increase the level 
of funds that would, in the absence of such 
Federal funds, be made available from non
Federal sources for the purposes described 
in section 104, and in no case supplant such 
funds from non-Federal sources; 

(5) provide assurances that the State will 
not expend more than 8 percent of the 
amount received in any fiscal year for ad
ministrative expenses; 

<6> describe procedures the State will use 
for eligible providers to submit applications 
to the State in accordance with section 107, 
and for approval of applications by the 
State agency designated under paragraph 
(1 ), including appropriate procedures to 
assure that the State agency will not disap
prove an application without notice and op
portunity for a hearing; 

<7><A> provide assurances that the State 
will establish standards for the purpose of 
this title, and <B> if the standards so estab
lished differ from the accrediting and licens
ing standards of the State for the provision 
of child care services that the State will pro
vide training and other projects with assist
ance under this title designed to permit the 
eligible provider to meet such accrediting or 
licensing standards; 

<8> provide such fiscal control and account 
procedures as may be necessary-

<A> to insure proper accounting of Federal 
funds paid to the State under this title; and 

<B> to ensure the verification of reports 
required under this title; and 

(9) provide such additional assurances 
that the Secretary may reasonably require. 

(C) APPROVAL.-The Secretary shall ap
prove State plans submitted under subsec
tion (b) which meet the requirements of 
this title. 
SEC. 107. APPLICATION FOR GRANTS BY ELIGIBLE 

PROVIDERS. 
<a> APPLICATION.-In order to receive a 

grant from the State under this title, an eli
gible provider shall submit an application to 
the State that-

< 1 > describes the project for which assist
ance is sought; 

(2) contains assurances that the eligible 
provider will use the funds furnished in ac
cordance with requirements of this title; 

<3> provides assurances that appropriate 
fee schedules will be established in the case 
of any project in which child care services 
are furnished with assistance under this 
part and that such fee schedules will be 
based on the annual incomes of the partici
pating families; 

(4) provides assurances that procedures 
will be established for parental involvement 
in the operation of the project; and 

(5) if necessary, the eligible provider will 
comply with the training and other require
ments of section 106<a><7>. 

(b) PRIORITY.-In making grants under 
this title, a State should give priority to ap
plications from eligible providers that sig
nificantly expand or improve the provision 
of child care services to children of parents 
with low incomes and parents with modest 
incomes. 
SEC. 108. COMPETITIVE GRANTS AUTHORIZED. 

(a) COMPTETITIVE GRANTS AUTHORIZED.
(1 > From amounts authorized to be appro-

priated under section 102(b)(2), the Secre
tary shall make grants to eligible providers 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

<2> Grants under this section may be used 
by eligible providers for-

<A> the establishment and operation of 
after school child care programs; and 

<B> the coordination of programs assisted 
under this title with child care programs op
erated or assisted by the State and with fed
erally assisted child care programs, includ
ing Head Start programs, Federal assistance 
programs for education of disadvantaged 
children in the elementary schools of the 
State, preschool programs, and programs 
for handicapped children, designed to im
prove the operation of such program with 
respect to hours of operation for child care 
services. 

<b> APPLICATION.-In order to receive a 
grant under this section, an eligible provider 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time and in such manner and con
taining or accompanied by such information 
as the Secretary may reasonably require. 
Each such application shall contain descrip
tions and assurances that are substantially 
similar to the descriptions and assurances 
required by section 107<a>. 

(C) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.-In approv
ing applications under this section, the Sec
retary shall give priority to applications 
which describe projects of national signifi
cance and projects which the Secretary de
termines when replicated will further the 
objectives of this Act. 
SEC. 109. EVALUATION. 

<a> EvAULATIONS REQUIRED.-Each State 
agency designated under section 106<b><l> 
shall-

(1) conduct an evaluation of projects as
sisted under this title at least every 2 years 
and make public the results of that evalua
tion; and 

<2> inform eligible providers of the specific 
evaluation information that the State 
agency will need. 

(b) REPORT.-<1> Each State agency desig
nated under section 10l<b><l> shall prepare 
and submit a report to the Secretary on the 
evaluations conducted under this section. 

<2> The Secretary shall, as part of the 
annual report of the Department of Health 
and Human Services, prepare and submit to 
the Congress a summary of the evaluations 
conducted under this section. 
SEC.llO. PAYMENTS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pay 
to each State under the State plan approved 
under section 106 and to each eligible pro
vider having an application approved under 
section 108 the cost of the activities de
scribed in the State plan, or the application, 
as the case may be. 

(b) METHOD OF PAYMENTS.-The Secretary 
may make payments to a State or to an eli
gible provider in installments, and in ad
vance or by way of reimbursement, with 
necessary adjustments on account of over
payments or underpayments, as the Secre
tary may determine. 

(C) SPENDING OF FuNDs BY STATE.-Pay
ments to a State from the allotment under 
section 105, or to an eligible provider under 
sectoin 108, for any fiscal year may be ex
pended by the State, or the eligible provid
er, as the case may be, in that fiscal year or 
in the succeeding fiscal year. 

TITLE II-CHILD CARE FOOD 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 201. CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM. 

<a> SUPPLEMENTs.-Section 17<f><2><B> of 
the National School Lunch Act <42 U.S.C. 
1766(f>(2)(B)) is amended by striking out 
"one supplement" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "two supplements or one supple
ment and three meals". 

(b) PAYMENT RATE FOR BREAKFASTS.-The 
first sentence of section 4(b)(3) of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 <42 U.S.C. 1773(b)(3)) 
is amended by inserting after "3 cents" the 
following:", and (effective beginning July 1, 
1988> an additional 3 cents,". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
on July 1, 1988. 

TITLE III-CHILD CARE HOMES TAX 
CREDIT 

SEC. 301. ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT FOR EXPENDI
TURES FOR CERTAIN CHILD CARE 
HOMES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart D of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 <relating to business 
related credits> is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 43. CHILD CARE HOME CREDIT. 

"<a> IN GENERAL.-For purposes of section 
38, the child care home credit determined 
under this section for the taxable year is an 
amount equal to 20 percent of so much of 
the qualified child care home expenditures 
of the taxpayer for such taxable year as 
does not exceed $5,000. 

"(b) PRIOR EXPENDITURES BY TAXPAYER ON 
SAME HoME TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.-If for 
any prior year a credit was allowed to the 
taxpayer under this section with respect to 
any qualified child care home, subsection 
<a> shall be applied for the taxable year 
with respect to such qualified child care 
home by reducing the dollar amount con
tained in such subsection by the prior year 
expenditures taken into account under such 
subsection. 

"(C) DEFINITIONS.-
"(1) QUALIFIED CHILD CARE HOME EXPENDI

TURES.-The term 'qualified child care home 
expenditures' means any expenditure made 
by the taxpayer as required by the State or 
local government to acquire, construct, re
habilitate, or expand a qualified child care 
home. 

"(2) QUALIFIED CHILD CARE HOME.-The 
term 'qualified child care home' means a 
home-

"(A) operated by the taxpayer for the care 
of enrollees, 

"(B) located in the principal residence of 
the taxpayer, and 

"(C) which meets the requirements of all 
applicable laws and regulations of the State 
or local government where it is located. 

"(d) BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.-For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section for any expenditure with respect to 
any property, the increase in the basis of 
such property which would <but for this 
subsection> result from such expenditure 
shall be reduced by the amount of the credit 
so allowed. 

"(e) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-If, as of the close of any 

taxable year, there is a recapture event with 
respect to any qualified child care home, 
then the tax of the taxpayer under this 
chapter for such taxable year shall be in
creased by an amount equal to the product 
of-

"<A> the applicable recapture percentage, 
and 
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"(B) the aggregate decrease in the credits 

allowed under section 38 for all prior tax
able years which would have resulted from 
the nonallowance of the credit described 
under subsection <a>. 

"(2) APPLICABLE RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

subsection, the applicable recapture per
centage shall be determined from the fol
lowing table: 

"If the recapture event The applicable recapture 
occurs in: percentage is: 

Year1................................................... 100 
Year 2 ................................................... 66o/3 
Year 3................................................... 33V3 
Years 4 and thereafter...................... 0. 
"<B> For purposes of subparagraph <A>, 

year 1 shall begin on the first day of the 
taxable year in which the qualified child 
care home is placed into service by the tax
payer. 

"(3) RECAPTURE EVENT DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this subsection, the term 'recapture 
event' means-

"<A> CESSATION OF OPERATION.-The cessa
tion of the operation of the home as a quali
fied child care home. 

"(B) CHANGE IN OWNERSHIP.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

clause <ii), the disposition of a person's in
terest in a qualified child care home with re
spect to which the credit described in sub
section <a> was allowable. 

"(ii) AGREEMENT TO ASSUME CREDIT ALLOW
ANCE AND RECAPTURE LIABILITY.-Clause (i) 
shall not apply if the person acquiring such 
interest in the home agrees in writing to 
assume the recapture liability of the person 
disposing of such interest in effect immedi
ately before such disposition. In the event 
of such an assumption, the person acquiring 
the interest in the home shall be treated as 
the taxpayer for purposes of assessing any 
recapture liability <computed as if there had 
been no change in ownership). 

"(4) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.-The tax for the 

taxable year shall be increased under para
graph (1) only with respect to credits al
lowed by reason of this section which were 
used to reduce tax liability. In the case of 
credits not so used to reduce tax liability, 
the carryforwards and carrybacks under sec
tion 39 shall be appropriately adjusted. 

"(B) No CREDITS AGAINST TAX.-Any in
crease in tax under this subsection shall not 
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter 
for purposes of determining the amount of 
any credit under subpart A, B, or D of this 
part. 

"(C) No RECAPTURE BY REASON OF CASUALTY 
Loss.-The increase in tax under this sub
section shall not apply to a cessation of op
eration of the home as a qualified child care 
home by reason of a casualty loss to the 
extent such loss is restored by reconstruc
tion or replacement within a reasonable 
period established by the Secretary. 

"(f) TERM:INATION.-This section shall not 
apply to expenditures made after December 
31, 1993.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 38<b> of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 is amended-
<A> by striking out "plus" at the end of 

paragraph (4), 
<B> by striking out the period at the end 

of paragraph <5>, and inserting in lieu there
of a comma and "plus", and 

<C> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(6) the child care home credit deter
mined under section 43.". 

<2> The table of sections for subpart D of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 
"Sec. 43. Child care home credit.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1988. 
TITLE IV-EMPLOYER ON-SITE CHILD 

CARE FACILITY CREDIT 
SEC. 401. ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT FOR EMPLOYER 

EXPENDITURES FOR CERTAIN ON-SITE 
CHILD CARE FACILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart D of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 <relating to business 
related credits), as amended by section 
301(a), is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 44. EMPLOYER ON-SITE CHILD CARE FACILI

TY CREDIT. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of section 

38, the employer on-site child care facility 
credit determined under this section for the 
taxable year is an amount equal to 25 per
cent of so much of the qualified on-site 
child care expenditures for such taxable 
year as does not exceed $400,000. 

"(b) PRIOR EXPENDITURES BY TAXPAYER ON 
SAME FACILITY TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.-If for 
any prior year a credit was allowed to the 
taxpayer under this section with respect to 
any qualified child care facility, subsection 
<a> shall be applied for the taxable year 
with respect to such qualified child care fa
cility by reducing the dollar amount con
tained in such subsection by the prior year 
expenditures taken into account under such 
subsection. 

"(c) DEFINITIONS.-
"(1) QUALIFIED ON-SITE CHILD CARE EXPEND

ITURES.-The term 'qualified on-site child 
care expenditures' means any expenditure 
made by an employer during the taxable 
year to acquire, construct, rehabilitate, or 
expand a qualified child care facility. 

"(2) QUALIFIED CHILD CARE FACILITY.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'qualified 

child care facility' means a facility-
"(i) Operated by an employer for the care 

of enrollees; 
"(ii) available to dependents of employees 

of such employer, 
"(iii) located on the premises of such em

ployer, and 
"(iv) which meets the requirements of all 

applicable laws and regulations of the State 
or local government where it is located. 

"(B) OFF-SITE NONPROFIT CHILD CARE FA
CILITIES.-With respect to a nonprofit child 
care facility, subparagraph <A> shall be ap
plied without regard to clause <ii> and <iii> 
thereof. 

"(d) BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.-For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section for any expenditure with respect to 
any property, the increase in the basis of 
such property which would <but for this 
subsection> result from such expenditure 
shall be reduced by the amount of the credit 
so allowed. 

"(e) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-If, as of the close of any 

taxable year, there is a recapture event with 
respect to any qualified child care facility, 
then the tax of the taxpayer under this 
chapter for such taxable year shall be in
creased by an amount equal to the product 
of-

"(A) the applicable recapture percentage, 
and 

"(B) the aggregate decrease in the credits 
allowed under section 38 for all prior tax-

able years which would have resulted from 
the nonallowance of the credit described 
under subsection (a). 

"(2) APPLICABLE RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

subsection, the applicable recapture per
centage shall be determined from the fol
lowing table: 
"If the recapture event The applicable recapture 

occurs in: percentage is: 

Year1................................................... 100 
Year 2 ................................................... 66o/3 
Year 3................................................... 33V3 
Years 4 and thereafter...................... 0 
"<B> For purposes of subparagraph <A>. 

year 1 shall begin on the first day of the 
taxable year in which the qualified child 
care facility is placed into service by the 
taxpayer. 

"(3) RECAPTURE EVENT DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this subsection, the term 'recapture 
event' means-

"<A> CESSATION OF OPERATION.-The cessa
tion of the operation of the facility as a 
qualified child care facility. 

"(B) CHANGE IN OWNERSHIP.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

clause <ii>. the disposition of a person's in
terest in a qualified child care facility with 
respect to which the credit described in sub
section <a> was allowable. 

"(ii) AGREEMENT TO ASSUME CREDIT ALLOW
ANCE AND RECAPTURE LIABILITY.-Clause (i) 
shall not apply if the person acquiring such 
interest in the facility agrees in writing to 
assume the recapture liability of the person 
disposing of such interest in effect immedi
ately before such disposition. In the event 
of such an assumption, the person acquiring 
the interest in the facility shall be treated 
as the taxpayer for purposes of assessing 
any recapture liability <computed as if there 
had been no change in ownership). 

"(4) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.-The tax for the 

taxable year shall be increased under para
graph (1) only with respect to credits al
lowed by reason of this section which were 
used to reduce tax liability. In the case of 
credits not so used to reduce tax liability, 
the carryforwards and carrybacks under sec
tion 39 shall be appropriately adjusted. 
. "(B) No CREDITS AGAINST TAX.-Any in
crease in tax under this subsection shall not 
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter 
for purposes of determining the amount of 
any credit under subpart A, B, or D of this 
part. 

"(C) No RECAPTURE BY REASON OF CASUALTY 
Loss.-The increase in tax under this sub
section shall not apply to a cessation of op
eration of the facility as a qualified child 
care facility by reason of a casualty loss to 
the extent such loss is restored by recon
struction or replacement within a reasona
ble period established by the Secretary. 

"(f) SPECIAL AGGREGATION AND ALLOCATION 
RULEs.-For purposes of this section-

"(1) AGGREGATION OF EXPENDITURES.-
"(A) CONTROLLED GROUP OF CORPORA

TIONS.-In determining the amount of the 
credit under this section-

"(i) all members of the same controlled 
group of corporations shall be treated as a 
single taxpayer, and 

"(ii) the credit <if any> allowable by this 
section to each such member shall be its 
proportionate share of the qualified on-site 
child care expenses giving rise to the credit. 

"(B) COMMON CONTROL.-Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, in determining 
the amount of the credit under this sec
tion-
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"(i) all trades or businesses <whether or 

not incorporated> which are under common 
control shall be treated as a single taxpayer, 
and 

"<ii> the credit <if any) allowable by this 
section to each such person shall be its pro
portionate share of the qualified on-site 
child care expenses giving rise to the credit. 
The regulations prescribed under this sub
paragraph shall be based on principles simi
lar to the principles which apply in the case 
of subparagraph <A>. 

"(2) ALLOCATIONS.-
"(A) ALLOCATION IN CASE OF MULTIPLE EM

PLOYERS.-In the case of multiple employers 
jointly operating a qualified child care facil
ity, the credit allowable by this section to 
each such employer shall be its proportion
ate share of the qualified on-site child care 
expenses giving rise to the credit . 

"(B) PASS-THRU IN THE CASE OF ESTATES AND 
TRUSTs.-Under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary, rules similar to the rules of 
subsection (d) of section 52 shall apply. 

"(C) ALLOCATION IN THE CASE OF PARTNER
SHIPS.-In case of partnerships, the credit 
shall be allocated among partners under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

"(3) CONTROLLED GROUP OF CORPORATIONS.
The term 'controlled group of corporations' 
has the same meaning given to such term by 
section 1563(a), except that-

"(A) 'more than 50 percent' shall be sub
stituted for 'at least 80 percent' each place 
it appears in section 1563(a)(l), and 

"(B) the determination shall be made 
without regard to subsections (a)(4) and 
<e><3><C> of section 1563. 

"(g) SPECIAL RULE FOR PASS-THRU OF 
CREDIT.-In the case of an individual who

"<1> owns an interest in an unincorporated 
trade or business, 

"(2) is a partner in a partnership, 
"(3) is a beneficiary of an estate or trust, 

or 
"(4) is a shareholder in an S corporation, 

the amount allowable under subsection <a> 
for any taxable year shall not exceed an 
amount <separately computed with respect 
to such person's interest in such trade or 
business or entity> equal to the amount of 
tax attributable to that portion of a per
son's taxable income which is allocable or 
apportionable to the person's interest in 
such trade or business or entity. 

"(h) TERMINATION.-This section shall not 
apply to expenditures made after December 
31, 1993.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 38(b) of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986, as amended by section 301(b), 
is further amended-

<A> by striking out "plus" at the end of 
paragraph (5), 

(B) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (6), and inserting in lieu there
of a comma and "plus", and 

<C> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"<7> the employer on-site child care facili
ty credit determined under section 44.". 

(2) The table of sections for subpart D of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1, as 
amended by section 301(b), is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new item: 

"Sec. 44. Employer on-site child care facility 
credit.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1988. 

TITLE ¥-DEPENDENT CARE SERVICES 
TAX CREDIT 

SEC. 501. PHASE OUT OF CHILD CARE CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (2) of section 

21(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
<relating to expenses for household and de
pendent care services necessary for gainful 
employment> is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE DEFINED.-For 
purposes of paragraph <1), the term 'appli
cable percentage' means 30 percent reduced 
<but not below 0 percent> by the sum of-

"(A) 1 percentage point <but no more than 
a total of 10 percentage points) for each 
$2,000 <or fraction thereof) by which the 
taxpayer's adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year exceeds $10,000, plus 

"(B) either-
"(i) in the case of an individual who main

tains a household which includes 1 qualify
ing individual <as defined under subsection 
(b)(l)(A)), 2 percentage points for each 
$1,000 <or fraction thereof) by which the 
taxpayer's adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year exceeds $35,000, or 

"<iD in the case of an individual who main
tains a household which includes 2 or more 
qualifying individuals <as defined under sub
section <b><l><A», 2 percentage points for 
each $1,000 <or fraction thereof) by which 
the taxpayer's adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year exceeds $45,000.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1988. 
SEC. 502. REFUNDABLE DEPENDENT CARE SERV-

ICES TAX CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAI..-Part IV of subchapter A 

of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 <relating to credits against tax> is 
amended-

< 1) by redesignating section 35 as section 
36,and 

<2> by redesignating section 21 as section 
35. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Paragraph (a) of section 35(a) of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 <relating to 
allowance of credit), as redesignated by sub
section (a), is amended by striking out 
"chapter" and inserting in lieu thereof "sub
title". 

(2) Section 129 of such Code <relating to 
dependent care assistance programs) is 
amended-

< A> by striking out "section 21(d)(2)" in 
subsection (b)(2) and inserting in lieu there
of "section 35(d)(2)", and 

(B) by striking out "section 21(b)(2)" in 
subsection (e)(l) and inserting in lieu there
of "section 35(b)(2)". 

(3) Subsection <e> of section 213 of such 
Code <relating to deduction for medical, 
dental, etc., expenses) is amended by strik
ing out "section 21" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 35". 

(4) Paragraph (4) of section 6201<a) of 
such Code <relating to assessment author
ity) is amended-

<A> by striking out "or section 32 <relating 
to earned income)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof ", section 32 <relating to earned 
income>, or section 35 <relating to depend
ent care services credit)", and 

<B> by striking out the caption and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

"(4) OVERSTATEMENT OF CERTAIN CREDITS.-

<5> Section 6513 of such Code <relating to 
time return deemed filed and tax considered 
paid) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(f) TIME TAx Is CoNSIDERED PAID FOR DE
PENDENT CARE SERVICES CREDIT.-For pur-

poses of section 6511, the taxpayer shall be 
considered as paying an amount of tax on 
the last day prescribed for payment of the 
tax (determined without regard to any ex
tension of time and without regard to any 
election to pay the tax in installments> 
equal to so much of the credit allowed by 
section 35 <relating to dependent care serv
ices credit) as is treated under section 
6401<b) as an overpayment of tax.". 

(6) Subsection (d) of section 6611 of such 
Code is amended by striking out the caption 
and inserting inlieu thereof the following: 

"(d) ADVANCE PAYMENT OF TAX, PAYMENT 
OF ESTIMATED TAX, CREDIT FOR INCOME TAX 
WITHHOLDING, AND DEPENDENT CARE SERV
ICES CREDIT.-". 

(C) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) The table of sections for subpart A of 

part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by striking out the item relating to section 
21. 

(2) The table of sections for subpart C of 
such part IV is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 35 and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following new items: 
"Sec. 35. Expenses for household and de

pendent care services necessary 
for gainful employment. 

"Sec. 36. Overpayments of tax.". 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1988. 

TITLE VI-CHILD CARE STUDY 
SEC. 601. CHILD CARE STUDY. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act the Secretary shall 
prepare and submit, to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate, a 
report that-

<1> describes the demographic and societal 
trends that are increasing the need for child 
care; 

<2> describes the reasons for the greatly 
increased need for child care; and 

(3) develops recommendations for joint ef
forts by the Federal, State, and local gov
ernments targeted towards enabling parents 
to care for children in their own homes. 

MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED 
ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
I would like to continue on the course 
I have taken here now for a couple of 
years in my advice to the privileged 
orders, particularly in view of the 
events that have happened in which, 
during the last special order, I more or 
less had anticipated, and to quote my 
own self, at the completion of the day 
a week ago, that while we were rush
ing off completing the business for the 
week, we were faced both domestically 
as well as externally with such press
ing and continuing and sustained 
issues as to endanger the national 
well-being. 

With respect to the external, I 
pointed out that as we were going off, 
we should not forget the sailors and 
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airmen in the Persian Gulf who were 
exposed and continued to be. On the 
domestic front, I pointed out that I 
had introduced the first suggested 
substitute for the reconstruction of 
the American dream, but more specifi
cally and concretely, the reconstruc
tion of the framework of financial in
stitutional reference necessary if a 
country or a nation is going to commit 
itself to meeting that indispensable in 
human life, that basic need in human 
life, and that is housing, and in the 
course of previous discussions as far 
back as 1982, for . it was the subcom
mittee that I have had the honor to 
chair since January 28, 1981, in fact, 
the most numerous subcommittee in 
the whole Congress, the Subcommit
tee on Housing and Community Devel
opment, that we pointed out with the 
first hearing on December 4, 1982, 
about what was obvious to us then 
after having had some hearings both 
here in the Capitol as well as out in 
the field, in both the most rural of our 
areas as well as the most dense urban 
and the most densely populated sec
tions of our country, where we are 
really confronted with the making of 
one of the most disturbing social up
heavals and crises that I predict we 
will be facing sooner than later, just as 
in the case of the international activi
ties and external problems that face 
us, due directly to actions on the part 
of the executive branch and the Con
gress or the failure to take action on 
the part of the executive branch and 
the Congress. 

With respect to what I discussed this 
last Thursday that has relevance to 
what I want to develop today and the 
domestic situation, I described, and 
had been doing so previously, but frag
mentarily, the breakdown of the 
system that gave rise to the perform
ance of the miracle of the 20th centu
ry, and that is the housing of America. 
For 40 years, from 1940 to 1980, our 
country, our great and glorious coun
try, performed the miracle of the ages. 
It housed its citizens, poor, moderate
income, middle-income and high
income. 

There seldom is, of course, any kind 
of a shortage for the extremely 
wealthy, but today we reached the 
point of abysmal failure where we 
have shut out from home ownership 
the overwhelming preponderant 
number of American families. There is 
just about 6% percent of the American 
families who can afford to buy a brand 
new, newly constructed single-family 
dwelling unit. 

This is how much abdication since 
1981 both the Congress and the execu
tive branch have brought about and 
created a real, real serious crisis of 
great dimensions that is going to task 
our ability, our wit and our will tore
solve before there is too much damage 
to the social well-being of our society. 

In the first place, it was obvious in 
December 1982 when we had the first 
hearing, on December 4, on what later 
became known as the homeless prob
lem, that we were going to face home
lessness, not the kind that we became 
inured to after World War II, that is, 
after the hot-shooting phase of World 
War II, because by way of parenthesis, 
I have maintained all along that we 
never have closed out World War II. 
We have over 300,000 of our military 
in Germany alone. We have over 
45,000 in Korea and throughout the 
world we have one-half of a million of 
our uniformed forces, more than was 
ever at any time out, and this means 
that we have failed to grasp the sig
nificance of the world changes since 
1945, 1946, and 1947. 

In fact, our debates here, as I have 
pointed out, if we want to call them 
debates, we have had discussions, but 
we have not had debates as to the for
mation and the thrust of what we call 
our defense policies. We are taxing as 
of this year the American taxpayer for 
more than $300 billion for this so
called defense, but which defense is 
predicated on a 1947 world which no 
longer exists. 

We should not be surprised if we 
have incidents such as we have been 
reporting with great agony to our na
tional conscience. We should not be at 
all surprised; yes, disappointed, but 
not surprised. I think both the Ameri
can people through their representa
tives, their agents, us that is, have not 
wanted to confront the basic serious 
constitutional issues confronting us. 

I saw that clearly at the time of the 
Korean conflict when I never dreamed 
that I would be in the Congress, never 
thought I would be active in politics, 
and the reason was that I thought it 
was a fundamental constitutional issue 
if a President could willy-nilly con
script an unwilling American, after se
lecting him, that is, where some would 
and some would not, but all equally el
igible and send them outside of the 
continental United States, though un
willing, to fight in an undeclared war. 

I think so many of my colleagues, I 
know, all during the 1960's, when I 
raised the issue, once I came to the 
Congress, I first raised the issue with 
President Kennedy, and if ever I had a 
friend and probably the President 
with whom I had the most intimate 
confidence of all the Presidents includ
ing my fellow Texan and neighbor, 
Lyndon Johnson, it certainly was John 
F. Kennedy, and even I at the time 
when I think only a handful would 
have known where South Vietnam 
really was, and this was May 1963, and 
I discovered back home that a little 
airman had been brought back and 
was in a ceremony involving the re
serve component of the Air Force at 
Kelly, in my district. This young 
airman was the son of a friend of 
mine. We had grown up together. We 

had played baseball together. When 
the war broke out, I was called to 
serve in what turned out to be the 
cable and radio censorship with both 
military as well as naval intelligence, 
and he went over as a foot soldier and 
ended up being a hero in the Battle of 
the Bulge. 

Here they were having this ceremo
ny, and the commanding officer, Colo
nel Marchbanks, since deceased, · invit
ed me because of the fact that the 
family knew me, and I went and won
dered what are they decorating this 
little airman about and for. It was ex
plained that he had been involved in I 
forget how many dozens of missions in 
Southeast Asia, and I said, "What do 
you mean, missions?" They said, "He 
was an adviser," and it turns out, in 
speaking with the young man, that he 
explained that he had been what was 
known as a cargo master on a helicop
ter, but actually operated by the 
ARVN, or the Army of the Republic of 
Vietnam, and that on the last trip out 
he had received hostile fire, and not 
wanting to get shot and killed and 
being unarmed, he ordered the ARVN 
to fire back, and he refused, so he 
grabbed the gun and fired back, and 
they pulled up and landed safely. 

When he landed, he was reported as 
having violated his advisory status. 
The CO, in order to avoid incidents, 
just shipped him back home. 

First, why would an American in 
uniform, obliged to face possible seri
ous bodily harm or death, be put in a 
position where he would be unarmed? 
That sounded to me unbelievable. I 
came right back the following Wednes
day, and they used to have briefings 
on Wednesday mornings by the sev
enth floor desk of the State Depart
ment, and that was the Far East desk. 
At that time the gentleman who han
dled that was the brother of one of 
the highly placed Kennedy officials, 
and when I asked, I said, "By what 
reason, and I might ask, how many of 
these men do we have in Southeast 
Asia, and if they are advisers, why are 
they facing combat environments with 
no minimal self-protection, not even a 
sidearm?" He did not answer. That is 
when I gloried in the ability of the 
State Department, in good, perfect 
English to give a nonanswer. 

I respect my superiors, and when I 
was in the State senate, the only arm I 
was able to develop as leverage was my 
ability to take the senate floor once 
recognized by the president and hold 
it as long as I could talk or stand on 
my feet, because the Texas State 
Senate was the birthplace of the so
called filibuster. 

D 1645 
The Texas Senate had always 

upheld the unlimited debate precedent 
and rule. So I learned how to say in 30 
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hours what one could have said in 
about 5 minutes. 

So when this gentleman was explain
ing what I was trying to find out 
about, but which he never got to, fi
nally I said, "Well, sir, you are not re
sponsive to my question. Why are our 
men there, if they are in uniform, and 
why are they exposed to hostile fire if 
they are merely advisers? It is contra
dictory." 

He said, "My suggestion would be 
that you direct your inquiry to the De
fense Department. All I can tell you is 
that the United States has been re
quested by the ruler, Diem, to provide 
military advisory assistance." 

So I gave up. That evening I had an 
invitation to go to the White House. 
President Kennedy was a very outgo
ing President, and I went, and the first 
thing I did was to buttonhole him. He 
seemed puzzled. So he turned the 
matter over to his personal secretary, 
Kenny O'Donnell. So later I had a call 
from Mr. Kenny O'Donnell and he 
said, "Henry, I have contacted the 
Pentagon for you but if you will call 
such and such an individual with liai
son he might give you a little bit more 
exact information." 

I called that individual and found 
out, to my great surprise and at the 
same time gratification, that we had 
military that also had the gift of gab 
and was almost as good as that State 
Department official, except he was a 
little more in the habit of using mili
tary jargon. But I finally concluded 
that what he was telling me was there 
were no more than some 57 advisers in 
Southeast Asia all told, that this just 
simply could not be true that they 
would have been involved in missions 
in which they would have been ex
posed to serious bodily harm or death. 
I said that I have a case here, alive 
and kicking, corroborated, document
ed. He said that must have been some 
mistake somewhere, "but we can 
assure you that that is not the case." 

History has shown that by the time 
I made that call, we had, and whether 
the President knew about it or not in 
exact detail, I do not know, all I know 
is that by 1963 we had more than 1,000 
and perhaps a lot more than 1,000. 
Now we pick up books and memoirs 
and we read and we had actual en
counters and planned excursions in a 
combat environment and all in the 
name of advisory with the South Viet
namese Government troops. 

I direct the attention of my col
leagues interested in the subject 
matter to the current series of articles 
in the New Yorker, which is, inciden
tally, I will tell my colleagues, perhaps 
one of the best sources for some of the 
most seminal and instructive and evi
dentiary documentation you will find 
anyplace. The article is written by a 
former colonel who served in that ca
pacity and worked both with military 
intelligence as well as with the CIA 

and with the special forces that were 
developed on that occasion, and the 
number of casualties which really 
have not been reported any more than 
our Central American involvement 
and casualties, where very much the 
same thing has happened, and it has 
all gone unreported. Ironically, I re
ported to this body in this well in 1982, 
soon after the arrival of the first of 
the substantial, and I call substantial 
anything over 40 or 45 military compo
nents to El Salvador in 1982, and 1980 
when we had the first recognition and 
the acceptance of the military adviso
ry capacity, and that substantial incre
mental increase in 1982. And I had a 
constituent again who reported the 
same thing in 1982 that this airman 
had reported to me in 1963. 

So I speak of these specifics only to 
address this general subject matter in 
which I have said that we have 
strayed, and all with the either tacit 
or silent consent of the Congress. The 
Congress has been and continues to be 
the key. And if the Congress abdicates 
we should not be shocked. The Con
gress is a good reflection of the Ameri
can people. We are elected by the 
people and we should be. So that in a 
sense emerging from this vast con
glomeration known as the American 
people there has been no real, concise 
formulation of opinion. 

But the reason is that we reached a 
point in our society, not only in the 
United States but in the world, where 
the information necessary for the citi
zen to formulate his opinions and 
make the wise decisions which the 
Founding Fathers expected under the 
Constitution in the election of their 
Representatives, and that is that 
today the leadership also has the 
double tasks of educating, of leading 
by informing, and that just simply has 
not been there. The reason there 
again is that we are ourselves ill-in
formed, because again, what are our 
sources of information. 

But when there are eruptions or ac
tions that are obviously and palpably 
described and documented that clearly 
show this disarray, such as in the case 
of the military advisers actually en
gaged in conflict on one side or the 
other, and we have learned nothing 
because as I said for 14 months during 
the time that President Reagan as
signed the 2,000 marines or more to 
Beirut, I was formulating my ques
tions based on these experiences, and 
my question was very simple: What, 
Mr. President, is the mission of our 
marines in Beirut? 

It was at that point on the first occa
sion, because I will recall to my col
leagues that President Reagan first 
sent a smaller detachment of marines 
earlier in 1982, and then removed 
them when the Gemayel regime, or 
one part of it, one of the brothers 
seemed to have taken charge. But 
what I could see obviously nobody was 

mentioning in our press, in the Con
gress, to the Congress, or to the press 
to the point where the American press 
would report it, but which was being 
reported in the European press, in the 
Latin American press and which I 
read, and that was that that regime 
was one of four factions engaged in a 
long and bitter disputation. It was a 
civil war inside of a religious war 
inside of a historical conflict going 
back to 2,000 years before when the 
Romans occupied that part of the 
country and did not know what to do 
with it; and where the French after 50 
years of fruitless imperial possession, 
did not know what to do, and were de
lighted when in the middle of World 
War II, 1943, they just shed them
selves of it and handed it over to us 
and the British at that time. Since 
then, both the British and the French 
washed their hands or got excluded 
from that area and turned it over to 
us. 

What I think my colleagues and we 
generally in America do not see is the 
perception of us in that part of the 
world. As much as the perception of 
ourselves is different, we do not look 
upon ourselves as stepping into the 
shoes of a colonial power. Unfortu
nately, that is not the way we are 
looked upon in the Middle East. We 
are looked upon as the power that has 
stepped into the shoes of the British 
and the French imperial powers. 

What is the mission of our sailors in 
the Persian Gulf? Now when the 
trumpet giveth an uncertain sound, 
who then, who then can rise to battle, 
who then can do battle? This saying is 
as old as St. Paul where he had been a 
soldier and he knew that the enemy of 
soldiery is indecisive or poor, unclear, 
limpid leadership without forceful de
cisions and direction and a clearly 
spelled out mission. This is not even 
being discussed in the Congress. All 
the discussions have been on was the 
commander right, should he not have 
shot down this airplane. That is not 
the issue. 

As I am speaking here today, the 
danger continues, perhaps in another 
form other than shooting down an air
liner, but it is there because our pres
ence there is not defined. What is the 
mission of our sailors? 

I have said right here not once but 
thrice that our sailors are exposing 
their lives for the protection of the in
terests of SOCAL, that is Standard Oil 
of California, and British Petroleum, 
because we are flagging with the 
American flag those tankers delivering 
that oil that is being marketed by 
those entities. 

Iraq, as well as the other Arabic 
nation, which incidentally is the one 
we are flagging the tankers with 
American flags, but it is a party to the 
hostilities, it is an ally because it is an 
Arabic nation. The war that is now in 
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progress for 8 years, one of the most 
bitter, one of the most inhuman wars 
ever where everything has been used 
from torture, mutilation to poison gas, 
is a war between an Arabic nation or 
nations and a non-Arabic nation 
known as Iran. 

Israel is still in a state of war techni
cally and in effect in reality with Iraq, 
yet it was Iraq that shot and killed or 
bombed and killed our 37 sailors. It 
was not Iran. But we are protecting 
Iraqi shipping because Iraq is sinking 
Iranian shipping. We are not protect
ing the gulf lanes because we are ac
complices in the sinking of Iranian 
tankers. So we are in the middle of a 
war. We are on the side of one of two 
warring nations. 

So should we not expect more and 
ominous occurrences as long as our 
Commander in Chief, as he did in 
Beirut, does not define the mission of 
the military? 

0 1700 
What is their mission? What are the 

rules of engagement? And if they have 
been assessed, as some have reported, 
tenuously, then the President has not 
come to the Congress as the 1974 War 
Powers Resolution demands. I have in
troduced a War Powers Resolution al
leging the President has been in viola
tion of it since last year, the first ses
sion of the 100th Congress. There is 
nobody among my colleagues that 
seems to be very much interested. So 
our hands are just as bloody as the 
Commander in Chief's and just as 
much as in the death of the 241 ma
rines in Beirut. 

I introduced a resolution then, for I 
am willing to go before a committee if 
they will give me a hearing and make 
the case. But what do you do as a 
single Member of the U.S. House of 
Representatives other than that, 
other than what I am doing now? I 
have constituents on those ships, I 
have constituents on land servicing 
the ships; I have constituents in 
Korea, I have constituents in Germa
ny. Who then will speak for them? 

In Korea we have already had dem
onstrations in which the passion for 
reunification of that Fatherland is 
there and accompanied by shouts of 
"Get out, Americans." 

Now these are the Koreans in South 
Korea where we lost almost as many 
as we did in Vietnam and where we 
still have better than 45,000 of our sol
diers. 

In Honduras, I have gotten up time 
after time to the point where I re
ceived, I am sure, from some of the 
work force here critical calls, anony
mous calls to the office even while I 
was talking. I had excoriating colun
ists in my own district, for always I 
have first spoken at home and then 
here. It has never been the other way 
around. In fact, I have even been con
demned for even utilizing this part of 

what is a regular procedure of the pro
ceedings of the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives, not because I was using 
them, because I have been using them 
since the first week I came to the Con
gress 27 years ago, but because what I 
said was not to the liking of the pow
erful friends of this powerful adminis
tration in power. So be it. 

I spoke out all during the sixties, 
when I was here alleging the President 
had no constitutional right to impress 
an unwilling conscript and send him 
outside the continental United States. 
Why would I get that notion? Because 
the first draft or Universal Service 
Act, during peacetime, since the Civil 
War, in 1941 when it passed by one 
vote-that vote finally came and a 
clause was inserted. Now you look at 
it, look at the history, you will see 
that clause. It says, "Notwithstanding 
any of the above, no person subject to 
the terms of this act shall be com
pelled to serve against his will outside 
the continental United States except 
in the declaration of war by Congress 
or explicitly provided so by the Con
gress," because the President does not 
have the right to make war. Only the 
Congress can make war. And the Con
gress has not. This is why I have de
nounced this President for the mili
tary intervention in Central America 
where we have lost better than two 
dozen soldiers. It has not been report
ed that way but they have. Where, ob
viously, the bankruptcy of these poli
cies should be self-evident, even in the 
smallest country of El Salvador, 
where, as I am speaking, we are spend
ing over $1.5 million a day and we are 
no closer to a satisfactory solution 
than we were 7 years ago. And after $4 
billion and an untold amount, report
ed and unreported, of military aid, 
both overt as well as covert, all of it, 
all of it antagonistic to the constitu
tional processes that are supposed to 
be governing us. What is it we wait 
for, I ask my colleagues. How long? 
How long? Shall we wait until it is 
quite obvious that there is no retreat 
from the abandonment of our Consti
tution in which, try as we will, we 
cannot put together more than we can 
Humpty-Dumpty? History has great 
lessons if only we would read and 
listen and heed. 

God is no distinguisher of persons or 
nations. All we have to see is what has 
happened during the 20th Century to 
the most enlightened, the most cul
tured of countries such as Germany. 
Now growing up, Germany was tops 
scientifically, culturally, in the area of 
music, literature, art, and particularly 
in technology and science. Yet what 
happened among that people? Are we 
in America privileged and exempt? I 
do not think so, as much as I would 
like to think so. It means that as we 
have yet to complete our 200th anni
versary of enjoying this form of gov
ernment under this Constitution, 

which we cannot say we will celebrate 
until March 3, 1989, the dangers are 
great, the perils are immense, the risks 
are overwhelmingly dangerous simply 
because we have allowed ourselves to 
stray out of a worship of the executive 
branch which the Founding Fathers 
feared the most, more than anything 
else. 

In the first 10 years of our existence 
as a nation, those same Founding Fa
thers thought so little of such an 
office that they did not provide for 
any such thing as a presidency. You 
had the first and then you had the 
second Continental Congresses, then 
you had the Articles of Confederation 
and then, because it was realized that 
a multiple-member body would have to 
have some unitary force that it could 
depend on at a given moment for 
quick, effective action, but circum
scribed by the Constitution, limited as 
that branch was also, co-equal, inde
pendent and separate. But today there 
is not an American I have talked to 
but what tells me that the President is 
superior and greater, almost omni
scient. Well, if we reach that point, 
and I see in our electoral processes
we have electoral processes in which 
we expect some individual, a candidate 
for that office to save us. Well, we are 
gone, if that is what we depend on. 

Our system is in shreds if that is the 
point we have reached. 

I do not detect this among the Amer
ican people in general. Wherever I 
travel my experience has been all 
along, and the reason I am here today 
is that the people are ahead of us po
litical leaders. But what choice do 
they have? What choice do they get? 
And how can they wisely choose and 
how can they wisely formulate judg
ments if they do not have the facts? 
Shall we wait, as we are doing and as I 
have warned against since 1964, where 
we will have the cries rising more and 
more and eventually enveloping in 
such crises as will cause us great, great 
hysterical moments and that is not 
the best time to think. We see the 
handwriting on the wall certainly 
clearly now in Korea where today's 
paper, even, reports that the South 
Korean president even says, "Yes, 
well, you know, we wanted to have 
some kind of rapport, reapproachment 
to get together with North Korea." 
There is no mention about "What 
about the American stake?" But you 
have the outcry on the part of demon
strators saying, "Americans get out." 
Are we going to wait until that hap
pens in Germany? The symptoms are 
there. It is going to happen. This is 
not 1974, it is not 1950. This is not 
1984. There the passion for reunifica
tion is just as great in Germany, both 
Germanies. Should we not expect 
that? It is a repetition of what hap
pened after World War I. We had the 
same thing. 
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Everybody thought that the hatred, 

the bitterness, the passions of wars 
and the so-called victorious allies had 
forever trampled the German war ma
chine. You had the French leader 
saying, when he was asked, "Look, 
why are you so bitter? Why do you 
demand this absolute reparation sacri
ficing the entire German society with 
a burden that cannot be borne? Why 
don't you go over and express some in
terest?" His answer was very simple, to 
the point; in fact, he told our Presi
dent, President Wilson, he said, "Look, 
why should I go to Germany? Twice in 
my lifetime they have come into my 
country," evoking the War of 1870 in 
Bismarck and then, of course, the in
vasion in World War I. 

So what happened? The dream of 
President Wilson, which incidentally is 
14 points-one of the 14 points has 
been completely forgotten. It was "We 
guarantee the integrity of the Russian 
soil," which had been invaded. In fact 
we, with the French and British, in
vaded Russia. To do what? To try to 
put down the revolution. We lost over 
300 soldiers in that venture in 1918. 
Now we forgot that. 

Do you think that has been forgot
ten in Russia? Do you think the Rus
sians have forgotten the invasion of 
the Germans that cost them 20 million 
lives? These are histories that our 
leaders somehow or other do not seem 
to be aware of anymore than they are 
aware of the culture and histories 
south of our border. 

Twenty million people, that would 
be as if Guatemala invaded the United 
States, killed every single citizen of 
Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Lou
isiana. Then with the help of external 
assistance we rolled them back. But as 
soon as we got into the post-war 
period, one of our strong allies said, 
"Well, it is not enough to dismember 
Guatemala because one side of it is 
friendly to our system of government 
and we don't like the way you do your 
business in a democracy. So we are 
going to rearm." 
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Simply put, that is what happened 

in Middle Europe. 
It was no more complicated than 

that. We rearmed Germany. But even 
today we can read from the literature 
even in Poland where the fear still is 
much greater toward Germany than it 
is toward the Russians, although 
Poland at one point or another in the 
last 200 years has been occupied by ev
erybody, including the Swedes. 

Yet the history is roiled because we 
will not be able to understand the 
nervousness of our rearming. And, of 
course, the big debate that was being 
held in the early 1940's and the 1950's 
was: shall we place the German finger 
on the bomb, on the trigger of the 
bomb? That was the big issue. I re
member that. If we were to dig up the 

journals and the papers of that era, 
1948, 1949, and 1950, we would find 
that our leaders were talking about 
the question of rearming. Do we allow 
the German finger on the bomb? The 
bomb was the big issue then, as it con
tinues to be today. 

So my advice has been all along to 
just merely get the perspective of the 
reality of the world as it has evolved, 
particularly since the 1960's. It was ob
vious in all the international arenas, 
just like in 1932, at the time of the De
pression, the German cry was: there is 
no such thing as war guilt. And today 
we are beginning to get the revision
ists. In fact, in two of the German 
provinces the big issue in the elections 
in West Germany the year before last 
was the cry to regain two provinces, 
one being Silesia and another one, 
provinces that are now in Poland but 
which at one time were part of Germa
ny or considered part of Germany. 
And the German leader, Kohl, paci
fied them by saying, "Look, this is no 
time to be making these demands at 
this point, because this is what we are 
going to make an issue for discussion 
when we get a peace treaty." 

This is why I said a while ago that 
World War II has not ended yet. 
There is no peace treaty. We have 
300,000 troops in Germany. We call 
them a defensive force, but they were 
originally occupation troops, and that 
designation was changed about the 
time that the German leader, Adenau
er, gained power. 

The British have how many? Well, 
the British, we know, have never aban
doned the basic diplomatic principle of 
national interest, first and foremost. 
They have somewhere around 7,700 in 
the Ruhr, the steel-producing area. 
The English made sure they kept that 
because they could then control their 
steel-producing competitor. So they 
have about 7,700 troops, and we have 
over 300,000. 

How many do the French have? 
Well, the French have 10,000, give or 
take a few. 

But what are our troops predicated 
on? An overland Middle Europe incur
sion on the part of the Russians. Well, 
anyone who would have had a minimal 
contact with and knowledge of the 
Russian culture and the Russian histo
ry and its leadership thinking would 
have known that they were not insane. 
As a matter of fact, that is the way we 
painted them. Our very President him
self, Reagan, up until this last great 
trip to Moscow, denounced Russia as 
the empire of evil, and indicated its 
leaders were no more than cutthroats 
and thieves and liars. 

Well, simply put, it is not that ex
treme or it is not the other extreme. 
They are just people, and they have 
their culture. They have their histori
cal conditioning development. It is one 
of the most interesting societies that 
we know of in human existence. And 

they have not lost their minds. They 
cannot even handle their peripheral 
countries such as East Germany, 
Czechoslovakia, or Hungary. 

Why would they want to come and 
take Paris and Belgium? It is obvious 
that our forces are predicated on a 
world that has long disappeared. And 
also it is based on the $315 billion 
more or less that we have been outlay
ing for our so-called defense-! call it a 
war budget-since 1981. 

And we have gotten wars. We are in
volved in a war now. There is no way 
we can extricate ourselves from being 
participants in the ongoing war in the 
Persian Gulf. As I said, we are on the 
side of one of two nations at war. That 
makes us participants. How naive can 
anybody be to deny that? 

Congress refuses to appraise the sit
uation and restrain the President, call 
him in and say, "Mr. President, the 
Congress hasn't declared war, so you 
stop making war." Congress is loath to 
do that, so in that respect the system 
is quite faltering. 

But in the light of the historical con
dition, the forces building up are of 
such a nature that, like a vast natural 
storm, we will not be able to handle it. 
If we get simultaneous and antagonis
tic developments in the Far East, in 
Korea, in the Philippines, we will not 
be able to handle it. Filipino leaders 
are questioning our base rights. Grant
ed, nobody up to 2 or 3 years ago even 
questioned the fact that we would 
have what they call hegemony in po
litical science in that area. 

In our "front porch" and "back 
porch" in the New World, we have 
reached the point where we have just 
abdicated all kinds of potential leader
ship. Our moral suasive power is gone. 
The international courts of justice 
have found us guilty of acts of terror
ism and destruction against the sover
eign nation of Nicaragua. 

We persist in the imbecility-I do 
not know any other word but "imbecil
ity" to describe it-of having an am
bassador in Managua recognizing that 
regime as the legitimate regime while 
we are pouring millions of dollars into 
an illegal group in the neighboring 
country of Honduras that we occupy. 
We have occupied that for years. And 
even there, just a matter of 2¥2 
months ago, we had serious outbursts 
and violent demonstrations against us, 
even in a nation that we occupy and 
control completely. 

So do we have problems? Of course 
we have. But problems are made to be 
solved. These are not acts of God. 
They are man-made problems, and 
they are susceptible of man-made reso
lutions. All I can say is that my advice 
is-and that is all I can give-that if 
the end result of headstrong, willful, 
obdurate, unheeding actions over the 
course of 7 years have produced no 
more than these disastrous results, 
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then what are we in the Congress 
waiting for? What is it that we desire? 
How do we properly account to the 
American people for our abdication of 
our constitutional responsibility? 

The Constitution grants us great au
thority, but also great responsibility. 
And it is not unlimited; it is limited. 
The same thing is true with the execu
tive branch, and wisely, the men who 
wrote the Constitution placed the ex
ecutive branch in article II. Article I is 
the Congress. This is where they clear
ly showed their priority, to the Repre
sentatives of the people. 

But if the system breaks down, we 
are, as I said, the Representatives of 
the American people, no more and no 
less. We have a great tradition that we 
have inherited. But the worst of 
slaves, it has been said, are corrupted 
free men, and if we have become cor
rupted in our ways, careless of our 
privileges such as the Constitution, 
should we then gnash our teeth, or 
should we say, "We, the people, the 
source of all power under the Consti
tution, demand of you, our agents, 
that you tell us exactly and forth
rightly what the issue is." We should 
say, "Don't be scared to lose your job 
if you tell us unhappy news." But this 
seems to be the case. 

I never participate in the purely po
litical partisan offices or activities, so I 
have not been a delegate to conven
tions, though I could have been since 
1956. I believe the reason for that, as I 
stated, is that I do not believe in such 
things as superdelegates, of which we 
in Congress seem to have the lion's 
share. That is ridiculous. It is antago
nistic to the democratic process. We 
are either delegates or we are not dele
gates. There are such things as hierar
chical delegates and superdelegates 
and plain ordinary vanilla delegates, 
but we have gotten so far away in 
these processes that I have told my 
leaders back home, "I am not going to 
be a delegate because I think that 
ought to be left up to a good, hard
working party member who doesn't 
hold a political office." 

Why do we want to hog these 
things? It takes everything I have got 
to do the job I have. I cannot go 
around here and fool around and try 
to tell the people who they ought to 
elect. That is what the party processes 
ought to be for. But when you do this, 
you are removing them from the proc
esses of the involvement of the people, 
and as a result we do not get the par
ticipation of the people. 

The most disturbing factor in Ameri
can participatory democracy has been 
the lack of participation in our elec
tions. In 1956 in Texas we had the so
called poll tax. Everybody used to say 
that that was the source of all evil. In 
order to qualify for a vote in a given 
year, we had to pay a poll tax of $1.50, 
and then it was $1.75, by January 30 of 
that year, long before the candidacies 

were formed, long before the primar
ies were shaping up. And we said, 
"Well, the reason people are so poorly 
registered is that $1.75 is a lot of 
money, and you have to pay it by Jan
uary 30th." 

Well, in 1956 we had the poll tax. I 
was on the city council, and finally I 
decided that I could not afford it any 
longer. My family was growing. The 
city council paid $20 a week for 40 
weeks, because it is a council-manager 
form of government. The office of 
mayor was also a ceremonial mayor. 
Yet the candidates for mayor, and the 
successful mayors in the last three 
mayoralty elections in San Antonio 
have reported spending in excess of 
half a million dollars. 

In congressional races we have had 
million-dollar campaigns. That is com
pletely vitiating the intent for which 
this office was created, and that was 
that it would be that office that is di
rectly accessible, directly amenable to 
the people themselves, like no other 
office. 

The Senators have a whole State. 
The President and Vice President have 
the whole Nation. But that citizen out 
there has the Congressman in his dis
trict, someone that he ought to be as 
close to as the telephone, and if that is 
not true, the system is not working. 

Who can afford to run a million
dollar campaign? Who can afford to 
run a campaign for $100,000? I know I 
never could have. But the proof of the 
pudding is that the people do not 
demand it. 

I am here now, and I have had ev
erything anybody could throw at 
anyone thrown against me. The news
papers have never been particularly 
friendly to me. In my first race for the 
Congress, my opponents brought in 
former President Dwight Eisenhower 
himself for 3 days in a row, with both 
newspapers picturing my opponent 
and Eisenhower with my opponent in 
color on the front page of each daily 
for 3 days in a row. 
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How could someone match that? 
Yet the people elected me, and not 

by a small proportion. I think 11,000 
votes is pretty good under those cir
cumstances. 

But then that race in 1956 for the 
State senate where I resigned from 
the city council and then announced 
for the State senate not expecting to 
win, but because there was an issue to 
be made, and incidentally that issue is 
still unresolved. It was the one fight I 
left incomplete on the city council. I 
waged successfully the fight to change 
the city water board, which was one of 
the last vestiges of the old rotten 
bureau system. 

Mr. Speaker, my city, that great city 
of San Antonio, still is the only place I 
know of in the English-speaking world 
that has the last vestige of the rotten 

bureau system, and that is the utility 
company. Now the water company was 
that way 35 years ago, but I led the 
fight, took 3 years, but I survived. I 
was the only one reelected in 1955 as 
the first independent candidate to be 
elected on the City Council of San An
tonio under this former government 
running citywide at that time and with 
four opponents and with no more than 
a total of $750. 

If my colleagues tell me the people 
are not there, they are telling the 
wrong person in America because that 
is why I am taking these special 
orders, to proclaim to each and 
sundry, as I have said on many occa
sions to my colleagues, "Fear not. All 
you have to lose is your seat." 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE 
HONORABLE GLADYS SPELLMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HoYER] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, on June 
19, former Congresswoman Gladys 
Spellman died. Mrs. Spellman was my 
predecessor from the Fifth Congres
sional District of Maryland, and for 
more than 20 years she had been my 
friend. 

Today I rise to remember Gladys 
Spellman's life. For many years we 
have dwelled on the sad circumstances 
that led to her death. As is well 
known, on October 31, 1980, Gladys 
Spellman suffered a cardiac arrest and 
slipped into a coma from which she 
never recovered. We are thankful that 
Gladys is now at peace, and the long 
ordeal for her family, who have stood 
by her side throughout her career and 
through her illness, is now over. 

We remember Gladys Spellman for 
her bright smile, her good humor, and 
her compassion enhanced with intelli
gence. She was a unique individual, a 
skilled and professional politician, be
loved by her constituents and her col
leagues. In her two decades of public 
service, Gladys accomplished much. 

She was born in New York City in 
1918. In her childhood, Gladys and 
her family moved to Washington, DC. 
Her parents became grocery store 
owners and operators. Her father, 
Henry Noon, is still remembered today 
as an effective president of the Dis
trict Grocers Association. 

Following her graduation from Roo
sevelt High School and attendance at 
George Washington University, in 
1938, Gladys married a fellow class
mate Reuben Spellman. Following 
Reuben's naval service during World 
War II, the couple settled in Cheverly, 
MD. There they raised their family of 
three children, Stephen, Richard, and 
Dana. 

It was her interest in children that 
led Gladys to the classroom, where she 
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taught for 6 years. Hoping to improve 
the level of education throughout the 
whole Prince Georges County School 
System, Gladys moved from the class
rooms to the community halls. She 
lobbied the Board of Commissioners, 
the State legislature, and the Gover
nor for increased funding for educa
tion, and she was successful. During 
this period, Gladys was an officer in 
the Prince Georges County Council of 
PTA's, Vice President of the Maryland 
Congress of PTA's, and was chairman 
of the National Mental Health Study 
Center. 

Given her success in improving our 
educational system, it was natural that 
Gladys next became involved in poli
tics. In 1962, Gladys joined a group of 
young reform-minded democrats
headed by congressional candidate and 
later two-term Congressman Carlton 
Sickles-who were attempting to bring 
a progressive form of government to 
Prince Georges County. 

After decades of "old guard" domi
nance, that year Gladys was the first 
woman ever elected to serve as a 
member of the board of commission
ers. 

Four years later, in 1966, she was the 
first woman ever elected chairman of 
the board of county commissioners, a 
position that is essentially the same as 
our modern day county executive. I 
was proud to have been elected to the 
Maryland State Senate as part of that 
same reform slate in 1966. 

During her early years as a commis
sioner, often against severe odds, 
Gladys was able to establish many 
changes in the policies governing 
Prince George's County. She helped to 
establish a housing authority, a con
sumer hotline, and a modern purchas
ing system for the county. She led the 
fight for new libraries, a merit system 
for county employees, and she rewrote 
the land use zoning laws which began 
for the first time to bring control and 
order to planning in our county. 

Gladys had a tremendous impact on 
education. She worked diligently to in
crease State aid to local schools, bring
ing in more school construction funds. 
Through her efforts, free kindergar
tens were established for all our chil
dren. In addition, under her leader
ship, Prince Georges' Community Col
lege was built and special education 
and exceptional children's programs 
were funded. 

In the 1960's, it was clear that 
Gladys Spellman's pioneering reforms 
were moving Prince Georges County 
toward a modern progressive future. 

With the passing of a new county 
charter an executive/council form of 
government was created. A special 
election was held in January 1971 and 
Mrs. Spellman was elected to the 
Prince Georges County Council as a 
councilor-at-large. 

It was during her 4 years as a 
member of the council that Mrs. Spell-

man, through the legislative process, 
was able to establish many new county 
departments and programs. These in
clude: A county department of aging, 
the consumer protection agency, and 
the commission for women-the first 
in Maryland. She sponsored legislation 
mandating vastly improved treatment 
procedures for rape victims. 

Gladys' activist approach to govern
ment was felt not only in our county, 
but in the Washington region, and 
across the country. 

In 1967, as Prince Georges County 
Commission chairman, Gladys Spell
man was singularly honored by being 
selected by the President of the 
United States to serve on the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Re
lations. She was also a member of the 
National Labor-Management Rela
tions Service, and a member of the 
steering committee of the Urban Af
fairs Commission of the National 
Council of State Governments where 
she served with then-Governor Ronald 
Reagan. She was also a member of the 
board of directors of: the National As
sociation of Regional Councils, the Na
tional Center for Voluntary Action, 
and the National Democratic Party's 
Advisory Council of Elected Officials. 

In 1972, Mrs. Spellman was accorded 
the highest honor for a county official 
when she was elected president of the 
National Association of Counties. 
Again, she was the first, and for a very 
long time, the only woman ever elect
ed to the office by that association. 
Under the auspices of NACO, Gladys 
launched a nationwide lobbying cam
paign in support of revenue sharing 
and mass transit funding. 

In the State of Maryland, Gladys 
Spellman served on numerous State 
commissions. Our State's county offi
cials elected her to the executive 
board of the Maryland Association of 
Counties, where she headed several of 
its committees. 

Throughout the Washington metro
politan area, Gladys Spellman's influ
ence was felt. She served as chairman 
of two bicounty commissions-the 
Washington Suburban Transit Com
mission and the Regional Planning 
Board. She was a member of the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Tran
sit Authority and vice president of the 
Council of Governments. 

For years, Gladys resisted calls to 
run for higher office. But finally, in 
197 4, she did run and was elected to 
the Fifth Congressional District seat. 
As vice chair of the famous freshman 
class of 1974, Congresswoman Spell
man played a major role in the legend
ary reforms enacted by that class. 

She soon was recognized as an effec
tive leader, and the Speaker appointed 
her in the 96th Congress to serve as a 
member of the Democratic Steering 
and Policy Committee, where she was 
the only woman member. 

In her second term in office, Mrs. 
Spellman was elected to serve as a re
gional whip, again the only woman in 
the whip organization at that time. 

During the 95th and 96th Congress
es, Mrs. Spellman's colleagues on the 
House Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee unanimously elected her to 
be chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Employee Benefits. 
There she gained the national reputa
tion as a strong and steady advocate 
for Federal employees. 

Mrs. Spellman also served on the 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
Committee, where she took a particu
lar interest in the credit problems 
facing women. She was a leader on leg
islation to prevent discrimination 
against women in this area. On that 
panel, she also took a particular inter
est in housing programs. 

Mr. Speaker, it is very appropriate 
that the chairman of the subcommit
tee of that committee is on the floor 
tonight as I speak, and I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GoNZALEZ], the chairman of that 
committee. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HoYER] for yielding to me and giving 
me this opportunity to render some 
witness and testimony to the great ac
complishments of this great lady. 

I recall vividly when she came 
aboard. As a matter of fact, when I 
came up here in 1961-62, her name 
was in the local newspaper because 
she was active in Prince Georges 
County, and I remembered the name 
Gladys Noon Spellman. So, when she 
got elected to the Congress and was as
signed to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, we were 
probably better than the average pre
pared to engage and evaluate. She was 
assigned not only to the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Community Develop
ment, but to the Subcommittee on 
Consumer Affairs and Coinage where 
she helped us forge the protective con
sumer credit protection legislation, the 
equal access to credit for women as 
well as minorities. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HoYER] is to be 
thanked very profoundly for invoking 
her memory and giving us a chance to 
give testimony to the greatness of her 
character, her ability to serve. She was 
a great leader, and there were those of 
us who prayed practically daily, pray
ing to the Almighty that he would 
blow and resume that little spark to a 
flame and have her back with us be
cause she was a Member of the Con
gress at the time that she had the 
onset of her illness, and she participat
ed in every single major development 
in housing and community develop
ment, the CBG Program for instance. 
She had a great participation in the 
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block grant approach in those pro
grams, and I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland for giving me this op
portunity to render this testimony. 

0 1745 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for his contribution. I 
know that Mrs. Spellman would be 
particularly pleased to have the distin
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GoNZALEZ] participate in this special 
order. They shared a passion for pro
tecting those who in many instances 
are unprotected in our society, those 
who do not have particular lobbyists 
in Washington to speak for them, but 
who have Members of Congress like 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoN
ZALEZ] and Congresswoman Spellman 
to stand up and say these are the 
people that we represent and who 
need to be treated fairly. Whether it 
was in housing or in consumer affairs, 
or as the chairman has so appropriate
ly pointed out, in community develop
ment, they made sure that there are 
funds and resources available to fix up 
streets, to make sure that public facili
ties are adequate in our communities. 

We in Prince Georges County have 
been great beneficiaries of the work 
that Gladys Spellman and the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] and 
others on those particular programs 
were successful in and we appreciate 
that. 

Again I would say to the chairman, 
Gladys would be particularly gratified 
that the gentleman from Texas made 
his observations, because he knows so 
well the kind of service that she deliv
ered to the Congress and the people of 
our county and State. 

In Congress as she had in county 
government, Gladys demonstrated her 
knack for solving problems large and 
small. Her casework became legendary 
in our county, and she was equally 
adept at fighting legislative battles on 
behalf of her constituents, again as 
the chairman has pointed out. 

On ·one project in particular, she 
demonstrated her ability and tenacity 
in seeing that prior to the Nation's bi
centennial, the Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway was funded for upgrading. 
Once she had gained funding, she 
dedicated her time to seeing that the 
work was accomplished in such a 
manner that the inconvenience to the 
traveling public was kept to a mini
mum. 

Indeed, she was legendary for 
making sure that the citizens of the 
Washington metropolitan area were 
inconvenienced as little as possible in 
the course of the construction and re
habilitation of that beautiful parkway. 
This kind of a commitment to a cause 
is typical of the kind of effective lead
ership Gladys always exerted. 

As you know, in 1983 Congress 
passed legislation to dedicate the Fed
eral portion of that Parkway to 

Gladys Spellman. I think Mrs. Spell
man's sister, Dorothy Noon Lupo, 
during her testimony on the bill to 
rename the parkway said it best: 

Gladys thought of the parkway as majes
tic and beautiful. • • • That's just the way 
so many of us think of her. But even more, 
we think of her much as the parkway 
suggests • • • busy, vibrant, ever moving. 

Those words beautifully describe 
how so many of us remember Gladys 
Spellman, vibrant and ever moving, 
and that is how she would like to be 
remembered by all of us, I am certain. 

Mr. Speaker, I was one of those in 
1974 who sat in my office in the Mary
land State Senate with Gladys Spell
man and with a number of other mem
bers of the State senate from Prince 
Georges County and urged her to run 
for office. The then incumbent was a 
gentleman named Larry Hogan. He 
was very strong in Prince Georges 
County and had he run would have 
been a very formidable opponent. 
Others with less political courage than 
Gladys demurred and said they were 
not going to run. Gladys agreed that 
she would take on that responsibility 
for all of us. 

It so happened that Larry Hogan de
cided then to run for Governor of 
Maryland, so that that race which was 
forseen did not occur and Gladys was 
elected in 197 4. 

For the 6 years that she served in 
the Congress, I had the opportunity of 
working closely with her. She was my 
friend. She was an adviser. She was 
one of the most decent, most able 
people that I have met in public life. 

As I said when I announced her 
passing to the House, she is now at 
peace. Her death came late, but 
timely. Her family is resolved to her 
passing. It was not a sad day, because 
of that which she had given to us all, 
to her family, to her neighbors and 
friends, to her community and to 
those with whom she served. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to Gladys Noon Spellman. Her passing 
marks a great loss not only for those of us 
who worked with her in Congress, but for the 
entire Washington community. 

I was proud to be able to call Gladys a 
friend. When I first arrived in the House in 
1977 Gladys Spellman extended to me the 
warmth of her personality and the benefit of 
her experience and wisdom. 

With her intelligence, strength, and perpetu
al warmth, Gladys Spellman was a woman of 
tremendous charisma. In all walks of civic life, 
she demonstrated a remarkable ability to 
effect significant political change and maintain 
widespread popularity. Gladys was the con
summate public servant. 

Long before her election as a Member of 
Congress in 1974, Gladys was a dynamic 
force in the government of Prince Georges 
County. She approached each step in her 
career with enthusiasm and integrity, whether 
as an elementary school teacher, PTA head, 
or the first woman county commissioner. 

Gladys' colleagues consistently recognized 
her energy and efforts. She chaired the 
county government in the late sixties, and was 
appointed by President Johnson to the Advi
sory Committee on Intergovernmental Rela
tions in 1967. At the same time, she gained 
the devotion of her constituents. In 1974, she 
was elected to Congress, the first Democrat 
to win from the area since 1966. 

For three terms, Gladys directed unflagging 
energy into her work as a Representative. She 
was key to the planning for the Washington 
Metro transit system, and led efforts to make 
improvements on the Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway. And she was always fighting to take 
care of her unique constituency, with its high 
proportion of midlevel Federal workers. She 
worked to defeat efforts to merge the Federal 
retirement system with Social Security, and 
was influential in opposing measures that 
would have held down pay increases or re
quired freezes on hiring. 

Gladys was a leader from the beginning 
through the end of her career. She chaired 
the Compensation and Employee Benefits 
Subcommittee of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee. She was president of the 
N~tional Association of Counties and vice 
president of the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments. Five days after her 
heart attack in the fall of 1980, she was elect
ed to a fourth term with 80 percent of the 
vote. 

On this occasion, I wish to express my pro
found sorrow at the loss of my inspiring col
league, and extend my deepest sympathies to 
her family, friends, and constituents. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the gentleman from Maryland for organizing 
this special order in tribute to our late friend 
and former colleague Gladys Spellman who 
passed away on June 18 after a long illness. 

Gladys' heart attack and the subsequent 
coma from which she never recovered, de
prived this Chamber of one of its most elo
quent and active Members. Elected to Con
gress in 197 4, Gladys quickly made her mark 
as the first vice chair of the class of 197 4 and 
as an advocate for congressional reform. She 
was also a member of the Steering and Policy 
Committee and was a founding member of the 
Congresswoman's caucus. 

First and foremost, Gladys was committed 
to helping and serving her constituents-the 
people of Maryland's Fifth Congressional Dis
trict. From her position as the chairman of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Subcommittee 
on Compensation and Employee Benefits, 
Gladys worked tirelessly to protect Federal 
employees, many of whom lived in her district. 
This devotion was mutual-4 days after her 
heart attack the voters of the Fifth District 
overwhelmingly reelected Gladys to a fourth 
term. 

Those of us who were privileged to work 
with Gladys benefited from the expertise she 
gained during a distinguished career in public 
service prior to her election to the Congress. 
She was a prominent member of the Prince 
Georges County Council and her formidable 
talents were recognized when she became 
the president of the National Association of 
Counties. 
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Gladys Spellman upheld the finest traditions 

of public service throughout her life. She 
served her beloved State of Maryland and her 
Nation with great honor and distinction. During 
her three terms in the House, she earned the 
respect and admiration of her colleagues. 

It was a great personal privilege to call 
Gladys Spellman my friend. For the many 
people whose lives she touched and for the 
Nation she served so well, her long illness 
and death are a great loss. But we can find 
some consolation in the fact that Gladys 
Spellman made a difference and her legacy 
will truly be an enduring one. 

GOOD NEWS FOR SOVIET 
FAMILY REUNITED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. 
MILLER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate this opportunity, 
because I have some very good news to 
bring to my colleagues today. You will 
remember the Beinus family, a family 
that lives out in the part of the coun
try that I come from, Arcadia and 
Kaya Beinus left the Soviet Union 
almost 15 years ago and they left be
lieving that their son-in-law and 
daughter and grandson, the Besproz
vanny family, would be following close 
behind. That was almost 15 years ago, 
and for years they have waited and for 
years the Besprozvanny's in the Soviet 
Union applied to immigrate, applied 
and were rejected, applied and were 
rejected, the rejection being given on 
the basis that Mr. Besprozvanny had 
once worked in a naval plant 18 years 
ago and had been involved in secret 
work. Of course, we argued that that 
was 18 years ago. The secrets have 
long since passed and certainly he 
should be allowed to leave now and his 
wife, a music teacher in the kindergar
ten, and son should be allowed to 
leave. 

Well, my colleagues, as you know, I 
have been working on this for 2 years 
now. I have written so many letters 
and talked to many Soviet officials 
and American officials, and you have 
joined me. There were 120 of you who 
signed a letter with me to General 
Secretary Gorbachev on behalf of the 
Besprozvannys. You joined me and 
Ambassador Schifter worked very 
hard on this matter. Secretary Shultz 
took this up with Foreign Minister 
Shevardnadze. President Reagan took 
this up in the recent summit with 
General Secretary Gorbvachev. 

Just this afternoon about 20 minutes 
ago the Soviet Embassy called me to 
let me know that the Besprozvannys 
have been given permission to leave 
the Soviet Union. That is the good 
news I wanted to share with you. 

Galya and Elena Besprozvanny and 
their son should be coming to the 
United States within a month. I can 
tell you the grandparents, the Bein-

uses, are looking very much to getting 
together with them and I am looking 
forward to seeing them again. I met 
with them when I was in Moscow in 
January. 

I know that much remains to be 
done with divided families. There are 
many divided families still and we 
must continue to struggle to reunite 
those who wish to leave the Soviet 
Union, with their families in the 
United States. 

But today I think it is a time for us 
to rejoice and to celebrate in the good 
news that one divided family will be 
brought together, and that is just 
great news for the Beinuses, for their 
friends in Puget Sound country and 
for all of us who have worked so hard 
to bring this family together again. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. RowLAND of Connecticut> 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:> 

Mr. JEFFORDS, for 60 minutes, on 
July 13. 

Mr. LoTT, for 15 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GoNZALEZ) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MAcKAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. -WEISS, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. PENNY, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOYER, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 60 minutes, on 

July 11, 12, and 14. 
Mr. WEISS, for 60 minutes, on July 

11 and 12. 
Mr. FRANK, for 60 minutes, on July 

11. 
Mr. GAYDOS, for 60 minutes, on July 

12 and 13. 
<The following Member <at his own 

request> to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous materi
al:) 

Mr. MILLER of 
minutes, today. 

Washington, for 5 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. WAXMAN, and to include extra
neous material notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $3,267. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. RowLAND of Connecticut> 
and to include extraneous matter:> 

Mr. GRADISON. 

Mr. LENT in two instances. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
Mr. BLAZ. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 
Mr. HEFLEY. 
Mr. McDADE. 
Mr. EMERSON in two instances. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. MARLENEE. 
<The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GoNZALEZ) and to include 
extraneous matter:> 

Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN. 
Mr. LANTOS in two instances. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. GRANT. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. FOLEY. 
Mr. CLEMENT. 
Mrs. COLLINS. 
Mr. ANDERSON. 
Mr. LELAND. 
Mrs. LLOYD. 
Mr. FEIGHAN. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. PANETTA. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER in two in

stances. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit

tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined 
and found truly enrolled bills of the 
House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4229. An act to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to codify in that title 
certain defense-related permanent free
standing provisions of law, and 

H.R. 4567. An act making appropriations 
for energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his sig

nature to an enrolled bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 623. An act to amend the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal years 1987, 1988, 1989, 
and 1990, and for other purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on this day 
present to the President, for his ap
proval, bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 3893. An act to amend the provisions 
of the Toxic Substances Control Act relat
ing to asbestos in the Nation's schools by 
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providing adequate time for local education
al agencies to submit asbestos management 
plans to State Governors and to begin im
plementation of those plans; 

H.R. 4288. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at the comer of Locust 
Street and West Cumberland Avenue in 
Knoxville, TN, as the "John J. Duncan Fed
eral Building"; 

H.R. 4639. An act to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to prevent abuses in 
the Supplemental Loans for Students Pro
gram under part B of title IV Of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.R. 4731. An act to extend the authority 
for the Work Incentive Demonstration Pro
gram. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly <at 5 o'clock and 55 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 
11, 1988, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3943. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the 
Navy's proposed letter<s> of offer to Kuwait 
for defense articles <Transmittal No. 88-39), 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 118; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

3944. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula
tions for the Secretary's procedures and cri
teria for recognition of accrediting agencies, 
pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232<d><l>; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

3945. A letter from the Secretary of 
Labor, transmitting the annual report on 
the enforcement activities under the Fair 
Labor Standards Act for the period of Octo
ber 1, 1985 through September 30, 1986; the 
seventh biennial report on labor force 
groups which have had historically high in
cidences of unemployment, pursuant to 29 
U.S.C. 204(d) (1) and <3>; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

3946. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
the sixth biennial report on research into 
the effects of changes in the ozone in the 
stratosphere upon humans, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 7454<e>; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3947. A letter from the Chairman, Securi
ties and Exchange Commission, transmit
ting a legislative proposal for comprehen
sive regulation of margins for securities and 
related futures equity index products; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3948. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the 
Navy's proposed letter(s) of offer and ac
ceptance to Kuwait for defense articles and 
services <Transmittal No. 88-39), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776<b>; to the Committee on 
Foreign Mfairs. 

3949. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of State, transmitting the 36th report on 
the extent and disposition of financial con
tributions by the United States to interna
tional organizations in which the U.S. par
ticipated as a member for the fiscal year 
1987, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 262a; to the 
Committee on Foreign Mfairs. 

3950. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad
viser for Treaty Mfairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered 
into by the United States, pursuant to 1 
U.S.C. 112b<a>: to the Committee on Foreign 
Mfairs. 

3951. A letter from the Administrator, 
General Services Administration, transmit
ting a copy of the final report of the trans
portation management automation feasibili
ty study, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3726 nt.; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

3952. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of Agriculture, transmitting a report on the 
Nez Perce National Forest Plan, pursuant to 
Public Law 95-237; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Mfairs. 

3953. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to authorize appropriations for the 
Patent and Trademark Office in the Depart
ment of Commerce, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

3954. A letter from the Administrator, 
Veterans' Administration, transmitting the 
agency's report of activities for the fiscal 
year ended September 30, 1987, pursuant to 
38 U.S.C. 214, 22Hc>. 664; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Mfairs. 

3955. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
report of demonstration projects with re
spect to alternatives to helping Social Secu
rity disability insurance [Dil beneficiaries 
return to work, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1310 
nt; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3956. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State <Legislative Mfairs) and As
sistant Secretary of the Treasury (Legisla
tive Mfairs), transmitting the lOth annual 
report on the progress in enhancing human 
rights through U.S. participation in interna
tional financial institutions, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 262d(c)(l); jointly, to the Committees 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Mfairs and 
Foreign Mfairs. 

3957. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral. General Accounting Office, transmit
ting the financial audit of the First Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation's 1987 and 
1986 financial statements; report on the 
Corporation's system of internal accounting 
controls and on its compliance with laws 
and regulations <GAO/AFMD-88-58), pur
suant to 31 U.S.C. 9106(a) and 3512<!>; joint
ly, to the Committees on Government Oper
ations and Banking, Finance and Urban M
fairs. 

3958. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting the financial audit of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for the fiscal years 
ended September 30, 1987 and 1986; report 
on the Corporation's system of internal ac
counting controls <GAO/AFMD-88-47), pur
suant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(f> and 9106<a>; joint
ly, to the Committees on Government Oper
ations and Agriculture. 

3959. A letter from the Secretary of 
Energy, transmitting the first annual report 
on the clean coal technology demonstration 
program for the period ending December 31, 
1987; jointly, to the Committees on Science, 
Space and Technology, Energy and Com
merce, and Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Vet
erans' Mfairs. H.R. 4519. A bill to provide 
for the disposition of certain lands in Arizo
na under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of the Interior by means of an exchange of 
lands, and for other purposes; with amend
ments <Rept. 100-744, pt. 2). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. ANDERSON: Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. H.R. 4525. A bill 
to designate the U.S. Courthouse located at 
156 Federal Street in Portland, ME, as the 
"Edward Thaxter Gignoux United States 
Courthouse" <Rept. 100-752). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. ASPIN: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 4264. <Rept. 100-
753). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Vet
erans' Mfairs. H.R. 3742. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to authorize 
erection of a memorial and museum on Fed
eral land in the District of Columbia or its 
environs to honor members of the Armed 
Forces who served in World War II and to 
commemorate United States participation 
in that conflict; with amendments <Rept. 
100-755, pt_ 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Vet
erans' Mfairs. H.R. 4861. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to authorize ap
propriations for grants for State veterans' 
cemeteries <Rept. 100-757). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Mfairs. H.R. 4375. A bill to improve 
the management of certain public lands in 
the State of Michigan; with an amendment 
<Rept. 100-758). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER: Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. H.R. 2882. A bill to 
amend title 5, United States Code, to in
crease the productivity of the Government 
by promoting excellence in Government 
management and by reducing improper po
litical pressures on career civil servants; 
with an amendment <Rept. 100-759). Re
ferred to the Committee on the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY: Committee on Vet
erans' Mfairs. H.R. 4741. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to increase the 
rates of compensation and dependency and 
indemnity compensation [DICl payable to 
veterans with service-connected disabilities 
and their survivors, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment <Rept. 100-760). Re
ferred to the Committee on the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern
ment Operations. S. 892. An act to remove 
the right of reversion to the United States 
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in lands owned by the Shriners' Hospitals 
for Crippled Children on lands formerly 
owned by the United States in Salt Lake 
County, UT; with an amendment <Rept. 
100-754). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

REPORTED BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judici
ary. H.R. 4064. A bill to amend title 28 of 
the United States Code to authorize the ap
pointment of additional bankruptcy judges; 
with an amendment; referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations for a period not to 
exceed 15 legislative days, with instructions 
to report back to the House as provided in 
section 401(b) of Public Law 93-344 <Rept. 
100-756, pt. 1>. Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself, 
Mr. GARCIA, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. ScHU
MER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MORRISON of 
Connecticut, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, and Mr. LEAcH of Iowa> (by 
request): 

H.R. 4981. A bill to amend the Bank Hold
ing Company Act of 1956 to authorize the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System to order bank subsidiaries of bank 
holding companies to consolidate if any 
such bank subsidiary is in danger of closing; 
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TAUKE <for himself, Mr. 
WAXMAN, and Mr. KASTENMEIER): 

H.R. 4982. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to authorize 
abbreviated new animal drug applications 
and to amend title 35, United States Code, 
to authorize the extension of the patents 
for animal drug products; jointly, to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WAXMAN <for himself and 
Mr. MADIGAN): 

H.R. 4983. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise and extend pro
grams with respect to health research and 
teaching facilities and training of profes
sional health personnel, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. LELAND <for himself, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. FusTER, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. PENNY, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. BIL
BRAY, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. FRANK, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KosT
MAYER, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. FoRD of 
Tennessee, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. WALGREN, 
Mr. SIKORSKI, and Mr. BATES): 

H.R. 4984. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish an Interna
tional Health Corps; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: 
H.R. 4985. A bill to amend the Agricultur

al Act of 1949 to provide drought relief, and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag
riculture. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS <for himself, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. JoNTz, Mr. RoBINSON, Mr. HAYES 
of Dlinois, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. PENNY, 
and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

H.R. 4986. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to reduce the default 
rate on student loans under that Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mrs. BENTLEY <for herself, Mr. 
DAVIS of Michigan, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. DYSON, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. FIELDs, Mr. HocHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. WELDON, Mr. McMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mrs. MoRELLA, Mr. 
MILLER of Washington, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. AKAKA., Mr. WORTLEY, and Mr. 
NATCHER): 

H.R. 4987. A bill to establish a mechanism 
to provide for nonprofit organizations for 
merchant marine memorials; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CLARKE: 
H.R. 4988. A bill to prohibit the Tennessee 

Valley Authority from taking any action 
that results in lowering the water levels of 
certain lakes in North Carolina; to the Com
Inittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Michigan <for him
self, Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. FEIGHAN, 
Mr. HENRY, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
PuRsELL, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. TRAxLER, 
and Mr. HORTON): 

H.R. 4989. A bill to reauthorize the Great 
Lakes mapping plan through fiscal year 
1989; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FRANK (for himself, Mr. MAv
ROULES, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. RODINO, 
Mr. JACOBS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. CoN
YERS, Mr. STOKES, Mr. FAUNTROY, 
Mr. ESPY, Mr. LEwiS of Georgia, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. GRAY of Dlinois, 
Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. ATKINS, 
and Ms. PELOSI): 

H.R. 4990. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Housing and Urban Development to 
provide financial assistance to expand and 
preserve the permanent supply of afford
able, decent, and appropriate housing, and 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide additional revenues for the 
assistance; jointly, to the Committees on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRADISON <for himself, Mr. 
THoMAs A. LuKEN, Mr. BATES, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. Bosco, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. 
BUECHNER, Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas, 
Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. 
ECKART, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FASCELL, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. McEWEN, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
ScHUETTE, Mr. RoBERT F. SMITH, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, and Mr. WisE): 

H.R. 4991. A bill to clarify the U.S. obliga
tion to observe occupational safety and 
health standards and to clarify the U.S. re
sponsibility for harm caused by its negli
gence at any work place owned by, operated 
by, or under contract with the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUNDERSON <for himself, 
Mr. BONIOR, Mr. ECKART, Mr. HENRY, 

Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. PER
KINS, Mr. GARCIA, and Mr. BRENNAN): 

H.R. 4992. A bill to expand our national 
telecommunications system for the benefit 
of the hearing- and speech-impaired popula
tions and for other purposes; jointly to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce, Gov
ernment Operations, and House Administra
tion. 

By Mr. JONTZ <for himself, Mr. 
McCLOSKEY, Mr. SHARP, and Mr. 
JACOBS): 

H.R. 4993. A bill to allow farmers suffer
ing crop losses to be eligible for emergency 
loans even if crop insurance was available to 
the farmers under the Federal Crop Insur
ance Act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIER (for himself 
and Mr. MOORHEAD): 

H.R. 4994. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to perlnit Federal Prison In
dustries to borrow from the Treasury, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H.R. 4995. A bill to amend the Agricultur

al Act of 1949 to remove the authority of 
the Secretary of Agriculture to reduce the 
level of price support applicable to milk; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 4996. A bill to amend the Agricultur
al Act of 1949 to modify the authority of 
the Secretary of Agriculture to reduce the 
level of price support applicable to Inilk; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and 
Mr. COOPER): 

H.R. 4997. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to require the Com
mission to take certain measures to protect 
investors in securities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. PANETTA <for himself and 
Mr. EMERSON): 

H.R. 4998. A bill to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to make technical correc
tions in the falnily independence demon
stration project; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. PENNY: 
H.R. 4999. A bill to expand the availability · 

of child care, and for other purposes; joint
ly, to the Committees on Education and 
Labor and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER <for him
self, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. COURTER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DOWNEY of New 
York, Mr. FRANK, Mr. GALLo, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. ROYBAL, 
Mr. SABO, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
WoRTLEY, Mrs. BoXER, Mr. HuGHES, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. 
BOEHLERT): 

H .R. 5000. A bill to encourage scientific re
search and development of technologies re
lating to recycling, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Science, 
Space, and Technology; Energy and Com
merce; Armed Services; and Agriculture. 

By Mrs. ROUKEMA: 
H.R. 5001. A bill to establish the Delaware 

Water Gap National Recreation Area Citi
zen Advisory Commission; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 5002. A bill to amend the Congres

sional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 to exclude receipts and disburse
ments of the Social Security trust funds 
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from the calculation of Federal deficits and 
maximum deficit amounts under the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con
trol Act of 1985; to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself and Mr. 
JoNEs of North Carolina): 

H.R. 5003. A bill to establish an Outdoor 
America Conservation Fund, and for other 
purposes jointly, to the Committees on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries and Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TRAXLER: 
H.R. 5004. A bill to amend the Agricultur

al Act of 1949 to prevent in 1989 a reduction 
in the level of price support applicable to 
milk; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 
H.R. 5005. A bill to amend the National 

Trails System Act to designate the Pony Ex
press National Historic Trail as a compo
nent of the National Trails System; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr. 
MARLENEE, Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, Mr. CHENEY, Mr. BONKER, 
Mr. DICKS, Mr. LoWRY of Washing
ton, Mr. FoLEY, Mr; MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. JoHNSON of South 
Dakota, and Mr. MORRISON of Wash
ington): 

H.R. 5006. A bill to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint and issue $5 coins in 
commemoration of the 100th anniversary of 
the statehood of Idaho, Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Washington, and 
Wyoming; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. AuCOIN <for himself, Mr. DE
FAZIO, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. RoBERT F. 
SMITH, and Mr. DENNY SMITH): 

H.R. 5007. A bill to designate the United 
States Courthouse at 620 Southwest Main 
Street, Portland, OR, as the "Gus J. Solo
mon United States Courthouse"; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.J. Res. 605. Joint resolution designating 

the month of November 1988, as "American 
History Month"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
H. Con. Res. 330. Concurrent resolution 

providing that the United States should not 
undertake negotiations to compensate Iran 
in connection with the shooting down of 
Iran Air Flight 655 until the Government of 
Iran undertakes negotations to compensate 
for attacks by Iranian military forces on ci
vilian shipping and U.S. Armed Forces in 
the Persian Gulf; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. MICHEL: 
H. Res. 490. Resolution electing Repre

sentative Shaw of Florida to the Committee 
on Ways and Means; considered and agreed 
to. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 639: Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
DAVIS of Michigan, and Mr. RosE. 

H.R. 696: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 1270: Mr. ECKART, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 

DONALD E. LUKENS, Mr. PEAsE, Mr. 
BUECHNER, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. MoRRISON of Connecticut, 
Mr. PENNY, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. SLAUGHTER of 
New York, Mr. WELDON, Mr. YOUNG of Flori
da, and Mr. GRADISON. 

H.R. 1620: Mr. SWINDALL. 
H.R. 1635: Mr. RINALDO. 
H.R. 1692: Mr. DoWNEY of New York, !VIr. 

GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HILER, Mr. AN
DERSON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DOWDY of Mis
sissippi, Mr. MICA, and Mr. ROBERT F. 
SMITH. 

H.R. 1695: Ms. SNOWE. 
H.R. 1990: Mr. DEWINE, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 

WEBER, and Mr. COATS. 
H.R. 2021: Mr. BONKER, Mr. BEILENSON, 

and Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 2036: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 2168: Mr. SWINDALL. 
H.R. 2793: Mr. DREIER of California. 
H.R. 2854: Mr. HENRY and Mr. WOLPE. 
H.R. 2859: Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
H.R. 2925: Mr. McCRERY. 
H.R. 3095: Mr. KYL. 
H.R. 3241: Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 3250: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. WHITTAKER, 

and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 3314: Mr. McDADE, Mrs. MoRELLA, 

Mr. KLECZKA, and Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 3374: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 3455: Mr. ATKINS and Mr. LEwiS of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 3485: Mr. DAVIS of Michigan 
H.R. 3486: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 3571: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 3696: Mr. ToWNs and Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 3723: Mr. GORDON, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 

HARRIS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. HOLLOWAY, and 
Mr. RosE. 

H.R. 3726: Mr. DYMALLY, Ms. PELosi, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FRosT, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. BusTAMANTE, Mr. GRANT, Mr. 
PASHAYAN, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. COELHO, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. McCOLLUM, Mrs. BENTLEY, and 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 3742: Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. -STAGGERS, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. 
HEFNER, and Mr. JENKINS. 

H.R. 3769: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 3840: Mr. HERTEL. 
H.R. 3883: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 3889: Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. 
H.R. 3891: Mr. FRosT and Mr. HENRY. 
H.R. 3907: Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 3914: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 3944: Mr. McCOLLUM. 
H.R. 3999: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 4015: Mr. ScHUETTE and Miss SCHNEI· 

DER. 
H.R. 4023: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 4142: Mr. BROWN of Colorado and 

Mr. BLILEY. 
H.R. 4197: Mr. RITTER and Mr. WALGREN. 
H.R. 4221: Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4226: Mrs. SAIKI, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 

CHAPMAN, Mr. STALLINGS, and Mr. SKAGGS. 
H.R. 4239: Mr. BROWN of Colorado. 
H.R. 4297: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. KOSTMAYER, 

and Mr. SABO. 
H.R. 4330: Mr. FuSTER. 
H.R. 4357: Mr. TAUZIN. 
H.R. 4427: Mr. SABO. 
H.R. 4442: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 4478: Mr. GRADISON. 
H.R. 4479: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 4488: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. CHAP

MAN, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, and Mr. ToWNs. 

H.R. 4552: Mr. EvANS and Mr. LoWRY of 
Washington. 

H.R. 4575: Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. CLAY, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
ToWNs, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. OwENs 
of Utah, and Mr. DYMALLY. 

H.R. 4576: Mr. HOUGHTON. 

H.R. 4618: Mr. BUECHNER and Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 4632: Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4648: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. EARLY, Mr. 

FRANK, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. BATES, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. AKAKA, Mrs. CoLLINS, 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, 
Mr. GuARINI, Mr. RoDINO, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
MRAZEK,Mr.ToWNs,Mr. ~FICANT,Mr. DE
FAZIO, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
BusTAMANTE, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. BoNKER, Mr. 
WILSON, and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 4652: Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H.R. 4661: Mr. FOGLIETTA and Mr. NEAL. 
H.R. 4664: Mr. CHAPMAN, Mrs. JOHNSON of 

Connecticut, Mr. McGRATH, and Mr. LEviN 
of Michigan. 

H.R. 4680: Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. 
CHAPMAN. 

H.R. 4708: Mr. LEwis of Florida and Mr. 
TAUKE. 

H.R. 4741: Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. DOWDY Of Mississippi, 
Mr. STUMP, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana, Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. RIDGE, 
Mr. BRYANT, Mr. RoWLAND of Connecticut, 
Mr. FLORIO, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mr. RoBINSON, Mr. STENHOLM, 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. PATTERSON, 
Mr. JONTZ, Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. HEFNER, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr. 
GRANT. 

H.R. 4743: Mr. GARCIA, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, and Mr. HAYEs of Illinois. 

H.R. 4748: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 4760: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. 

BusTAMANTE, and Mr. WILLIAMS. 
H .R. 4767: Mr. BRUCE and Mr. HORTON. 
H.R. 4830: Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr. 

DONALD E. LUKENS, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BUECHNER, Mr. LA
GOMARSINO, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. PORTER, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
COOPER, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. NEAL, Mr. CHAP
MAN, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DAVIS 
of Illinois, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. HUGHES. 

H.R. 4833: Mr. CHANDLER and Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina. 

H.R. 4848: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
WISE, and Mr. STALLINGS. 

H.R. 4861: Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. SOLO· 
MON, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. 
DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
EvANs, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. PENNY, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. FLORIO, 
Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut, Mr. GRAY of 
Illinois, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. KAN
JORSKI, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. 
RoBINSON, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. PAT
TERSON, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
JoNTz, Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
JENKINS, and Mr. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 4870: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
BoULTER, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
CoELHo, Mr. FusTER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FRosT, 
Mr. HENRY, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
HUTTo,Mr.JACOBs,Mr.JEFFoRDs,Mr.JoNTZ, 
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LELAND, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. SHAYS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. WALGREN, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. EvANs, Mr. 
DYMA.LLY, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. HAYES of 
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Illinois, Mr. NIELSON of Utah, and Mr. ED
WARDS of California. 

H.R. 4894: Mrs. BENTLEY. 
H.R. 4902: Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. LAGOMAR

SINO, and Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 4917: Mr. CARPER, Mr. DIOGUARDI, 

and Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas. 
HR. 4918: Mr. NIELSON of Utah. 
H.R. 4946: Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 

HoRTON, and Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. 
H.R. 4966: Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 

BLAZ, Mr. AuCoiN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MAcKAY, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. LEAcH of Iowa, and Mr. CoLEMAN of 
Texas. 

H.R. 4698: Mr. LEwis of Florida, Mr. 
KosTMAYER, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
HASTERT, and Mr. HAYES of Illinois. 

H.J. Res. 316: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. HAYES of Il
linois, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. GILMAN, ·Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. LEwiS of Florida, Mr. LoWRY of 
Washington, Mr. McDADE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. RODINO, 
Mr. SABo, Mr. ScHUETTE, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. TRAxLER, Mr. VoLK
MER, Mr. WALGREN, and Mr. HUTTo. 

H.J. Res. 438: Mr. PARRIS. 
H.J. Res. 449: Mr. FASCELL, Mr. ScHUMER, 

Mr. KoLBE, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. STENHOLM, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. HAW
KINS, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr. JoNTz, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. 
BARNARD, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. BAKER, Mr. WEBER, and Mr. IRE
LAND. 

H.J. Res. 465: Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr. 
DoRGAN of North Dakota, Mr. McCOLLUM, 
and Mr. QUILLEN. 

H.J. Res. 477: Mr. HUTTo, Mrs. MoRELLA, 
and Mr. BRENNAN. 

H.J. Res. 488: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. 
RoBERT F. SMITH, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. GRANT, l\,dr. BOULTER, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, and Mr. PERKINS. 

H.J. Res. 601: Mr. BAKER, Mr. CLINGER, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GALLO, and Mr. GORDON. 

H.J. Res. 616: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. Russo, Mr. 
FAWELL, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
HucKABY, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. CROCKETT, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LEviN of 
Michigan, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
ERDREICH, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. RoWLAND of 
Georgia, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. HuGHES, Mr. DwYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
DE LUGO, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, Mr. DAUB, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
GARCIA, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SMITH of New 

Hampshire, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
FLoRIO, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BoNKER, Mr. 
THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. LoTT, Mr. STAL
LINGS, Mr. RosE, Mr. RAY, Mr. MoAKLEY, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 
FusTER, Mr. LEwiS of Georgia, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. YATES, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. RoE, Mr. HENRY, Mrs. LLoYD, 
Mr. GUNDERSON, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. BusTA
MANTE, Mr. COYNE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. WOLF, 
Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. CAL
LAHAN, Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, and Mr. 
McDADE. 

H.J. Res. 629: Mr. LAGOMARSINO and Mr. 
LIVINGSTON. 

H.J. Res. 643: Mr. FLORIO, Mr. CHAPPELL, 
and Mr. PICKETT. 

H.J. Res. 665: Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland 
and Mr. BRENNAN. 

H.J. Res. 567: Mr. MooRHEAD. 
H.J. Res. 569: Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. HUTTO, 

Mr. DicKs, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. 
VALENTINE, Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. LoWERY of Cali
fornia, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. DELAY, Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas, and Mr. QUILLEN. 

H.J. Res. 576: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. ERDREICH, 
Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. KASICH, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
NOWAK, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. 
SNoWE, and Mr. STAGGERS. 

H.J. Res. 581: Mr. DAVIS of Michigan, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. Sronns, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. QuiLLEN, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HORTON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. HUCK
ABY, Mr. McDADE, Mr. ScHUETTE, Mrs. BENT
LEY, Mr. BONKER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. APPLE
GATE, Mr. WEISS, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BUSTA
MANTE, and Mr. WHITTEN. 

H.J. Res. 584: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. En
WARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. BUECHNER. 

H.J. Res. 590: Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. BEVILL, and 
Mr. QUILLEN. 

H.J. Res. 593: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. WILSON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. SMITH 
of Texas, and Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 594: Mr. BATEMAN, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BLAz, Mr. BouLTER, Mrs. 
BoxER, Mr. CoURTER, Mr. EvANs, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. FusTER, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. HORTON, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. STUMP, Mr. VALEN
TINE, and Mr. WORTLEY. 

H.J. Res. 597: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. Bosco, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. KASTEN
MEIER, Mr. McDADE, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. PASHAYAN, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. TRAxLER, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. DERRICK, and Mr. DICKS. 

H.J. Res. 699: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. HORTON, Mr. LANTos, Mr. McMIL
LEN of Maryland, Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. MRAZEK, and Mr. PANETTA. 

H.J. Res. 603: Mr. ATKINS, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas, Mr. CoURTER, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois, Mr. HORTON, Mr. KOST
MAYER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MILLER of Washing
ton, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. NEAL, Ms. OAKAR, 
Mr. OBEY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. RoWLAND of Con
necticut, Mr. ScHUETTE, Mr. SOLARZ, and Mr. 
WALGREN •. 

H. Con. Res. 194: Mr. FAWELL. 
H. Con. Res. 258: Mr. McDADE, Mr. GREEN, 

Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. SPENCE, 
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H. Con. Res. 263: Mr. OWENS of Utah. 
H. Con. Res. 273: Mr. DE LUGO. 
H. Con. Res. 277: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CoNTE, 

Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HAYES of Illi
nois, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MoR
RISON of Connecticut, and Mr. OWENs of 
Utah. 

H. Con. Res. 295: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. BOULTER, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. FASCELL, 
Mr. LEwis of California, Mr. UDALL, and Mr. 
PANETTA. 

H. Con. Res. 316: Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. LEviNE of 
California. 

H. Res. 439: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. KOLBE, and 
Mr. DioGUARDI. 

H. Res. 467: Mr. PETRI and Mr. PACKARD. 
H. Res. 473: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SCHEUER, 

and Mr. WAXMAN. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 4441: Mr. TRAXLER. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
207. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of the City Council, Garland, TX, relative to 
the American Heritage Trust Act; which 
was referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 
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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m., and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
HARRY REID, a Senator from the State 
of Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Today's prayer will be offered by 
Father Tim O'Brien of Marquette Uni
versity, Milwaukee, WI. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Timothy J. O'Brien, 
Ph.D., Marquette University, Milwau
kee, WI, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Heavenly Father, we invoke, Your 

name today in this great Chamber to 
ask Your guidance in the business of 
this body, and to beseech Your grace 
upon this Nation-its leaders and its 
people. Enlighten all of us to see the 
human family as one, to believe in 
You and acknowledge You as the Cre
ator of life and the one who sustains 
us all. 

Father, we are grateful people. We 
thank You for the countless blessings 
You have granted to this Nation and 
the peoples of this planet. We are also 
a sinful people, Lord, and we ask Your 
forgiveness for the transgressions of 
war, racism, sexism, materialism, and 
the host of other failings. 

Today, in a special way, we pray that 
our hearts and minds be moved to do 
Your will. Give us the vision to see 
Your plan and the courage to expend 
our energies to fulfill it. 

Lord, bless the Senators and staffs; 
endow them with zeal to labor in 
behalf of just public policy, particular
ly mindful of the needs of the poor 
and weak in advancing national policy 
that promotes the good common to all 
humankind. 

May all glory and praise be Yours 
forever. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, July 7, 1988. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable HARRY REID, 
a Senator from the State of Nevada, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN C. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. REID, thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the standing order, the 
majority leader is now recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, our vist
ing Chaplain is from Wisconsin today. 
I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin 5 minutes of my time 
that he may speak first. 

THE VISITING CHAPLAIN 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, we 

have just heard a prayer from Father 
Timothy O'Brien, a dedicated priest, a 
highly respected professor of political 
science at Marquette University in 
Milwaukee, WI, with a practical un
derstanding of the Congress, honed as 
a staffer in congressional offices. 

Father O'Brien is also the author of 
an excellent book, "Inner City Private 
Schools," and the producer of a TV 
movie which was a real hit, "Miracle 
in the Inner City." 

Mr. President, it is a great honor to 
this Senator from Wisconsin to hear a 
prayer from such a distinguished con
stitutent. 

WHAT IS RIGHT ABOUT 
GEORGE McGOVERN? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
there is no leading Democrat in public 
life with whom I have disagreed more 
frequently but for whose character I 
have greater admiration than our 
party's 1972 nominee for President, 
George McGovern. I disagreed with 
McGovern on Vietnam. I disagree with 
McGovern on abortion. He favors leav
ing the decision to the States. I favor 
Federal action to stop abortion, 
period. I disagree with McGovern on 
the level of funding of social pro
grams. He would support them at a 
much higher level than I would. I dis
agree with McGovern's proposal to 
spend some of our surplus military 
spending to rebuild our crumbling 
physical infrastructure and strengthen 
our educational and environmental 
systems. I believe we should use what 
we can save by reducing military waste 
for reducing our runaway budget defi
cit and keep our national debt from 
exploding out of sight. I disagree with 
McGovern's notion that we can shove 
a great deal of our defense of Europe 
off on other NATO countries. Our 
allies draft their young men for serv
ice. We do not. They contribute a far 
greater proportion of their manpower 
to the common defense than we do. 
They have far larger reserves in rela
tion to their population than do we. 

In spite of all those disagreements I 
voted for George McGovern in the 
Wisconsin Democratic primary in 
1972, because I thought he would 
bring a quality of compassion, of 
rugged honesty, and of a willingness to 
take on the real power centers in our 
society in business and finance. 
McGovern's views in the areas of our 
disagreements may actually be the ma
jority view of most Americans today. 
In general they command more popu
lar support than my views. A substan
tial majority of the American people 
seem to agree wholeheartedly with 
McGovern and disagree with my posi
tion on Vietnam. In our disagreement 
on abortion a majority of Americans 
probably agree with McGovern. I 
think they are wrong. On social pro
grams, poll after poll shows that today 
a solid majority of Americans favor in
creased Federal funding of social pro
grams. I disagree with the majority. 
We do not have the money. The Con
gress is not going to pass a tax in
crease. Any additional spending on 
any program will worsen our No. 1 
problem: Our huge and growing na
tional debt. Unless the experts who 
poll the public are completely wrong, a 
solid majority of Americans also agree 
with George McGovern that our Euro
pean allies should and could carry 
more of the burden of funding the 
military operations of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization in Europe. 
I disagree. 

In summary it appears that George 
McGovern is on the popular side of 
virtually every issue on which we dis
agree. So why is McGovern's name 
used by Republicans in this election 
year as one of their favorite instru
ments for discrediting-by association, 
Democrats like Governor Dukakis? 
After all George McGovern ran an 
honorable campaign for the Presiden
cy in 1972. His only real sin is that he 
lost. What made the sin grievous was 
that he lost very big. But that loss 
does not change the fact that George 
McGovern served as an excellent Con
gressman, a bright, and constructive 
Senator. His loss of the Presidential 
election should not mar his brilliant 
record of winning a series of very 
tough Presidential primary battles 
against heavily financed, nationally 
recognized and respected Democratic 
opponents. 

It is a cruel, stupid tradition in this 
country to disdain and belittle losers, 
especially big losers like defeated Pres
idential nominees. Many Americans 
have done this with respect to George 
McGovern and we can expect the Re
publican campaign to take advantage 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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of anti-McGovern sentiment in the 
1988 election as they have in every 
previous Presidential election since 
1972. 

Here is an astonishing and inexplica
ble blind spot in our national con
sciousness. George McGovern's defeat 
did not in any way lessen his widely 
acknowledged integrity, his excellent 
service in the Congress, his judgment 
on issue after issue, a judgment which 
American popular opinion today en
thusiastically endorses. 

In athletics we like to instill decen
cy, good sportsmanship and character 
in our children by telling them the old 
truism: "It is not whether you win or 
lose. It's how you play the game." Un
fortunately in the public mind, that is 
not really true in athletics, and it is 
certainly not true in politics. Just ask 
George McGovern. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by George 
McGovern from the June 28 Washing
ton Post headlined "This McGovern 
Democrat Business" be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, June 28, 1988] 

THIS McGOVERN DEMOCRAT BUSINESS 

<By George McGovern> 
My name is back in the news these days, 

and it occurred to me that it's being used in 
a way that might puzzle my four grandsons, 
who were either infants or not yet born 
when I ran for president in 1972. What fol
lows is in the form of a letter to them and 
others of their generation: 

I know you are aware of the frequent 
press references these days to "McGovern 
Democrat." It stems, I guess, from George 
Bush's decision to label Michael Dukakis "a 
McGovern Democrat." Apparently not to be 
outdone, Dukakis aides were quoted in The 
Post [June 161 as stating that the purpose 
of their candidate's recent foreign policy 
speech was to demonstrate that Dukakis is 
"not another George McGovern." 

I've been told that it is a compliment I am 
still discussed 16 years after I was a presi
dential nominee. But I've been wondering 
what you think about me when you hear my 
name used as a kind of swearword. Let me 
tell you first of all not to get too agitated 
about this. The political epithets thrown at 
far greater men than !-George Washing
ton, Thomas Jefferson and Abraham Lin
coln-make "McGovern Democrat" seem 
pretty polite stuff by comparison. 

But let me tell you what I think this 
McGovern Democrat business is about. It 
goes back to 1972, when I was supposedly so 
liberal and anti-establishment that I lost 49 
states to Richard Nixon. You are too young 
to remember this, but you are not too young 
to remember that four years ago the choice 
of the establishment mainstream, Walter 
Mondale, also lost 49 states. I think Man
dale was right in 1984, and I think I was 
right in 1972. 

Before putting me too far from the main
stream, you should know that for 22 years I 
represented conservative South Dakota in 
Congress; that I was nominated for presi
dent in 1972 after winning 10 primary elec
tions, including New York and California, 
against the toughest competitors in the 

country, including your neighbor and friend 
Hubert Humphrey; that I fought for Amer
ica as a combat pilot in wartime and in the 
political trenches in peacetime; and that no 
hint of corruption has ever touched my 
public career. 

If someday you read the history of my 
1972 presidential campaign, you will discov
er that I pushed four central themes: 1) 
ending the war in Vietnam, 2> warning the 
American people about the significance of 
Watergate and other forms of political cor
ruption, 3) reforming military spending and 
national priorities and 4) calling America 
home to its constitutional principles and 
founding ideals. 

My opponents did not want to debate 
these major propositions, so I was called the 
"Triple A candidate" of "amnesty, acid and 
abortion.'' Actually, I said that I would not 
grant amnesty until the war in Vietnam had 
ended; that the only change I would make 
in the drug laws would be to change a first
possession marijuana offense from a felony 
to a misdemeanor; and that abortion should 
be regulated by the states-a position that is 
still held by Sen. Sam Nunn. 

It is my belief that nearly all of my views 
of 1972 are now generally accepted by the 
American public. Few people today believe 
that Vietnam and Watergate were good 
ideas. In the light of Irangate, the shabby 
dealings with Gen. Manuel Noriega and the 
contras and the Pentagon scandals, many 
people see the need for reform and a return 
to constitutional government. 

What are my beliefs in 1988? 
1. I still believe that the next president of 

the United States should be someone who 
will honor his inaugural oath to uphold the 
Constitution and the laws of the land. 

2. I believe that American power and in
fluence in the world depend not only on a 
common-sense military defense but even 
more on the strength of our economy, the 
health of our society and the credibility of 
our government. 

3. I believe that while continuing to recog
nize our differences with the Russians, we 
should try to build on the areas of mutual 
interest, including verifiable arms reduc
tions--conventional and nuclear. We should 
also correct the present arrangement that 
has us spending 60 percent of our defense 
budget for the defense of now-prosperous 
Europe and Japan. We can greatly reduce 
our federal deficit by mutual Soviet-Ameri
can arms reductions and reductions in our 
spending to defend Europe and Japan-to 
say nothing of eliminating the payoffs and 
waste currently being revealed. 

4. I believe we need to invest some of our 
surplus military spending in rebuilding our 
crumbling physical infrastructure and 
strengthening our educational and environ
mental systems. 

I have no trouble handling honest, 
straightforward criticism, but cynicism, dis
tortion and gutlessness make me hard to get 
along with, as you all know. I resent being 
made a football in this campaign, since I'm 
not running for anything in 1988 except a 
little peace of mind and a chance to be with 
my grandchildren, who don't give a damn 
about either McGovern Democrats or Bush 
Republicans. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. I thank my good 
friend, the majority leader, for so gra
ciously yielding. 

Mr. BYRD. My friend is welcome. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

NEED FOR FRESH REASSESS
MENT OF PERSIAN GULF MIS
SIONS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the tragic 

accident taking the lives of 290 inno
cent civilians in the airspace over the 
Persian Gulf is a painful reminder of 
the volatile environment in which our 
naval forces are operating. Operating 
in the gulf is akin to working in a lake, 
in contrast to the broad expanse of 
blue water oceans. It is obvious that 
even our most sophisticated technolo
gy will not protect against the danger 
of tragic accidents in the crowded and 
volatile Persian Gulf. 

Senators were briefed in detail yes
terday on the scenario involving the 
U.S.S. Vincennes and other warships 
operating with her in the gulf. The 
briefings were very professional and, 
while essential details are still missing 
and await the results of the Navy in
vestigation, my strong feeling is that 
the skipper of the Vincennes acted 
with restraint, coolness and prudence. 
Clearly the commanding officer 
waited until nearly the last few sec
onds before taking action. The prob
lem is that even working with maxi
mum prudence, and using all the in
formation at his disposal, a correct 
evaluation of the situation was not en
tirely possible. 

The key question we must ask our
selves is whether the enhanced mis
sion of distress assistance, now being 
executed by our naval forces, taxes 
our capabilities to a level where men 
of prudence cannot operate without 
an unacceptably high level of risk, un
certainty and the possibility of future 
accidents. I believe the administration 
should conduct a fresh assessment of 
this new mission, which was being con
ducted on July 3, this past Sunday, 
and which led directly to the loss of 
the Iranian airbus and its passengers 
who came from various countries and 
were of various nationalities. The 
Aegis cruiser, the Vincennes, and her 
companion ships were in the position 
of running from tanker to tanker, first 
a Danish vessel, then several other 
vessels, a Pakistani, a German, and a 
Liberian. All of these vessels had come 
under challenge or attack from Irani
an small boats, the Boghammers. The 
result of the distress assistance mis
sion was a billion dollar frigate chas
ing small Boghammer boats from spot 
to spot in the gulf, answering calls for 
help. That is a game of chase which is 
dangerous, ties up extremely expen
sive ships, expensive aircraft and other 
American assets, and could very well 



17112 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
lead to more hostilities and more acci
dents. 

I asked Secretary Carlucci on April 
22, 1988, to provide a fresh assessment 
of the threats, risks, and possible con
tingencies of our naval missions along 
the lines of the reporting require
ments contained in Senate Joint Reso
lution 194, which had been passed by 
the Senate on October 21 of last year 
but has not been acted upon by the 
other body. 

The Secretary did provide a report, 
on May 16, 1988, answering the de
tailed questions in the resolution re
garding the convoying or escorting op
eration which is still ongoing in the 
gulf, but as yet we do not have an as
sessment of the new mission along 
those lines. I am sending a letter to 
the Secretary today, asking for such 
an assessment. I have discussed this 
with other Senators, and I hope to 
have other Senators join in signing 
the letter. 

Mr. President, I do not question, and 
have never questioned, the need for a 
continued U.S. presence in the gulf. 
The underlying American commit
ment to our friends in the gulf and to 
protect Western economic and security 
interests in the gulf has been Ameri
can policy for decades. The American 
people support this commitment, and 
support our naval presence there. But 
we cannot stand many more earth
quakes such as we have had in these 
last few days, because repetition of 
these accidents will inevitably call into 
question that underlying commitment, 
and can unnecessarily weaken it. The 
new mission that the Navy has been 
directed to assume may, if not con
ducted carefully, be counterproductive 
to our interests there. So I believe that 
a fresh assessment is needed. It must 
be an assessment of the parameters of 
the mission and the feasibility of the 
mission under present circumstances. 

In that assessment, I would hope 
that the question of new levels of sup
port from the littoral gulf states will 
be addressed. This support is needed 
to make execution of the new missions 
less uncertain. Some believe that the 
presence of air assets during the new 
mission is needed for both identifica
tion and protection. 

The presence of an AWACS on the 
scene could have greatly aided identi
fying the Iranian Airbus. The presence 
of U.S. fighter aircraft in close prox
imity to our ships could possibly have 
allowed visual identification of the 
Airbus. We do have air assets operat
ing when escorting is underway, but 
the short-fused nature of the new "dis
tress assistance" missions raises ques
tions of aircover there too. It would 
undoubtedly be beneficial if the 
United States had negotiated staging 
rights with the littoral states which 
complemented the presence of our air
craft carrier stationed further south in 
the Gulf of Oman. 

In addition, I hope that the adminis
tration will address the level of coop
eration we are getting, and should be 
getting from our friends and allies in 
this new mission, as well as the pur
poses, duration, and cost of the mis
sion as well as its impact on the Iran
Iraq war, and the impact the mission 
is having on operational deployments 
and readiness of U.S. forces elsewhere 
in other regions. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

RESERVATION OF REPUBLICAN 
LEADER'S TIME 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Republi
can leader's time may be reserved. 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of morning business, not to 
extend beyond 10:15 a.m., with Sena
tors permitted to speak therein for not 
to exceed 5 minutes each. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FowLER). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal 
of the proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ALASKA'S TIMBER INDUSTRY 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

would like to share with the Senate an 
article which was recently brought to 
my attention. It was written by Ralph 
Gregory, mayor of the Ketchikan 
Gateway Borough, and appeared in 
the Alaska Journal of Commerce & 
Pacific Rim Reporter on April 11, 
1988. I will ask unanimous consent 
that this article be included in the 
RECORD. 

Alaska's timber industry and their 
operations in the Tongass National 
Forest have received quite a bit of 
media attention over the last few 
years. Most of this has been inspired 
by those opposed to the cutting of 
trees. As a result, most of the stories 
have made it sound like we cut trees in 

Alaska for no real purpose. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. 

The timber industry has played a 
key role in the development of south
east Alaska. Mr. Gregory gives a 
useful perspective on this history. 
Timber has been important to Ketchi
kan and other mill towns, but it has 
also led to the founding of many new 
communities. Former logging roads 
now connect former logging camps 
which are now small towns. This arti
cle provides an Alaskan's perspective 
on how this has taken place. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article to which I re
ferred be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

[From the Alaska Journal of Commerce & 
Pacific Rim Reporter, Apr. 11, 1988] 

<By Ralph C. Gregory) 
The Ketchikan Gateway Borough, at the 

southern end of the Tongass National 
Forest is the hub of a service and transpor
tation network, extending from Prince 
Rupert, BC., to the northern tip of Prince 
of Wales Island. This southern southeast 
Alaska region has provided, over the past 50 
years, its residents with one of the state's 
most economically diverse and stable geo
graphic areas. 

The future of this economic unit is tied to 
continued vitality in the timber, fishing, 
tourism and mining industries. These indus
tries are interrelated and dependent on one 
another for their viability. 

The timber industry, with its transporta
tion infrastructure needs, Forest Service 
road construction program and camp loca
tion requirements, has created the climate 
and circuinstances for continued economic 
expansion. Forest Service studies have 
shown that the Ketchikan economy may 
have developed very differently without the 
logging contributions. 

For instance, Ketchikan has an annual 
employment range which varies by 33 per
cent, while Kodiak, which is almost entirely 
dependent on fishing, varies by 58 percent. 
Resultant benefits of such stable economic 
conditions are not limited to the logging in
dustry but are enjoyed by the entire econo
my. 

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE OF THE 
REGION 

"It's not possible to liken a railway to a 
magician's wand, but the effect is still the 
same. For the whole problem of civiliza
tion-the development of resources and the 
awakening of communities-lies in transpor
tation." 

The need for greatly increased volume 
and continuity in freight movement, created 
by the timber industry, has benefited every 
other part of the business community. With 
the decision to construct a pulp mill in 
Ketchikan early in 1951, the demand was 
created for reliable and consistent freight 
service. Later, in 1957 when construction of 
the Silver Bay mill began in Sitka, an addi
tional demand was established. 

Similar transportation services were 
needed at Hollis on Prince on Wales Island 
when the logging operation for the Ketchi
ken mill started in 1953. Although the 
demand of these early peak construction 
years were not to be sustained, the transpor
tation floor level established by the logging 
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industry, continued to undergrid the entire 
economic structure of the region. 

Prior to 1953, freight was scheduled only 
to match the fishing season, mining needs 
or special timber activity. Lack of dependa
ble and competitively priced freight service 
made any business in Southeast an adven
ture. 

For example, transportation of spruce for 
the war effort between 1942 and 1944 from 
the Edna Bay logging site to mills in Wash
ington State was accomplished by " ... huge 
rafts of logs . . . towed from the camps to 
Puget Sound." Also, in fisheries, shipment 
of canned salmon to markets were made by 
vessels, such as the Ancon which was 
wrecked at Loring, near Ketchikan, in 1889. 
Some 14,000 cases of salmon were salvaged 
from the wreck and 200 passengers were 
picked up by the next passing steamer. 

Under such conditions it could be expect
ed that only large operations capable of 
paying for single purpose freight could op
erate in the region. 

A stable demand for freight shipment and 
services has allowed for the growth of many 
smaller, associated businesses which could 
not exist if freight costs were higher. It is 
well documented that currently the princi
ple detriment to marketing fresh fish from 
the region is the shipping cost. Similarly, 
the production of construction lumber is di
rectly impacted by the costs associated with 
shipment to the final market. 

Any decrease in the demand for cargo 
space or barge capacity will immediately 
drive the unit cost of that service up. The 
ripple effect of such a contraction is obvi
ous. 

LOCALIZED ROAD CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

During the first 20 years of operation the 
Ketchikan mill built about 500 miles of 
road-on Prince of Wales Island for the har
vest of timber. These roads-(to) be used by 
the Forest Service and public for transpor
tation, recreation, reforestation and forest 
protection." 

Localized road construction associated 
with logging activity has provided the impe
tus for development of the region. With es
tablishment of a logging camp at Hollis 
shortly after award of the 80-year timber 
sale, the haul road network on Prince of 
Wales Island began. By the end of 1969 
Klawock was connected with Hollis. By 
1974, when the state extended ferry service 
to Hollis, the current road system was on its 
way to becoming a reality. 

Today over 1,000 miles of road, selected by 
the Forest Service as the key long term in
vestment, exist on the island. 

State land sales have been useful in estab
lishing a stable population in key spots on 
the island. These communities are viable 
mainly because of the road access to both 
the Marine Highway and communities with 
the services and goods required for survival. 
Fishermen and construction workers have 
relocated to the island where they can live 
close to the resources from which they 
derive their living. More recently, tourism 
and mining are promising to add further 
stimulus and potential. 

On Prince of Wales Island, as with other 
locations in Southeast where civilization 
found a foothold, the prosperity and stabili
ty of these small communities is directly de
pendent on the existence and maintenance 
of the road system. Generally, and with a 
few exceptions, the communities which 
have taken root are those with the best and 
most complete road network. Roads which 
began as haul roads for transport of logs to 
salt water, have now become state highways 

and arterials linking communities and allow
ing the exchange of commerce required for 
prosperity. 

Everything from fish products to con
struction materials to recreation vehicles 
are moved over these corridors on a daily 
basis. The Forest Service has estimated the 
current value of these arterial and second
ary roads to be in excess of $150,000,000. 

CAMP LOCATIONS ESTABLISH CURRENT 
POPULATION CENTERS 

"Within the narrow confines of the SS 
City of Seattle, in the year 1898-it was 
about eight o'clock in the evening when the 
ship stopped off Ketchikan and I heard the 
first howls of the dogs at Indiantown. I was 
put ashore in a small boat-we brought up 
on the rocks near the old saltery dock." 

Logging camp locations have provided the 
beachhead for the economic development of 
the region. First came Hollis then Thome 
Bay, followed by others, such as Coffman 
Cove and El Capitan. These sites when 
linked together by roads, state ferry service 
and float planes have become the outposts 
of commerce. 

In nearly every location where a major 
logging camp was constructed, there is 
today a settlement or town. As the timber 
supply is exhausted in one area, and the 
camp at that location is moved, a series of 
small communities remain. In most cases, 
these communities use the improvements 
constructed by loggers. Roads, sewers, water 
supply and even electrical power lines, 
which were put in to facilitate log transfer 
and shipment, are now being used. 

As with other aspects of the settlement 
process, these villages probably could not 
have been brought into existence if the cost 
of the infrastructure required for their op
eration were to be borne at one point in 
time. Given the existence of such utilities in 
place and at little or no initial capital cost 
to the residents, some of the other expenses 
and drawbacks to "bush" living can be over
come. 

In contrast, fishing villages, for example, 
of Loring on Revillegigedo, Meyers Chuck 
on the mainland, and Fort Alexander on 
Baranof Island, have struggled for years 
and still do not have the comforts and con
venience of the logging camp location inher
ited from an industry "on the move." 

Although considerable advantage has oc
curred to these communities, their lifeblood 
still depends on the economic activity gener
ated by a balanced, stable industrial base. 
Most families cannot continue to exist for 
any extended period of time without a job. 
Further, when some part of the economic 
structure fails to carry its part of the load, 
that segment of the population may de
crease or move. 

This dislocation further increases the in
cremental share of the overall cost which 
must be borne by the remaining residents. 
Schools, road maintenance and air service 
fall off in direct proportion to the decrease 
in population. 

CONCLUSION 

The goal of the U.S. Congress, when the 
long term timber sale was approved, was the 
formation of a stable and enduring economy 
for Southern Southeast Alaska. With diver
sification and expansion of other current 
elements of the economy, including fishing, 
tourism, and mining, there is growing real
ization that each has an important contri
bution to the overall competitive position. 

The regional economic well-being is direct
ly tied to continued health of the other 
partners in that industrial base. Every unit 

of the economy benefits from the transpor
tation infrastructure, localized roads, and 
logging camp development which had their 
beginnings with the construction of the 
pulp mills in Ketchikan and Sitka. To the 
extent that shrinkage is experienced in any 
one of these inter-related and dependent in
dustries, including timber, each other seg
ment will suffer loss of access to the infra
structure needed to be competitive in world 
markets. 

Sources: Alaska Blue Book, 1985, p. 296; 
Alaska's Forest Resources, Alaska Geo
graphic, Vol. 12, Number 1, 1985; "Loring" 
by Patricia Roppel, The Alaska Journal, 
Vol. 5, Number 3, 1975; Ketchikan Pulp Co., 
. . . our first 20 years, p. 13; "Frontier 
Town," James Bashford, The Alaska Sports
man, March, 1948, p. 12. 

THE 1988 DROUGHT AND THE 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
know that it is not necessary to call to 
the attention of my colleagues or the 
public of the hardship that is being 
visited upon our farmers as a result of 
the 1988 drought. Open any national 
magazine or look at any newspaper 
and we are confronted with devastat
ing articles and photos. Gaunt live
stock. Stunted crops. Powder dry 
fields. Cracked and parched lake and 
pond beds. And always the farmer. 
Standing in his fields, ankle deep in 
dust, surveying what must bring heart
ache and despair. 

The statistics of drought are over
whelming. Over 1, 700 counties are sub
ject to drought disaster conditions. 
Crop and livestock losses measured in 
the billions of dollars. An estimated 
19.5 million acres in the Plains States 
ready to blow-the potential for a 
repeat of the infamous dirty thirties 
when wind borne top soil darkened the 
skies. 

The effects of the drought are far 
reaching. Navigable waterways have 
fallen to alarming levels. Barge and 
other commercial traffic on the Missis
sippi and Ohio River systems have 
been hindered and in some instances 
blocked by low water. Industrial pro
duction has been curtailed and in 
some areas both hydroelectric and 
thermal electric generation facilities 
are threatened. The ultimate cost will 
be paid by the taxpayer in the form of 
drought relief assistance and the con
sumer in higher prices. 

But there are other losses that 
simply cannot be measured in terms of 
dollars. All across the Northern Plains 
and up into central Canada the effects 
on wildlife are devastating. The nest
ing grounds for much of North Ameri
ca's waterfowl have simply dried up. A 
report in the Washington Post of July 
3 calls attention to reductions in mal
lards, teals, and pintail ducks as well 
as threats to endangered species be
cause of a lack of water. 

It is a grim scenario. 
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The Congress and the administra

tion will respond, but there is a lesson 
to be learned. Throughout the recent 
weeks as reports of devastation contin
ued to mount, I was struck by the ab
sence of bad news from an important 
segment of our agricultural economy; 
the roughly 10 million acres of irrigat
ed farms served by projects of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. To the con
trary, virtually all of the Bureau's 
projects are up and running, providing 
full contract supplies to almost 150,000 
farms and municipal and industrial 
water supplies for 20 million people in 
the reclamation west. 

The projects are doing what they 
were designed to do. Bureau storage 
facilities are able to capture in one 
year and then carryover to the next 
year water which otherwise would be 
lost. The benefits to the farmer are 
obvious, but there are benefits to fish 
and wildlife as well. Project wetlands 
receive an assured water supply. Irri
gated fields to provide habitat. Seep
age from canals and runoff from irri
gated fields can make the difference 
for the survival of wildlife in time of 
severe drought. 

In recent years, proposed Bureau of 
Reclamation projects have come under 
ever-increasing attack by the environ
mental community. Much of the criti
cisms are well founded and are based 
upon obvious past errors committed at 
a time when our Nation had yet to de
velop an environmental ethic. But con
cern for the environment should not 
mean simply to oppose all projects. 
Rather than simple opposition, we 
should address the requirements for 
fish and wildlife mitigation and where 
the opportunity presents itself, pro
vide for enhancement of habitat. 

Mr. President, my colleagues will 
recall the bitter opposition to the Gar
rison and Oahe projects in North and 
South Dakota. Projects which, if they 
had been built, would be in the heart 
of the 1988 drought. I cannot help but 
wonder what benefits there would be 
for farmers and for wildlife had the 
projects been built. 

Bureau projects are performing well 
this year, but if the drought continues, 
many of the projects will not have suf
ficient water supplies for the 1989 irri
gation season. As my colleagues will 
recall, the 2 year drought of 1976-77 
demonstrated the fallibility of inad
equate storage and the Congress en
acted the 1976-77 Drought Emergency 
Act. In this Congress, we are being 
called upon again to consider legisla
tion giving the Secretary of the Interi
or temporary authority for drought
related efforts. Perhaps, rather than 
responding to each drought with a 
temporary measure, the Congress 
should enact permanent authority for 
the Secretary to respond to drought 
conditions affecting Bureau projects 
or those who could be temporarily 
served by Bureau projects. 

In this regard, the administration 
has established an Interagency 
Drought Policy Committee which is 
reviewing the experience gained in the 
1976-77 drought as well as current 
drought-related programs and activi
ties. The Interagency Committee is 
scheduled to report its recommenda
tions for action and related legislation 
later this month. It is my hope that 
the Congress will not act prematurely 
on drought legislation and will wait 
for the results of the Interagency 
Committee's deliberations. I would 
also caution my colleagues that while 
it may be appropriate to act as expedi
tiously as possible to address the needs 
of the current drought, we must not 
loose sight of the need to provide con
gressional guidance in establishing a 
far more comprehensive national 
water policy if we are to assure ade
quate water supplies for the future. 

The current drought may serve to 
focus attention, but when the drought 
is over, we must not loose sight of the 
simple fact that there will be more 
droughts, more shortages, more con
flicts over the use of this most pre
cious resource. Our Nation needs a 
long-range national water policy. 

TONY BEVINETTO 
REMEMBERED 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to say a few words about 
Tony Bevinetto and to express my sin
cere sympathy to his family. Tony was 
an extraordinary individual. All of us 
in this body who had the privilege of 
working with Tony know what a genu
inely fine human being he was. His 
love of people and his love of the 
public lands he sought to protect were 
an inspiration to us all. His hard work 
and deep sense of professionalism was 
exemplary. Tony Bevinetto had there
spect and admiration of all who knew 
him. 

Mr. President, I am not a member of 
the Energy Committee, but I have had 
many bills affecting my State before 
that committee over the years. Tony 
Bevinetto was always helpful to me 
and my staff. When there was a diffi
cult issue, Tony would find a workable 
solution that was good for everyone. 

He was a warm, caring, and excep
tionally kindhearted man whom I feel 
better for having known. I will miss 
him-we will all miss him. His accom
plishments were many and the Nation 
is the beneficiary of his efforts. We 
mourn his death while celebrating his 
life. Tony Bevinetto will be remem
bered by this body with fondness and 
respect for a very long time. My heart 
goes out to his wife at this very sad 
time, with my sincere prayers for 
Tony and his family. He was somebody 
who really exemplifies what so many 
of the fine staff around this body do, 
and do not always get credit for. 

I thank the Chair. 

THE SPIRIT OF DAVID WILENTZ 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, for 

more than a half a century, New 
Jersey has been blessed by the contri
butions of David Wilentz. I rise today 
to take note of his death, but more im
portantly to recognize his remarkable 
contributions to our State. 

David Wilentz was first admitted to 
practice law in New Jersey in 1919 and 
he remained an active member of the 
bar until his death Tuesday at the age 
of 93. His legal career was capped by 
his service for 10 years as the State at
torney general. As attorney general he 
drew worldwide attention for his pros
ecution of Bruno Hauptmann for the 
kidnaping and murder of the baby son 
of Charles and Ann Lindbergh. 

While David Wilentz may be known 
to the world for this famous case, he is 
known in New Jersey for his lengthy 
involvement in civic and political ac
tivities. Having arrived in the United 
States at the age of 6 from Dwinsk, 
Latvia, David Wilentz had a fierce 
commitment to this country for the 
opportunities it has provided him and 
millions of other immigrants. Citizen
ship had special meaning to him and 
he believed firmly in giving back to his 
naturalized home. As a former chair
man of the New Jersey State Demo
cratic Committee, he was a spirited po
litical leader. Long after he left his 
formal position in the party, David 
Wilentz continued to exercise leader
ship in the State. His impact even ex
tended in very personal terms. His son, 
Warren, was the Middlesex County 
prosecutor. His son, Robert, was ap
pointed, first by Gov. Brendan Byrne 
and then reappointed by Gov. Thomas 
Kean, as chief justice of the State su
preme court-the state's highest court. 
His daughter, Norma, has also been 
active in civic affairs. His children and 
their contributions to the State were a 
source of enormous pride for him. He 
will be particularly missed by his wife, 
Lena, to whom he had been married 
for 69 years, and his three children, 
eight grandchildren and five great
grandchildren. 

David Wilentz will be remembered as 
a leader in government and law. His 
political wisdom was legendary in New 
Jersey for over 50 years. He was the 
consummate public-spirited citizen
intelligent, involved, and caring. I am 
proud to have counted him as a 
friend-and I will miss him. 

THE DROUGHT OF 1988 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, recently, 

a farmer from northwest Missouri and 
a member of my Missouri Agriculture 
Advisory Committee, Blake Hurst, 
published and article discussing the 
"state of affairs" of Missouri farming. 
Having worked closely with Mr. Hurst 
and the Missouri Agricultural Adviso
ry Committee, I am of the opinion 
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that he presents an accurate assess
ment of many of our agricultural 
problems and offers intelligent insight 
in this area. I strongly recommend 
that we all take the time to peruse 
this article and I ask unanimous con
sent that the article "Farming With 
Uncle Sam," be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

FARMING WITH UNCLE SAM-HIGH FINANCE 
COMES TO RURAL MISSOURI 

<By Blake Hurst> 
Ten years ago, I graduated from the Uni

versity of Missouri and returned to our fam
ily's farm in the far northwest comer of the 
Show-Me state. My brothers and I are the 
third generation to farm here in Atchison 
county. Grandpa founded our business after 
his first farm was lost in the late '20s in an 
earlier agricultural downturn. The enter
prise has grown and today it includes some 
2, 700 acres of com, soybeans, and beef 
cattle. Last year, we produced about 125,000 
bushels of com. We don't really like accept
ing subsidies. But if we didn't enroll in gov
ernment farm programs, our com would be 
worth about $1.80 a bushel; because we par
ticipate, we receive about $3 a bushel. Ev
erybody has his price. Now you know ours. 

BUNKER MENTALITY 

Northwest Missouri is a patchwork of com 
and soybean fields, pastures, small towns, 
hills, and rivers. Lately a new feature has 
been added. These days, nearly every small 
town has a grain bunker. Grain bunkers are 
football field-sized piles of com 30 feet high 
in a plywood base covered with a huge white 
plastic sheet. My hometown of Tarkio is in a 
particularly fertile area, so we have not one, 
but two bunkers. Each holds one-half mil
lion bushels of com stored under a three
year contract with the federal government 
at a cost to the taxpayer of $500,000 per 
year. These bunkers, which resemble noth
ing so much as truncated stadiums like the 
Minnesota Homer Dome, are necessary be
cause the more traditional forms of grain 
storage are already full. Billions of bushels 
of grain are stored all over the Midwest in 
bins, sheds, and bunkers: grain raised by 
farmers like me in response to government 
payments that hold little relation to any 
market signals. During a rain storm this 
past summer, the dikes along the local river 
broke, surrounding the bunkers with four 
feet of water-sort of a floating monument 
to a failed farm policy. 

From 1977 to 1985, government support 
levels for program crops increased each year 
regardless of supply and demand. This 
policy probably did the most to fill Tarkio's 
bunkers, but there were other reasons. Ex
ports have fallen because of the strong 
dollar. Third World countries are under 
pressure to cut imports of farm products 
and increase exports of their agricultural 
products to reduce their horrendous debts. 
The European Economic Community has 
embarked on a massive export dumping pro
gram to protect its own farms. The federal 
government's tax and farm credit policies 
have also contributed to our woes. 

CHEAP MONEY, COSTLY LAND 

When I started farming, the Farmers 
Home Administration was lending money 
for 40 years at 5 percent interest to farmers 
unable to get commercial credit. Not many 
farms in Atchison county were purchased 
on those terms, but since price is set on the 

margin, land costs rose much higher than 
they would have without the subsidized 
credit. This credit-led boom increased costs 
for all farmers. 

Today the FmHA is trying to deal with 
the results. In neighboring Nodaway county 
a farmer borrowed money from the FmHA 
to purchase a farm. Unable to make pay
ments he simply packed up his family and 
left. A commercial lending institution would 
have begun foreclosure proceedings, taken 
possession of the farm, and sold it in order 
to recover at least a portion of the original 
loan. The FmHA couldn't react as a normal 
lender would have because it was under a 
court injunction prohibi ·~ing it from fore
closing on its borrowers. Today the farm lies 
idle and the house has been looted because 
the FmHA could not protect the taxpayers' 
investment. 

ARBITRAGE VS. HOG-FEEDING 

A farmer down the road fared better. Also 
unable to make payments, he voluntarily 
conveyed the farm back to FmHA. The 
FmHA received an appraisal of the farm 
and offered to sell it at the appraised value 
to the original borrower. The rules say the 
FmHA has to first offer any land in its in
ventory to the farmer who lost the farm. If 
he refuses, only family farmers who can't 
get credit from commercial lenders can buy 
the farm from the FmHA. Well, the ap
praised value on this farm was so low (and 
why not, with those stipulations on its sale> 
that the delinquent borrower was able to 
sell half of the farm to a neighbor for 
enough to buy the rest of the enterprise 
with cash. High finance comes to rural Mis
souri. 

Nationwide, the FmHA has $14 billion in 
outstanding loans. Two-thirds of that debt 
is delinquent and 70 percent of the delin
quent debt is at least three years overdue. 
The disaster and emergency loan programs 
of the '70s were a national scandal. In some 
Southern states, 80 to 90 percent of those 
loans were never repaid. Small Business Ad
ministration loans were available to farmers 
at an interest rate of 3 percent. Now, most 
farmers don't know what arbitrage is, but I 
do know neighbors who figured out that 
borrowing money from SBA at 3 percent 
and buying COs paying 10 percent at the 
local bank sure beat the hell out of feeding 
hogs! 

Although the Reagan administration has 
attempted to tighten lending procedures at 
the Farmers Home Administration, some 
things never seem to change. Recently Con
gressman Whitten of Mississippi slipped a 
provision into the budget reconciliation act 
cutting the FmHA administrator's office 
budget by 25 percent. Before you get your 
hopes up; it wasn't a move toward fiscal 
sanity. Nope, it seeins Jamie Whitten was 
piqued at FmHA administrator Vance Clark 
for refusing loans to borrowers who were 
not only delinquent in their payments, but 
who showed no signs of being able to rectify 
the situation. Only in Washington does the 
size of your office budget reflect how much 
taxpayer money you can waste. 

I guess the Reagan administration has fi
nally gotten the message. On March 1 of 
this year, the FmHA announced a new 
policy to fulfill the mandates of the Agricul
tural Credit Act passed by Congress in De
cember of last year. In essence, the FmHA 
has admitted defeat. As much as $7 billion 
in bad debt will be written off. Farmers who 
lost their farms as long as 10 years ago will 
be able to get back in business. <This is a 
rather startling breakthrough in economic 
policy. If you have any Penn Central, Lock-

heed, or Wickes stock lying around the 
house, I'd recommend calling your congress
man.) No provisions have been made for 
farmers who have paid their debts. As men
tioned before, many of the delinquent loans 
are located in the South. The announce
ment of this decision a week before Super 
Tuesday can hardly be called a coincidence. 

WILLIE NELSON'S TAX LOSS 

"Crazy, crazy for feeling so blue," sang 
Willie Nelson at his FarmAid concerts. And 
Willie had every right to be blue. After all, 
not only were we family farmers in terrible 
shape, but Willie himself testified to a sev
eral-hundred-thousand-dollar cattle feeding 
loss. Of course, Willie's cattle feeding prob
leins weren't what they seemed. Family 
farmers, including Willie Nelson, are eligible 
to use cash accounting for tax purposes. 
Now this may seem rather arcane, but bear 
with me. Cash accounting is deemed neces
sary for farmers because we aren't sophisti
cated enough to pay income taxes on an ac
crual basis like every other business. We 
may not be sophisticated, but it didn't take 
us long to figure out that cash accounting is 
a terrific tax dodge for an expanding busi
ness. By advancing purchases and delaying 
sales, which would normally show up as in
ventory changes, a farmer can report a tax 
loss even though his business is profitable. 
As long as he keeps expanding, he has what 
amounts to an interest-free loan from Uncle 
Sam. Willie Nelson's tax advisors know this. 
Consequently, family farmers like myself 
are faced with larger supplies and lower 
prices than would otherwise be the case. 

PLOWING UP CHICKEN BRISTLE 

Farm surpluses are not a new problem. In 
the 1960s, the government cut production 
through a program of long-term rental 
agreements with farmers. The Soil Bank 
program made it more profitable for farm
ers to retire marginal land from production 
than to farm it. The program was devastat
ing to agribusiness in those areas with high 
participation. Some counties essentially 
shut down their crop-producing plant. 

But agriculture is a highly cyclical busi
ness and the 1970s saw a tum for the better. 
Exports increased and in response to this 
demand, highly erodible pastures and range
lands sprouted grain. The Soil Bank con
tracts were allowed to lapse and production 
rose to meet the demand from overseas. 
Across the road from where my grandpa 
grew up in the community of Chicken Bris
tle, a large farm that had been in grass for 
generations was plowed up and planted to 
corn. Yields were low, but subsidies made it 
profitable. 

Conditions changed again in the '80s. 
There was renewed interest in conservation 
as grain supplies moved from shortfall to 
surplus. You can guess what came next. An 
uneasy coalition of farm groups wanting to 
cut production, environmental groups want
ing to reduce erosion, and politicians want
ing more votes, presided over the birth of 
the "Son of Soil Bank," otherwise known as 
the Conservation Reserve Program. Hailed 
as a new breakthrough in farm policy, the 
CRP buys land out of production through 
the use of long-term rental agreements be
tween farmers and the government. Once 
again, participation is high and agribusiness 
is suffering in areas poorly suited to crop 
production. Of course, one of the first farms 
to enter the program was the Chicken Bris
tle farm. Farmers who plowed fragile land 
are being bailed out by a so-called conserva
tion program. What programs like the Soil 
Bank and CRP really do is remove the risk 
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from farming highly erodible, unproductive 
land that doesn't lend itself to continuous 
cropping. When times are good, plow it up 
and let it blow or wash away. Don't worry 
about the bad times; you can always rent it 
to Uncle Sam. 

A final note on the Conservation Reserve. 
Twelve thousand acres have been plowed 
out of pasture in Atchison county since 
1978. Two miles north of my home, a fellow 
from Las Vegas purchased a grass farm and 
planted it to com. As a grass farm, it might 
have rented for $40 an acre per year. As a 
crop farm, it would be worth slightly more. 
It's now rented for 10 years to Uncle Sam 
for $70 an acre. Better odds than he is used 
to. 

TIME FOR MASSIVE SUBSIDIES IS PAST 
All of these policies had an unintended 

result. They kept resources in agriculture at 
a time when the market was clearly signal
ing that resources needed to leave farming. 
Excess resources led to surpluses, which led 
to low prices, which increased the pressure 
for more subsidies. But the United States is 
not alone in pursuing misguided farm poli
cies. Estimates of worldwide farm subsidies 
run as high as $250 billion annually. France 
sells com to Algeria for $1.80 a bushel while 
paying its farmers $6 a bushel. Italy pays its 
farmers $15 a bushel for soybeans that they 
could buy from me for $6 a bushel. Japanese 
farmers recently compared U.S. requests for 
less protectionism in beef to the Hiroshima 
atomic bomb. President Reagan's proposal 
for a gradual phaseout of farm subsidies 
worldwide has been roundly criticized as 
"unrealistic." Unrealistic as those proposals 
may be, they offer our only hope for the 
future. 

Meanwhile, back at my farm, we've spent 
the winter preparing to comply with the 
conservation provisions laid out in the 1985 
farm bill. We're writing crop rotation plans 
for the next 16 years to qualify for continu
ing subsides. <Farmers are known for their 
optimism. Requiring my 87-year-old grand
father to fill out a 16-year crop rotation 
takes optimism to a new extreme.) We can't 
drain wet spots or change the location of 
drainage ditches. The USDA tells us what to 
plant, how much to plant, and where to 
plant. If we opt out of the program, we're 
forced to compete with farmers in the pro
gram who will receive nearly twice as much 
for their crops. Consequently, we have little 
choice but to follow the rules. 

In the small town near our home, the 
local branch of the Farm Credit System has 
closed its office. A group of farmers and 
local businessmen has purchased the build
ing, refurbished it, and opened a taco joint. 
West of town, land that used to grow the 
best com in Atchison county is now planted 
to potatoes, a crop that doesn't depend on 
subsidies, but rather on America's appetite 
for potato chips. North of town, some neigh
bors are experimenting with broccoli, an
other nonsubsidized crop. Further north, a 
group of farmers' wives distribute their 
handsewn clothing to yuppies nationwide. 
And behind my house, my wife and I have 
four greenhouses, where we plant what we 
want to plant and sell what we grow without 
filling out a single Department of Agricul
ture form. I guess we farmers know some
thing that hasn't occurred to the folks in 
Washington-the time for massive farm sub
sidies is past. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the ter
rible drought we are experiencing is 
not only ruining the crops of our al
ready beleagured farmers but is also 

greatly impacting on this Nation's 
barge industry. 

In the middle of June, several barges 
became stuck at points all along the 
Mississippi due to the extraordinarily 
low river levels. At Greenville, MS, 
water levels have dropped an as
trounding 28-feet below normal. 

The delays caused by the low water 
levels are greatly increasing the over
head of barge operators and are conse
quently forcing their shipping rates to 
drastically increase. Unfortunately, 
this disaster comes at a time when 
barge traffic is just beginning to recov
er from a terrible depression. 

Mr. President, in order to inform ev
eryone about the plight of the barge 
operators, I ask unanimous consent 
that this June 6. 1988 article from the 
Chicago Tribune be printed in the 
RECORD in whole. 

There being no objection. the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, June 21, 19881 

SHIPPING RUNNING DRY AS COMMODITIES 
RUN UP-LoW WATER IS THREATENING RE
COVERY FOR RIVER BARGES 

(By Carol Jouzaltis> 
The worsening drought is drying up busi

ness for the nation's barge industry, just 
when river transportation was emerging 
from a seven-year depression. 

Because of the lack of rain, the meander
ing Mississippi River is running low and 
slow. 

Dozens of towboats, which need a mini
mum depth of nine feet, have run aground 
in recent weeks because of fast-sinking 
water levels and shoaling, a buildup of silt 
deposits caused by slow-flowing water. 

Operators fear that without plenty of rain 
soon, the river will be shut down to commer
cial navigation. Already, shippers are turn
ing to railroads and trucking companies to 
avoid lengthy and costly delays on the river. 

Last week, some 1,800 barges were idled 
for several days near Greenville, Miss., wait
ing for dredgers to deepen dangerous shal
low areas before continuing their trips. 

At Greenville, where some boats were 
stranded almost a week, the Mississippi had 
sunk 28 feet below normal levels for this 
time of year. 

But the backup was barely cleared before 
another trouble spot strangled traffic. Early 
Monday, a towboat ran aground near Laco
nia, Miss., 50 miles north of Greenville, and 
a U.S. Corps of Engineers spokesman said 
dredging there was expected to last until 
Friday. 

As another tieup began forming, the corps 
was advising operators to use alternate 
routes such as the Tennessee River. 

The barge-and-towing industry moves 15 
percent of all U.S. freight shipments and is 
a major transporter of petroleum, grain, 
coal and other bulk commodities, according 
to the American Waterways Operators, a 
trade association. 

"Right now, the industry is a bit 
stunned," said Jeffrey Smith, the associa
tion's director. 

"This doesn't come at a good time for us. 
The industry was just beginning to crawl 
out of a terrible depression," Smith said. 

Delays are expensive for barge companies. 
Operators were said to be losing $10,000 a 

day for each idled towboat because of the 
costs of labor, gasoline and lost business. 

Barge transportation is popular because it 
is efficient and cheap. One towboat can 
push up to 40 barges, which are wired to
gether with cables. A single hopper barge 
can be loaded with 1,500 tons of grain. 

But with water levels dropping daily, barg
ing not only becomes more expensive, it be
comes perilous as well. If a boat runs 
aground or rams the banks of the narrowing 
channel, its barges can break up and go ca
reening down river, possibly damaging other 
vessels. 

The Mississippi could drop another six 
feet or more by the end of July, making 
navigation virtually impossible, said corps 
spokeman Michael Logue in Greenville. 

"Weather forecasts are giving us very 
little hope," Logue said. "It would probably 
take 9 or 10 inches of rain to get us out of a 
critical situation." 

"This is totally twilight zonish. I don't 
think anyone foresaw something like this," 
he said. 

In recent weeks, barge freight rates have 
doubled, operators say, because of the effect 
of the drought on industry capacity. Aside 
from the delays, operators have been forced 
to avoid traveling at night and to lighten 
their tonnage in hopes of skimming over 
shallow areas. 

Barge operators have raised average bulk 
commodity rates to about $14 a ton from $7 
a ton since the drought began taking its toll, 
said Robert Gardner, general manager with 
Conti Carriers and Terminals, a unit of Chi
cago-based Continental Grain Co., the na
tion's fifth-largest barge company. 

The rate hike could make U.S. grain and 
other products less attractive on the export 
market. 

There are about 1,000 barge-and-towing 
companies in the country, down from an es
timated 1,800 in 1980. The industry went 
through depression and consolidation 
bought on by the Soviet grain embargo and 
overcapacity from speculative building. 

But things had been looking up. 
In 1986, barges handled 558 million tons 

of freight on the nation's inland and inter
coastal waterways. Barges move 57 percent 
of all grain headed for export usually from 
the Gulf of Mexico, and 40 percent of all pe
troleum shipments, Smith said. 

For now, some shippers have abandoned 
barges in favor of the railroads to get their 
grain and other overseas-bound freight to 
the Gulf of Mexico on time. 

However, Conti's Gardner, a former tow
boat captain and 25-year industry veteran, 
was taking an optimistic view. 

"I'm not expecting any permanent clo
sures, though it's certainly possible if we 
don't get any moisture," he said. 

He noted that in past years, shipping on 
the Mississippi was strangled in periods of 
lesser droughts. Most recently, the river was 
closed in January, 1981, when it froze over 
in an Arctic blast. 

In the last decade, however, channel im
provements have reduced erosion, and a 
series of locks and dams on the upper Mis
sissippi have gone a long way to keep com
merce flowing, he said. Even with the 
drought, traffic was moving freely on most 
of the Mississippi, Gamder noted. 

"These improvements are paying off in a 
big way right now, there's no question," 
Gardner said. 

The lower Mississippi, where most of the 
shoaling problems have occurred, is unsuit
able for dams because of the delta terrain. 
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SENATOR ROBERT BYRD 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, our col
league RoBERT BYRD has served as the 
Democratic leader of the Senate for 
almost 12 years, and has been a 
member of the leadership of this insti
tution for more than 20. I have never 
known a man more dedicated to public 
service and more devoted to this great 
institution than ROBERT BYRD. He has 
been the Democratic leader through
out the almost 10 years I have served 
in Washington, and it is difficult to 
imagine serving with any future ma
jority leader who will ever approach 
the mastery of the legislative process 
which ROBERT BYRD has achieved. He 
has guided us through countless legis
lative battles, crafted compromise 
after compromise, devised solutions to 
innumerable parliamentary impasses 
and unfailingly maintained the dignity 
of the Senate. 

I might also note that it is highly 
unlikely that we will have a leader 
with such musical talents, or such an 
ability to quote from memory the 
scriptures and some of the world's 
greatest poets. His colorful and erudite 
discources on a wide range of personal 
and cultural matters have enlived 
many a late evening in this Chamber. 
On top of that, he has taken a keener 
interest in the history of this institu
tion than any other 10 Senators put 
together. Who can forget his remarka
ble, detailed lectures on the often in
credible events that have taken place 
in the Senate since the early 1800's? 
These learned explorations of this in
stitution's development have been con
ducted by a man who has deep affec
tion for it, despite its flaws and occa
sionally infuriating inefficiencies. 

His is an admirable, enviable record 
of leadership and accomplishment, 
and we can all be glad that it is not 
coming to an end, but rather entering 
a new phase. The distinguished Sena
tor from the great State of West Vir
ginia will take on the challenge and 
opportunity of serving as chairman of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
with his characteristic dedication in 
the lOlst Congress. I look forward to 
continuing to work with him for many 
more years. 

PRESIDENT ROH TAE WOO, 
SOUTH KOREA 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 
President Roh Tae Woo of South 
Korea announced this morning a 
major new initiative which is designed 
as a first step to begin reconciling dif
ferences and promoting peace between 
North and South Korea. The Presi
dent's six-point initiative calls for 
mutual exchanges of Korean politi- · 
cians, businessmen, journalists, reli
gious and cultural leaders, academics, 
and students. It seeks to foster family 
visits and correspondence, trade, and 
cooperation on economic development. 

Significantly, the declaration is ad
dressed to "my dear 60 million compa
triots," North and South alike. It 
points out that all Koreans are part of 
a single national community and ex
presses the hope that the Korean 
people will be peacefully "integrated 
into a single social, cultural, and eco
nomic community before this century 
is out." 

This declaration is, in my judgment, 
the single most positive expression of 
hope for progress toward reconcilia
tion between Seoul and Pyongyang 
since the two Koreans were divided in 
1945. It is an important first step on 
the road toward reconciliation on the 
dangerously divided Korean peninsula. 
I urge all my colleagues to support 
this declaration by the South Korean 
President. I commend him for it, and 
ask that the full text of his declara
tion be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the decla
ration was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SPECIAL DECLARATION BY PRESIDENT ROH TAE 

WOO IN THE INTEREST OF NATIONAL SELF· 
ESTEEM, UNIFICATION AND PROSPERITY 

My dear 60 million compatriots: Today, I 
am going to enunciate the policy of the 
Sixth Republic to achieve the peaceful uni
fication of our homeland, a long-standing 
goal dear to the hearts of the entire Korean 
people. 

We have been suffering the pain of terri
torial division for almost half a century. 
This national division has inflicted numer
ous ordeals and hardships upon the Korean 
people, thus hindering national develop
ment. Dismantling the barrier separating 
the South and the North and building a 
road to a unified and prosperous homeland 
is a duty history has imposed on every 
Korean alive today. 

The South and the North, divided by dif
ferent ideologies and political systems, have 
gone through a fraticidal war. The divided 
halves of the single Korean nation have dis
trusted, denounced and antagonized each 
other since the day of territorial partition 
and this painful state has yet to be reme
died. Even though the division was not 
brought about by the volition of the Korean 
people, it is our responsibility to achieve na
tional unification through our independent 
capabilities. 

We must all work together to open a 
bright era of South-North reconciliation 
and cooperation. The time has come for all 
of us to endeavor in concert to promote the 
well-being and prosperity of the entire 
Korean people. 

Today, the world is entering an age of rec
onciliation and cooperation transcending 
ideologies and political systems. A brave 
new tide of openness and exchange is en
gulfing peoples of different historical and 
cultural backgrounds. I believe we have now 
come to a historic moment when we should 
be able to find a breakthrough toward a 
lasting peace and unification on the Korean 
peninsula which is still fraught with the 
danger of war amidst persisting tension and 
confrontation. 

My fellow compatriots, the fundamental 
reason that the tragic division is yet to be 
overcome is because both the South and the 
North have been regarding each other as an 
adversary, rather than realizing that both 
halves of Korea belong to the same national 

community. In that way, inter-Korean 
enmity has continued to intensify. Having 
lived in a single ethnic community, the 
Korean people have shaped an illustrious 
history and cultural tradition, which tri
umphed over almost ceaseless trials and 
challenges with pooled national strength 
and wisdom. Accordingly, developing rela
tions between the South and the North as 
members of a single national community to 
achieve common prosperity is a shortcut to 
realizing a prosperous and unified home
land. This is also the path to national self
esteem and integration. 

Now the South and the North must tear 
down the barrier that divides them and im
plement exchanges in all fields. Positive 
step after positive step must be taken to re
store mutual trust and strengthen bonds as 
members of one nation. 

With the realization that we both belong 
to a single community, we must also discon
tinue confrontation on the international 
scene. I hope that North Korea will contrib
ute to the community of nations as a re
sponsible member of it and that this will ac
celerate the opening and development of 
North Korean society. South and North 
Korea should recognize each other's place 
in the international community and cooper
ate with each other in the best interest of 
the entire Korean people. 

My 60 million fellow compatriots, today, I 
promise to make efforts to open a new era 
of national self-esteem, unification and 
prosperity by building a social, cultural, eco
nomic and political community in which all 
members of the Korean people can partici
pate on the principles of independence, 
peace, democracy and welfare. To that end, 
I declare to the nation and the world that 
the following policies will be pursued: 

First. We will actively promote exchanges 
of visits between the people of South and 
North Korea, including politicians, business
men, journalists, religious leaders, artists, 
academics and students and will make nec
essary arrangements to ensure that Koreans 
residing overseas can freely visit both parts 
of Korea. 

Second. Even before the successful conclu
sion of the North-South Red Cross talks, we 
will promote and actively support, from a 
humanitarian viewpoint, all measures which 
can assist dispersed families in their efforts 
to find out whether their family members in 
the other part of the peninsula are still 
alive and their whereabouts, and will also 
promote exchanges of correspondence and 
visits between them. 

Third. We will open doors for trade be
tween South and North Korea, which will 
be regarded as internal trade within the na
tional community. 

Fourth. We hope to achieve the balanced 
development of the national economy with 
a view to enhancing the quality of life for 
all Korean people in both the South and 
the North, and will not oppose nations 
friendly with us trading with North Korea 
provided that it does not involve military 
goods. 

Fifth. We hope to bring an end to coun
terproductive diplomacy characterized by 
competition and confrontation between the 
South and the North and to cooperate in 
ensuring that North Korea makes a positive 
contribution to the international communi
ty. We also hope that representatives of 
South and North Korea will contact each 
other freely in international forums and will 
cooperate to pursue the common interests 
of the whole Korean nation. 
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Sixth. To create an atmosphere conducive 

to durable peace on the Korean peninsula 
we are willing to cooperate with North 
Korea in its efforts to improve relations 
with countries friendly to us including the 
United States and Japan, and in parallel 
with this, we will continue to seek improved 
relations with the Soviet Union, China, and 
other socialist countries. 

I trust that North Korea will positively re
spond to the measures outlined above. If the 
North shows a positive attitude, I make it 
clear that even more progressive measures 
will be taken one after another. I hope that 
this declaration today will serve to open a 
new chapter in the development of inter
Korean relations and will lead to unifica
tion. I believe that if the entire 60 million 
Korean people pool their wisdom and 
strength, the South and North will be inte
grated into a single social, cultural and eco
nomic community before this century is out. 
On that basis, I am confident that we will 
accomplish the great task of unifying into a 
single national entity in the not so very dis
tant future. 

SOUTH KOREAN PROPOSAL FOR 
NATIONAL RECONCILIATION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased that President Roh Tae Woo 
of South Korea has today announced 
a major policy initiative for peace and 
reconciliation between North and 
South Korea. 

We all recognize that the state of 
tension on the Korean Peninsula 
makes it potentially one of the most 
dangerous places on Earth. Previous 
attempts to defuse the situation by 
North-South dialog have not succeed
ed, and there have been recent deploy
ments of North Korean antiaircraft 
missile systems near the DMZ. 

President Roh's initiative is there
fore particularly welcome at this time. 
It is a very positive declaration, recog
nizing the need for all Koreans, North 
and South, to begin a process of un
derstanding and cooperation. It calls 
for the active promotion of ex
changes-political, economic and cul
tural-and calls for humanitarian ef
forts to help family members visit 
their relatives throughout the penin
sula. It also calls for free trade be
tween the North and the South and 
for cooperation on economic develop
ment throughout the entire peninsula. 

I wholeheartedly support this con
structive declaration by the South 
Korean President. It is my ho:pe that 
North Korea will respond favorably to 
the proposal and that the process of 
peaceful exchanges between both 
Koreas will soon develop. I congratu
late President Ro for his initiative and 
urge my colleagues to support this im
portant peace effort. 

PARAGUAY UNDER GENERAL 
STROESSNER 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to address the international 
concerns of corruption and human 
rights violations in Paraguay under 

the rule of the current President, Gen. 
Alfredo Stroessner. Other than Chile, 
Paraguay is the only country in South 
America whose people, economy, poli
tics, and foreign relations are ruled by 
a dictator. As a result, any person or 
movement whose actions conflict with 
the interests of the dictator could be 
tortured or killed. 

Although many of Paraguay's neigh
bors have moved toward democracy, 
General Stroessner has ignored the 
trend toward democracy that is taking 
place in Central and South America. 
Brazil and Argentina moved toward 
democracy in 1984 after 20 years of 
military rule and Uruguay followed 
this trend 1 year later. Furthermore, 1 
million Paraguayans-one-fourth of 
the population-left Paraguay and 
now live and work in Argentina due to 
the demeaning and brutal government 
in their native country. Brazil has re
sorted to broadcasting anti-Stroessner 
radio programs and prints anti
Stroessner columns in its newspapers. 
Brazil should be joined in its efforts to 
influence change in Paraguay's exist
ing government. 

In addition to the corrupt elections 
throughout the last 30 years, Para
guay is becoming increasingly alien
ated from its neighbors. One reason is 
its involvement in drug smuggling. 
Brazil has been trying to crack down 
on drug smuggling, but has not been 
able to persuade Paraguay to do the 
same. Unfortunately, one of the main 
smugglers is a military official-Gen. 
Andres Rodriguez-the commander in 
chief of the 1st Army. He has been 
linked to the 1986 seizure of 43 kilos of 
cocaine and 7 44 kilos of marijuana in 
Paraguay. and to this day, allegedly 
continues similar illegal operations. 

Another topic I would like to ad
dress, Mr. President, is the human 
rights situation in Paraguay. It has 
been documented by Amnesty Interna
tional that General Stroessner's 
regime has relied on wide-scale arrests, 
disappearances, long-term detention 
without trial, and the use of torture to 
carry out his political control. Not 
only does General Stroessner use 
harmful means to retain his power, 
but he keeps all information about his 
actions hidden from the public. If 
there is a voice of opposition, he 
simply uses military force to calm it or 
completely eliminate it. Every year 
there are countless examples of beat
ings, murders, exiled priests, and jailed 
writers and politicians in Paraguay. 
They are tortured merely because 
they want democracy in their country. 

At the moment, the United States 
has very little direct leverage on Gen
eral Stroessner. However, I believe Mr. 
President, that since the United States 
cannot change General Stroessner by 
itself, it is imperative for us to work 
with Paraguay's neighbors in a com
bined effort to change the existing 
regime that plagues Paraguay and 

casts a dark shadow on Latin America. 
I would hope that we could begin to 
focus more effort toward addressing 
this dictator who rivals General Norie
ga's abysmal human rights and drug 
smuggling record. 

FORMAL NOTIFICATION 
PROPOSED ARMS SALE TO KUWAIT 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations today re
ceived formal notification of the ad
ministration's proposal to sell $1.9 bil
lion in defense equipment to Kuwait. 

The administration wishes to sell 40 
F/A-18C/D aircraft, spare parts, sup
port equipment and services, training, 
200 Cluster bomb units [CBUJ, 120 
AIM-9L Sidewinder missiles, 200 AIM-
7F Sparrow missiles, 40 AGM-840 
Harpoon missiles, and 300 AGM-650/ 
G Maverick missiles. 

Section 36(b)(l) of the Arms Export 
Control Act requires that Congress re
ceive formal notification of proposed 
arms sales under the act in excess of 
$50 million, or, in the case of major de
fense equipment as defined in the act, 
those in excess of $14 million. Upon 
receipt of such notification, the Con
gress has 30 calendar days during 
which the sale may be reviewed. The 
provision stipulates that, in the 
Senate, the notification of proposed 
sales shall be sent to the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

In keeping with my intention to see 
that such information is available to 
the full Senate, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcoRD at 
this point the notification I have re
ceived. The classified annex referred 
to in the notification is available to 
Senators at the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

There being no objection, the notifi
cation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY ,\SSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washi1.gton, DC, July 7, 1988. 
In reply refer to: I-03154/88ct. 
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(l) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, we are for
warding herewith Transmittal No. 88-39 
and under separate cover the classified 
annex thereto. This Transmittal concerns 
the Department of the Navy's proposed 
Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance <LOA) to 
Kuwait for defense articles and services esti
mated to cost $1.9 billion. Soon after this 
letter is delivered to your office, we plan to 
notify the news media of the unclassified 
portion of this Transmittal. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES W. BROWN, 

Lieutenant General, USA, 
Director. 
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[Transmittal No. 88-39] 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 
OFFER PuRSUANT TO SECTION 36(b)(l) OF 
THE ARMs EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
(i) Prospective Purchaser: Kuwait. 
(ii) Total Estimated Value; Major Defense 

Equipment, 1 $1.4 billion; Other, $.5 billion; 
Total, $1.9 billion. 

(iii) Description of Articles or Services Of
fered: Forty F/A-18C/D aircraft, spare 
parts, support equipment and services, 
training, 200 Cluster bomb units <CBU>. 120 
AIM-9L SIDEWINDER missiles, 200 AIM-
7F SPARROW missiles, 40 AGM-84D HAR
POON missiles, and 300 AGM-65D/G MAV
ERICK missiles. 

<iv> Military Department: Navy <SAO). 
<v> Sales Commission, Fee, etc., Paid, Of

fered, or Agreed to be Paid: None. 
<vi> Sensitivity of Technology Contained 

in the Defense Articles or Defense Services 
Proposed to be Sold; See Annex under sepa
rate cover. 

<vii> Section 28 Report: Included in report 
for quarter ending 31 March 88. 

(viii) Date Report Delivered to Congress: 7 
July 1988. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
KUWAIT-F/A 18C/D AIRCRAFT 

The Government of Kuwait <GOK> has 
requested the purchase of 40 F/A-18C/D 
aircraft, spare parts, support equipment and 
services, training, 200 Cluster bomb units 
<CBU), 120 AIM-9L SIDEWINDER missiles, 
200 AIM-7F SPARROW missiles, 40 AGM-
84D HARPOON missiles, and 300 AGM-
65D/G MAVERICK missiles. The estimated 
cost is $1.9 billion. 

This sale will contribute to the foreign 
policy and national security of the United 
States by helping to improve the security of 
a friendly country which has been and con
tinues to be an important force for political 
stability and economic progress in the 
Middle East. 

The Kuwait Air Force needs these aircraft 
to replace the U.S.-origin A-4KU fighter/ 
attack aircraft in the current inventory 
which are based on 1960's technology. This 
sale will enhance the readiness of the GOK 
to meet external aggression and develop in
creased equipment commonality with U.S. 
forces, thereby enabling Kuwait to continue 
to export oil to the free world. Kuwait will 
have no difficulty absorbing these aircraft 
and munitions into its armed forces. 

The sale of this equipment and support 
will not affect the basic military balance in 
the region. 

The prime contractor will be the McDon
nell-Douglas Corporation of St. Louis, Mis
souri. The munitions will come from a varie
ty of contractors. 

Implementation of this sale will require 
the assignment to Kuwait of two additional 
U.S. Government personnel for one year 
and 14 contractor representatives for one 
year. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on June 17 
the Senator from Arizona, Mr. DECON
CINI, and I, together with 18 other 
Senators, wrote the Secretary of State 
raising a number of questions about 
this proposed sale. I have just received 
a response to that letter from the De
partment of State. I ask unanimous 

1As defined in Section 47<6> of the Arms Export 
Control Act. 

consent that the texts of our letter 
and the response be printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 17, 1988. 

Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On June 10, 1988 an 
informal notification for an arms sale to 
Kuwait was sent to Congress. As you know, 
the total package of arms includes 40 F 1 A-
18 Hornet Fighter Aircraft, 40 Harpoon mis
siles, 120 Sidewinder missiles, 200 Sparrow 
missiles, 300 Maverick missiles, 400 Laser
guided bombs, and 200 cluster munitions. 
The Hornet is a multi-mission aircraft de
signed and developed as both a fighter and 
an attack aircraft which symbolizes Ameri
ca's best technology. We are deeply con
cerned by the numerical and symbolic qual
ity of this arms sale package. 

We are interested in the administration's 
rationale and foreign policy objectives re
garding this arms sale package. Will the Ku
waitis contribute more overtly to share the 
burden of protecting their own shipping in 
the Persian Gulf? Will they play a role in 
fostering the peace process in the Middle 
East? What assurances do we have for their 
longer-term alliance and support in this 
volatile region of the world? What are the 
overall policy considerations of this sale? 

Moreover, we are concerned about the 
possibility that the effective combat radius 
of the F/A-18 for a ground-attack mission 
could be extended in a way that would 
permit attacks on Israel. There is the possi
bility that the F/A-18 combat radius can be 
increased with extended-range fuel tanks, 
through basing or deployment of the planes 
in neighboring countries such as Saudi 
Arabia, Jordan, or Iraq. Accordingly, we 
conclude that it is critically important to 
have the assurances of Kuwait that these 
aircraft will never be based or deployed 
closer to Israel than they would be at their 
base in Kuwait and that they will never be 
based in or deployed to a state bordering 
Israel. In addition, we should have Kuwaiti 
assurances that they will not seek refueling 
aircraft or equipment which could extend 
the operating range of the F/A-18. The ad
ministration should provide assurances that 
the United States will not sell such equip
ment to Kuwait. 

Furthermore, we are deeply concerned 
about the proposed sale of 300 advanced 
Maverick missiles <200 Ds, 100 Gs> to 
Kuwait. This is the same missile that was 
withdrawn from the proposed Saudi arms 
package last year following strong Congres
sional objections. The Maverick AGM-65 D 
and G missile is a day /night, infared, fire
and-forget weapon. It is a missile we can ill 
afford to have fall into unfriendly hands. 
The Maverick has destructive capabilities 
that far exceed the legitimate security re
quirements of Kuwait. The selling of these 
highly reliable and accurate missiles to 
Kuwait would further contribute to the al
ready dangerous proliferation of advanced 
weapons in the volatile Persian Gulf. We 
strongly oppose the combination of F 1 A
lB's and Maverick D and G missiles in this 
sale. 

• Mr. Secretary, we cannot afford to have 
our most sophisticated, sensitive and effi
cient weapons sold without predictable and 

desirable consequences. We look forward to 
an early reply. 

Sincerely, 
Dennis DeConcini, Claiborne Pell, Frank 

R. Lautenberg, Rudy Boschwitz, 
Daniel K. Inouye, Paul Sarbanes, Bob 
Packwood, Daniel P. Moynihan,- Chris
topher J. Dodd, Pete Wilson, John F. 
Kerry, Paul Simon, Brock Adams, 
Howard M. Metzenbaum, Terry San
ford, Alfonse D' Amato, Don Riegle, 
Jeff Bingaman, Quentin N. Burdick, 
Spark Matsunaga, Senators. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, July 7, 1988. 

Hon. CLAIBORNE FELL, 
Chainnan, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for the 

opportunity provided by your June 17 letter 
to the Secretary to clarify the Administra
tion's policy on the sale of F-18 aircraft to 
Kuwait. 

The sale of F-18s to Kuwait advances U.S. 
policy interests in the Persian Gulf by re
ducing Kuwait's vulnerability to aggression 
from its foes both present and future. It un
derscores Kuwait's willingness to assume 
greater responsibility for its own defense 
and the long term defense of the Gulf, as 
we have been urging it to do. We believe the 
Gulf Arab states should rely on their own 
resources for their first line of defense; ac
quisition of F-18s, with first deliveries 
slated for mid-1991, would significantly en
hance Kuwait's ability to share the burden 
in the Gulf into the next century. 

Located between the Gulf belligerents and 
dependent on exposed oil and water desalin
ization facilities, Kuwait is vulnerable to ex
ternal aggression. Recent attacks on Kuwai
ti interests include the 1986-87 Iranian cam
paign against Kuwaiti shipping, the repeat
ed Silkworm missile firings at Kuwaiti terri
tory from the al-Faw Peninsula, the March 
1988 Iranian gunboat attack on Bubiyan 
Island, and the April 1988 firing of a SCUD 
missile into southern Kuwait. These acts ex
posed the weakness of Kuwait's traditional 
reliance on diplomacy as its first line of de
fense and led the Kuwaitis to reinforce di
plomacy by requesting U.S. protection for 
eleven of their tankers. 

These acts of external aggression also ac
celerated the process by which Kuwait de
cided to play a greater role in its own de
fense, both in the present and in the future 
after the end of the U.S. escort operation. 
The F-18 sale is only one of a series of 
moves the Kuwaitis have made or are con
sidering to deter an attack from land, sea, or 
air. 

The cooperation required by the success
ful escort operation, combination with de
velopments in Kuwait itself, have fostered 
an unprecedented improvement in U.S.-Ku
waiti relations. These improved relations, 
supported by Kuwait's increasing economic 
integration into the Western economy, will 
last after the military crisis has passed and 
argue for continued Kuwaiti support of U.S. 
policy in the Gulf. 

Kuwait is a moderate Arab state-politi
cally, economically, and religiously. With as 
much as $100 billion invested in the West, 
Kuwait has a stake in Western economic 
stability. These interests have made Kuwait 
a voice of reason in OPEC councils. Al
though Kuwait, with a large Palestinian 
population, has not been publicly active in 
the peace process, it nonetheless consistent
ly works behind the scenes, as it did at the 
recent Algiers Summit, to promote a negoti-
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ated settlement to the problem and moder
ate the Arab stance. 

Kuwait is a staunch ally in the fight 
against international terrorism, as the 
recent hijacking of Kuwait Airways flight 
422 made clear. This F-18 sale will send a 
potent message to Kuwait's foes, internal 
and external, that the U.S. stands beside 
Kuwait against the terrorist threat. 

The Kuwaiti F-18 is not a threat to Israel. 
Even carrying the three external fuel tanks 
it is designed for, and thus minimal muni
tions, its effective combat radius falls 200 
nautical miles short of Tel Aviv. The F-18 
cannot be based in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, or 
any other Arab state bordering Israel. No 
other country in the region has the sophisti
cated support infrastructure required to 
keep the F-18 operational. It is unlikely 
that Kuwait would jeopardize its economic, 
political, and military relationship with the 
U.S. by transferring support equipment to a 
third country without our approval. 

Kuwait has no aerial refueling capability, 
nor has it ever requested one, even for the 
air-refuelable A-4s it currently operates. It 
is highly unlikely the Kuwaitis could obtain 
tankers against our wishes or without our 
knowledge. Under the U.S. global policy on 
tanker sales, we would not sell such equip
ment to Kuwait. In any event, all such sales 
are subject to Congressional review. The 
only two countries capable of converting 
U.S. aircraft into tankers-the U.K. and 
Israel-are most unlikely to assist Kuwait in 
this fashion. Finally, aerial refueling is a 
dangerous and complicated operation; any 
Kuwaiti attempts to practice this capability 
would be readily detectable. 

Even more importantly, it is most improb
able the Kuwaitis would contemplate de
nuding their defenses against the very real 
threat from the East in order to risk their 
Air Force in a suicide mission against Israel. 
Nothing in Kuwaiti politics or history lends 
credibility to such a scenario. 

The Kuwaitis have requested 200 Maver
ick D and 100 Maverick G missiles. These 
are minimal numbers for an air force inven
tory, enabling a limited number of sorties 
with each missile system. The Maverick D 
air-to-ground missile, which has been ap
proved for sale to Egypt and Bahrain, is 
similar to the A and B models sold to Saudi 
Arabia <which are no longer in production>. 
The D model differs in that it has an infra
red guidance system for night and low visi
bility use. This is particularly important in 
light of Iran's history of launching night at
tacks. The G model Maverick, which has a 
larger warhead also suited for use against 
maritime targets, has not been requested by 
other countries in the region, but does not 
contain new technology. 

The F-18 is an integrated, multi-purpose 
aircraft, suitable for air-to-air combat and 
ground/sea support operations. This is an 
important consideration for a small state 
with a limited manpower pool. (All pilots in 
Kuwait's air force are Kuwaiti citizens.) 
Kuwait faces an immediate and long term 
surface, naval, and air threat. The Maver
icks in the small quantities requested are 
appropriate to Kuwait's legitimate need to 
provide a credible defense against any po
tential intruder. The number of missiles re
quested is insufficient for sustained offen
sive use. 

This is not analogous to the Maverick sale 
proposed for Saudi Arabia last year. In that 
instance, Saudi Arabia already had a large 
number of Mavericks. Such is not the case 
here. To delete the Mavericks from the sale 
and strip the F-18 of its defensive capability 

against tanks, gun emplacements, and other 
surface threats of the kind employed by the 
Gulf war antagonists is, in essence and 
effect, to deny the Kuwaitis the aircraft. 

Finally, these weapons are not likely to 
fall into unfriendly hands. We have no indi
cation that U.S.-controlled technology has 
ever been transferred illegally by the Ku
waitis to a third party. Indeed, it would be 
against Kuwait's own interests to do so and 
threaten its economic, security, and supply 
relationship with the United States. 

Let me emphasize that the Administration 
considers this sale an important element of 
U.S. policy in the Persian Gulf region. The 
sale of F-18 aircraft to Kuwait, by helping a 
moderate Arab state assume the burden for 
its own defense, is in the long-term interests 
of the United States. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

J. EDWARD Fox, 
Assistant Secretary, 

Legislative Affairs. 

REFOCUS ON EL SALVADOR 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 

public attention is beginning to refo
cus on El Salvador. The reports are 
not good. 

El Salvador's President, Jose Napole
on Duarte, whose efforts to build 
democratic institutions in El Salvador 
have won him the praise of Congress, 
is seriously ill. News reports talk of a 
power vacuum in El Salvador since his 
departure and there are rumors of a 
coup. 

Death squad activity which had de
clined in the mideighties has in
creased. So have reports of human 
rights abuses by the Salvadoran Army 
and police. There have been reports of 
abuses by the guerrillas as well. 

Corruption in the Salvadoran mili
tary and the Government are also 
issues of deep concern. These have 
been documented by the press and 
Members of Congress in the course of 
investigations about the use of United 
States funds in El Salvador. 

In the last year, several of my 
Senate colleagues and I have written 
to members of the United States and 
Salvadoran Governments, as well as to 
the political wing of the Salvadoran 
guerrillas, expressing our concerns 
about human rights abuses and cor
ruption in El Salvador. 

The war's cost to Salvadoran society 
has been monumental. A recent New 
York Times article by James LeMoyne 
points out that 60,000 to 70,000 Salva
dorans have been killed since 1979. Mr. 
LeMoyne goes on to say: 

That is more than one percent of the pop
ulation. Until 1984, most casualties were ci
vilians killed by the army. 

According to army figures, nearly 3,000 
soldiers are being wounded and killed in the 
war each year. Army reports of guerrilla 
casualties appear inflated, but the rebels 
may be losing as many as 1,000 dead and 
wounded a year. Hundreds of civilians also 
die or are wounded in the war and in politi
cal killings. 

Guerrilla sabotage and indirect economic 
losses caused by the war are estimated by 

the United States Embassy here to have 
cost nearly $2 billion since 1979. The rebels 
are now concentrating, with considerable 
success on destroying the national electrical 
system and paralyzing road traffic every one 
or two months. 

Tens of thousands of Salvadorans 
have been displaced by the war and 
have become refugees in their own 
country, Central America or here in 
the United States. 

The United States has poured a total 
of $3 billion into El Salvador in eco
nomic and military aid since 1981. 

Mr. President, what are we doing? 
Where are we going? How long is this 
war going to continue? 

What is the United States trying to 
achieve? How much has been achieved 
in terms of political and social reform? 
What is the degree of independence of 
the Salvadoran judiciary and police 
from the military? 

How long are we going to keep pour
ing money into keeping the Salvador
an Government afloat? Is our aid 
being used effectively? 

The Esquipulas II Agreement signed 
on August 7 of last year calls for inter
nal dialog. President Duarte took the 
initiative in getting a dialog going sev
eral years ago. Where is it now? What 
is the United States doing to help for
ward that process? 

Just last month, some of my Senate 
colleagues attached language to the 
foreign operations appropriation 
which we are considering now which 
would have withheld 50 percent of the 
United States military aid for fiscal 
year 1989 to El Salvador until April 1, 
1989. In addition, it would have re
quired a report from the President of 
the United States on efforts taken by 
the Salvadoran Government, the 
armed opposition and the United 
States Government to initiate dialog 
and negotiations. This report must 
also deal with efforts to reduce death 
squad activity and human rights 
abuses, and efforts to establish the 
rule of law and an effective judicial 
system. The section also required that 
at least 30 percent of United States 
economic support funds going to El 
Salvador be spent on development as
sistance projects. 

This section praised President 
Duarte for his continuous efforts to 
bring peace and economic and political 
development to El Salvador and ex
horted his successors to continue to 
build on these efforts. 

The language was knocked out in 
full committee by one vote. Mr. Presi
dent, I believe this is evidence of the 
fact that there is deep concern over 
United States policy toward El Salva
dor. It is evidence of the need for the 
Congress and the next administration 
to reexamine our policy and look for 
some answers. 

We must examine U.S. objectives 
and interests, and whether U.S. policy 
has been cost effective. We must seek 
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to formulate a coherent and realistic 
policy toward El Salvador. 

But we must also keep in mind a 
country and a people who have suf
fered deeply in this war. Families have 
been displaced and divided. People 
have been persecuted, tortured, and 
killed. Their interests would be well 
served by a negotiated solution and an 
end to the war and destruction. 

There will be an election in El Salva
dor in March 1989. The people of El 
Salvador deserve a safe, legal election, 
free of fraud, intimidation, or violence. 

El Salvador has been on the "back 
burner" for too long. And the costs of 
the war continue to rise. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 
JULY 1, 1795: JOHN RUTLEDGE APPOINTED CHIEF 

JUSTICE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 193 years 
ago this week, on July 1, 1795, Presi
dent George Washington appointed 
John Rutledge, Chief Justice of the 
United States. Rutledge received only 
a temporary commission, however, for 
he was appointed during a Congres
sional recess, and the Senate had to 
consent to his nomination before he 
could attain permanent status. 

Born to a wealthy South Carolina 
family, Rutledge served as a delegate 
to the Continental and Confederation 
Congresses, as Governor of South 
Carolina, and as a delegate to the 1787 
Federal Convention. In 1789, President 
Washington nominated him senior as
sociate justice of the newly formed 
U.S. Supreme Court. Although Rut
ledge accepted this post, he failed to 
attend any of the Court meetings and 
resigned in 1791 to become chief jus
tice of the South Carolina Court of 
Common Pleas. 

In 1795, anticipating that Chief Jus
tice John Jay would accept the Gover
norship of New York, Rutledge wrote 
to the President to offer himself as a 
replacement. Washington responded 
enthusiastically and gave him a recess 
appointment on July 1. Two weeks 
later, on July 16, 1795, Rutledge deliv
ered a speech in which he intemper
ately attacked the highly controversial 
Jay Treaty, which the President and 
the Senate's Federalist majority sup
ported. This treaty settled numerous 
points of contention between the 
United States and Great Britain, but 
many viewed it as a surrender to the 
British. It is unclear whether Rutledge 
knew that Washington had jw;t ap
pointed him Chief Justice when he de
livered his offensive speech. Aware of 
it or not, his imprudence cost him 
dearly. 

When the Senate reconvened in De
cember 1795, it rejected Rutledge by a 
vote of 10 to 14, its first such refusal 
of a Supreme Court Justice. While the 
whole story is not clear, Rutledge's un
timely and harsh speech, as well as 

rumors that he was prone to bouts of 
insanity, severely damaged his cause. 

UNITED STATES-SOVIET HIGH 
SCHOOL EXCHANGE INITIATIVE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to take this opportunity to ex
press my strong support for the 
United States-Soviet high school ex
change initiative that President 
Reagan and General-Secretary Gorba
chev announced at the end of their 
recent Moscow summit. 

The initiative calls for an immediate 
exchange of 100 American and 100 
Soviet high school students. By 1991, 
there will be as many as 1,500 students 
from each country, hopefully repre
senting at least one school from each 
State and from many of the Soviet re
publics. The students will spend a se
mester studying in high schools, living 
in dormitories or with families 
throughout the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

Since language is essential for a true 
understanding of a foreign society, the 
program will have a language require
ment for participating students. There 
are over 500 schools in this country 
that presently have Russian language 
courses, and another 300 have the po
tential to immediately begin teaching 
Russian. Language instruction will, of 
course, continue to be stressed during 
the semester abroad. Cultural events, 
too, will be an important part of the 
program and students will be encour
aged to take advantage of what their 
host city has to offer. Additionally, 
the host school will arrange for at 
least one extended sightseeing and cul
tural events trip. 

Currently, only three schools have 
similar exchanges: Phillips Academy 
in Andover has one with the Physics 
Mathematics Institute in Novosibirsk; 
Choate Rosemary Hall in Wallingford, 
CT, has one with Moscow School No. 
18; and the McDonogh School has one 
with Odessa Schools No. 119. No 
public high school in the United 
States has an exchange program with 
a Soviet school and without the new 
initiative it is unlikely that one ever 
will. 

The program, which will be adminis
tered in this country by the U.S. Infor
mation Agency, has already received 
the support of the American Council 
of Teachers of Russian and the Na
tional Association of Secondary School 
Principles. USIA hopes that other pri
vate sector groups will endorse the 
program, and it foresees the private 
sector eventually providing 75 percent 
of the necessary funding. To begin the 
program USIA has requested $1 mil
lion. I strongly support their request 
and hope that funds will be provided 
in the conference for this important 
effort. 

Ignorance breeds fear and fear is de
structive. We want our world, and the 

world of our children, to be a world of 
peace. It is the time to begin breaking 
down the barriers that separate our 
two peoples. Our children must learn 
to understand their Soviet counter
parts, and Soviet children must learn 
to understand us. There is no better 
way to learn about a culture, and a 
people, than to be immersed in it for 
an extended period of time. 

In proposing this initiative President 
Reagan and General-Secretary Gorba
chev have shown that they want the 
children of both the United States and 
the Soviet Union to live in a world of 
mutual trust. I heartily support this 
initiative and I hope that Congress, 
too, will support it. 

OSCAR ARIAS RECEIVES HONOR
ARY DEGREE FROM HARVARD 
UNIVERSITY 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Har

vard University distinguished itself 
last month when it awarded an honor
ary degree to President Oscar Arias of 
Costa Rica. We have all known of 
Oscar Arias' commitment to peace in 
Central America, and we have all ad
mired his courage in pursuing that 
goal with such skill and determination 
and vision. And so we joined with all 
the world in honoring Oscar Arias 
when he received the Nobel Peace 
Prize last year, and, in particular, we 
applauded the wisdom and timeliness 
of that decision. For the same reasons, 
we should now join in commending 
Harvard for its decision to pay tribute 
to President Arias by giving him an 
honorary degree. There is no leader in 
the world today more worthy of re
ceiving this important honor. 

The citation on President Arias' 
degree described him as "A clear voice 
of peace and reason for our New 
World." After receiving his degree, 
President Arias provided immediate 
and direct evidence of the clarity of 
his voice by delivering a truly extraor
dinary speech at the commencement 
exercises. 

It is impossible to read this speech 
without being impressed by Oscar 
Arias' compassion, his intelligence, his 
simple eloquence. When Oscar Arias 
rose to speak, the audience welcomed 
him with a standing ovation. But an 
even more stirring moment came when 
the audience rose a second time for a 
second standing ovation-spontaneous
ly, enthusiastically-after he had com
pleted his address. It is a speech for all 
seasons and for all peoples. It will be 
memorized and recited in the years to 
come. I urge my fellow Senators to 
take a moment to read it. 

His hopes about peace for Central 
America deserve special attention. 

Time and again I am asked just what it is 
I am hoping for and how I think we can 
achieve realistic goals for Central America. 
What I am looking for is that the five na
tions of Central America be able to live out 
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their destinies in freedom, justice, peace, 
and harmony, internally and externally. I 
am convinced that democracy is the best 
means to achieve this. I look for a democra
cy that is marked by mutual respect, free
dom to express one's opinion, a love for 
truth, and the active participation of all 
members of society in the building of the 
nation. I want our identity, our culture, to 
be understood and respected by all, even as 
we extend that respect to others. 

We seek in Central America not peace 
alone, not peace to be followed someday by 
political progress, but peace and democracy, 
together, indivisible, an end to the shedding 
of human blood, which is inseparable from 
an end to the suppression of human rights. 
We do not judge, much less condemn, any 
other nation's political or ideological system 
which has been freely chosen. We cannot 
require sovereign states to conform to pat
terns of government not of their own choos
ing. But we can and do insist that every gov
ernment respect those universal rights of 
man that have meaning beyond national 
boundaries and ideological labels. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of President Oscar Arias' speech 
at Harvard University-along with a 
news article reporting the event-be 
included at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

"WE SEEK ... NoT PEAcE ALoNE" 
<By Oscar Arias) 

<The President of Costa Rica, who won the 
Nobel Peace Prize last year, urges Har
vard's newest graduates to take principled 
risks in the struggle to build a new world.) 
This is a wonderful day for all of you. For 

your parents, for your friends, for your hus
bands and wives. You have worked hard for 
this moment. I am sure you have nourished 
beautiful dreams that you are now eager to 
transform into reality. This is a day to re
member, and I am honored that you have 
asked me to share it with you. For you are 
today like a field where rain has just fallen. 
Your dreams shall blossom into a better 
world for all. 

We have only a few pages to write before 
this century ends. You will be the most 
qualified witness to judge these one hun
dred years, where we have allowed, so far, 
78 million people to die in wars and even 
more to die because they had nothing to 
eat. You will live most of your lives in the 
next century. You will be among the leaders 
with the responsibility to shape the twenty
first century. 

The history of humanity has not known a 
single century of peace. The opportunity of 
writing a different history belongs to you. 

The majority of young people in this 
world are neither here nor in the other uni
versity graduations. That majority, if they 
are lucky, got up early today to plow fields 
or to start up machines in factories. Others 
face a day of begging for food and water. 
Young people like yourselfs are dying in 
futile wars or barely subsisting with no 
hope. 

The privilege of knowledge bears a social 
responsibility. Upon graduation, every stu
dent has an obligation to society. Your ac
tions of the future must make a difference, 
must contribute to ease suffering in the 
world. 

In an interdependent world your responsi
bilities will go beyond your country's fron
tiers. Pesticides or arms produced in some 

countries may kill elsewhere, and that has 
to stop. For you are not entering a predeter
mined world. If you want peace, you will 
have to construct it. If you do not want 
misery, you will have to eliminate it. 

You will have to change twenty centuries 
of war into a century of peace. There are no 
geographical frontiers which limit the 
struggle for the rights of man, for liberty, 
for democracy, for development. 

In his last report <1986-87), the president 
of this University, Derek Bok, called for a 
strengthening of ethical standards based on 
Plato's definition of the benefits of a good 
education-"that education makes good 
men, and that good men act nobly." He is 
right, for if we do not develop a new morale, 
if we do not have the courage to rule our ac
tions by principles, we will be resigning our 
capacity for change. We will become prison
ers of the past, accomplices of war, hunger, 
and oppression. 

With each day that passes there are more 
weapons in the world and fewer trees. With 
each day that passes there is more hunger 
and less clean air. With each day that 
passes there are more drugs and less pure 
water. In my Central America, with each 
day that passes there are more soldiers and 
fewer students. Clearly, your commitment 
must be to reversing these trends and estab
lishing a new world. 

The first nuclear arms reduction accord 
has been signed. This is a road of hope 
whose construction we should all encourage. 
There is a Central American peace plan, 
which-despite enormous obstacles and de
spite the fact that so much remains to be 
done-has silenced the guns and opened 
newspapers. There are Soviet troops leaving 
Afghanistan. But cruel fighting still goes on 
in which brother kills brother, from the 
heights of Machu Picchu to the valleys of 
Ireland, from jungles to deserts and seas. 

There is a South to be freed in Africa. 
There is a South to be freed in Latin Amer
ica. There is a South eager for freedom in 
all cardinal directions. For you, for us, for 
every free man, the practice of principles 
knows no frontiers. 

Above and beyond successes and failures, 
there are spaces of freedom won by men in 
every corner of the globe. There is a new 
world emerging everywhere, the result of 
the advances of freedom on all continents 
and within all political systems. We cannot 
betray the world of freedom that wants to 
rise up. If we want to construct the future, 
we cannot go on staring at the past. 

In the nations of the Americas we need to 
encourage changes that can foster freedom. 
A long time ago armies in Latin America 
were considered to be guardians of freedom. 
Today they have become its jailers. We need 
to have the soldier put down his rifle and 
take up the plow. We need to have the sol
dier commit himself to the freedom of his 
nation and not to threaten its rights. We 
need to have the soldier recognize that two 
democracies have never made war on each 
other in the entire history of Latin America. 

It is time we paid a tribute to comman
dantes who disarm their people so they can 
be free and work for development instead of 
honoring those who accumulate senseless 
weapons in the face of the hunger and sub
mission of their fellow citizens. In Costa 
Rica we were fortunate enough to have such 
a commandante. His name is Jose Figueres, 
and he abolished our army forty years ago. 

The abolition of the army in 1948 brought 
a new dimension to our political system. It 
constituted a new definition of the democra
cy we had inherited, in its classical mold, 

from our forefathers. It retained, strength
ened, and enlarged the traditional concepts, 
rights, and institutions of our republic, that 
rich treasure of theory and practice decant
ed throughout the ages, rooted in the 
wisdom of classical Greece, drawing on the 
liberating spirit of the Reformation, the En
lightenment, the American Revolution, the 
French Revolution, and the struggles for in
dependence of the Spanish colonies on this 
continent. 

In the forty years that have gone by since 
then, all the countries of Latin America 
have experienced military dictatorship-and 
some are still suffering under them today. 
Not Costa Rica. Our freedoms were never 
threatened, and we have never known the 
humilitation of a destiny controlled by 
force. 

In these forty years, all our brother na
tions have seen the young student, the peas
ant, and the worker die in cruel and useless 
slaughter perpetrated by men under arms. 
In our homeland, not a single mother has 
wept at the death of her son because of the 
arrogance of a soldier or the blindness of a 
tyrant. 

In these forty years, millions of Latin 
Americans have known exile, have suffered 
torture, imprisonment, and death at the 
hands of dictators. No Costa Rican has ever 
left his country and not been able to return 
freely to it. No one among us has ever been 
imprisoned for expressing his ideas; no one 
has ever been tortured, and no one has ever 
been killed. 

In these forty years, in which the military 
barracks have been transformed into 
schools, our symbol has been the teacher 
who exalts intelligence, not the soldier who 
tramples down his own people. 

When we proposed a peace plan to our 
Central American brothers we spoke from 
the heart. We brought a message born out 
of our intimate knowledge of the substance 
of power practiced without arms: a message 
born out of our forty-year-old commitment 
to building a society whose members do not 
fear violence as the ultimate recourse of au
thority: a message born out of a new read
ing of the concept of democracy. 

Time and again I am asked just what it is 
I am hoping for and how I think we can 
achieve realistic goals for Central America. 
What I am looking for is that the five na
tions of Central America be able to live out 
their destinies in freedom, justice, peace, 
and harmony, internally and externally. I 
am convinced that democracy is the best 
means to achieve this. I look for a democra
cy that is marked by mutual respect, free
dom to express one's opinion, a love for 
truth, and the active participation of all 
members of society in the building of the 
nation. I want our identity, our culture, to 
be understood and respected by all, even as 
we extend that respect to others. 

We seek in Central America not peace 
alone, not peace to be followed someday by 
poltiical progress, but peace and democracy, 
together, indivisible, an end to the shedding 
of human blood, which is inseparable from 
an end to the supression of human rights. 
We do not judge, much less condemn, any 
other nation's political or ideological system 
which has been freely chosen. We cannot 
require sovereign states to conform to pat
terns of government not of their own choos
ing. But we can and do insist that every gov
ernment respect those universal rights of 
man that have meaning beyond national 
boundaries and ideological labels. 

We believe that justice and peace can only 
thrive together, never apart. A nation that 
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mistreats its own citizens is more likely to 
mistreat its neighbors. 

While fundamental freedoms must be 
guaranteed in every society in the world, 
the expression of them will be shaped by 
the culture of a nation and a people. We in 
Central America are convinced that our cul
ture is a major source for the values that 
give shape and meaning to our lives. A few 
weeks ago, in Lima, Peru, Pope John Paul II 
said: "Without values, there is no real possi
bility of building a truly human society, 
since values determine not only the person
al sense of life but also the policies and 
strategies of public life. A culture that has 
lost its foundation of supreme values must 
necessarily tum against the person." 

We are conscious of the truth of these 
words. We have a sense of our identity. It is 
an identity born of the spiritual, ethical, 
and human traditions that have formed us. 
It has been confirmed in the several histo
ries that portray the struggle of the five 
Central American nations to forge their own 
life and their own destinies. 

Many times I have asked myself, what can 
a small country like Costa Rica do to help to 
solve problems that seem so big and so far 
beyond our reach? When I compare my 
country with other nations, I am convinced 
that ideas will prevail over might. Twenty
three years ago, here at Memorial Church, 
the Reverend Paul Tillich gave his last 
sermon. He told us that humanity has a 
"right to hope." We have dreams and we 
have hopes. But our ideas and our hopes 
must tum into realities, otherwise they will 
always remain as dreams. 

To promote change, to work for a dream, 
means that we have to be prepared to take 
risks. When in Costa Rica we abolished the 
army, most people thought we were wrong 
and that that was an impossible dream. Out 
of that risk we enjoy now a very different 
country in Central America. When we pro
posed the peace plan for Central America, 
many people thought we were wrong and 
that that was an impossible dream. Out of 
that risk we now have a chance for peace, 
and guns have been silenced in Nicaragua 
for the first time in twenty years. 

Don't ever fear the risks you will have to 
take to build a different world. Don't ever 
fear the risks when you are acting on your 
own principles. You will soon learn that ac
commodation with the old world, a world 
where you see violence and injustice, pover
ty and submission, offers no reward. The 
dreams that you allow to die will not be re
placed. Martin Luther King Jr. once said 
that "our scientific power has outrun our 
spiritual power. We have guided missiles 
and misguided men." I have seen many 
times men who abandoned their dreams; I 
have seen those misguided men who believe 
they can solve all problems with guided mis
siles. These are men without values, and the 
world cannot afford their leadership into 
the twenty-first century. 

The return to a life and a world dominat
ed by values is urgent if we want peace to 
prevail. We should no longer be ashamed of 
feelings of piety. It is not true that they de
grade reason and science. Piety is no less 
than the intelligence of the soul, and we 
need heart and brains to recover the world 
in our hands, for the values we cherish. 

Nobody can ignore the problems of today, 
least of all intellectuals. Now more than 
ever, my friends, you shall have to bear the 
loneliness of being leaders. Now more than 
ever, we need to recover the faith in our 
shared values. Like never before, we ought 
to build again, leaving behind the easy 

temptations of those who destroy. We re
quire builders, men and women of vision 
and tenacity. We must commit ourselves to 
transform privileges into rights for all, and 
never to convert the sweat of all into the 
privileges of the few. 

Among all the values we have to restore in 
order to provide a new leadership, peace is 
the one we should never neglect even under 
the most desperate circumstances. I have 
said many times that peace is not a matter 
or prizes or trophies. It is not the product of 
a victory or command. It has no finishing 
line, no final deadline, no fixed definition of 
achievement. 

Peace is a never-ending process, the work 
of many decisions by many people in many 
countries. It is an attitude, a way of life, a 
way of solving problems and resolving con
flicts. It cannot be forced on the smallest 
nation or be enforced by the largest. It 
cannot ignore our differences or overlook 
our common interests. It requires us to work 
and live together. 

My dear friends, I enjoyed being a 
summer student at Harvard many years ago. 
Although I would have loved to have been a 
degree candidate here, I did my graduate 
studies at a British university. Today I have 
had the honor to receive a Harvard degree. I 
think it would have been easier for me to 
study and take my exams like all of you. In
stead, believe me, I got it the hard way. 

Five thousand five hundred and twenty
six students have received degrees here 
today. Among those, five are Costa Ricans
well, six, including me. We will return home 
now to take up the challenges ahead. Don't 
ever abandon your dreams. If you believe 
now that one poet has more vision than all 
the politicians, don't change that belief. Go 
out and take risks to achieve that vision. To
gether, we will be proven right! 

[From The Boston Globe, June 10, 19881 
PuRSUE PEACE, ARIAS URGES HARVARD GRADS 

<By Charles A. Radin) 
CAMBRIDGE.-Costa Rican President Oscar 

Arias yesterday told graduating Harvard 
students they must commit themselves to 
causes of peace and social justice, but uni
versity president Derek Bok said they prob
ably would not. 

In a stirring address marking Harvard's 
337th commencement. Arias, who won the 
Nobel Peace Prize last year for his efforts to 
bring harmony and stability to Central 
America, sounded more the poet than the 
politician as he declared: 

"With each day that passes there are 
more weapons in the world and fewer trees. 
With each day that passes there is more 
hunger and less clean air. With each day 
that passes there are more drugs and less 
pure water. 

"In my Central America, with each day 
that passes there are more soldiers and 
fewer students. Clearly, your commitment 
must be to reversing these trends and estab
lishing a new world." 

An estimated 16,000 graduates, faculty, 
alumni and their families listened apprecia
tively despite the chilly drizzle falling on 
Harvard Yard and, responding to his inten
sity, interrupted him frequently with ap
plause. 

"Don't ever fear the risks you will have to 
take to build a different world," Arias said, 
citing the benefits Costa Rica has enjoyed 
for having dared to disarm 40 years ago. 
"You will soon learn that accommodation 
with the old world, world where you see vio
lence and injustice, poverty and submission, 
offers no reward. 

"The dreams that you allow to die will not 
be replaced." 

Just before Arias spoke, Harvard's presi
dent delivered, in his annual report to the 
univeristy's alumni, as assessment of stu
dents' directions that cast grave doubt that 
many would heed the Costa Rican's call. 

Describing himself as questioning the sin
cerity and seriousness of the American in
telligentsia's commitment to solving nation
al problems, Bok said: "Let us consider our 
own Harvard students." 

Less than 2 percent of Harvard Law 
School graduates enter public interest or 
legal aid work, he said, and only slightly 
more law school graduates enter politics. 

"In the business school, only 22 percent of 
last year's class wel)t into manufacturing 
while 57 percent" -twice as many as a 
decade ago-became consultants and invest
ment bankers. 

"From the Kennedy School of Govern
ment, only a third of the graduates went 
where you might expect them to go-to take 
some sort of government job. More than 
half found work in the private sector." 

Among graduates of Harvard College, he 
said, "less than 2 percent plan to teach in 
the public schools and virtually none are in
terested in the ministry for which the col
lege was founded." 

Bok said that "nationwide the situation is 
not very different. In short, the career plans 
of our students, at Harvard and elsewhere, 
do not fit very closely with society's most 
pressing needs." 

Both Arias and Bok called for a return to 
values espoused by leaders who had pre
ceeded them at Harvard. 

Bok cited President Franklin D. Roose
velt's urging, at a commencement more than 
50 years ago, for students to live life "un
ceasingly aware that its civic significance is 
its most abiding," while Arias held up the 
memory of a Costa Rican president and rev
olutionary who taught at Harvard. 

"It is time we paid tribute to comman
dantes who disarm their people so they can 
be free and work for development, instead 
of honoring those who accumulate senseless 
weapons in the face of the hunger and sub
mission of their fellow citizens," he asserted. 
"In Costa Rica we were fortunate enough to 
have such a commandante. His name is Jose 
Figueres and he abolished our army 40 
years ago." · 

His is the only country in the region that 
has not experienced dictatorship, the only 
country where "not a single mother has 
wept at the death of her son because of the 
arrogance of a soldier or the blindness of a 
tyrant." 

"In these 40 years . . . no Costa Rican has 
even left his country and not been able to 
return freely to it. No one among us has 
ever been imprisoned for expressing his 
ideas; no one has ever been tortured and no 
one has ever been killed." 

He summed up by declaring-in agree
ment with Bok, and in contradiction of re
marks by social critic Tom Wolfe at Class 
Day exercises Wednesday-that "the return 
to a life and a world dominated by values is 
urgent if we want peace to prevail." 

"We should no longer be ashamed of feel
ings of piety. It is not true that they de
grade reason and science." 

While Wolfe pronounced the death of reli
gion and ordinary moral standards to a de
lightedly irreverent senior class, Arias and 
Bok, in the same forum before Memorial 
Church, addressed their counterpoints as 
much to the tailcoated, top-hatted Harvard 
alumni as to the students in the Yard. 
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In the end, students' decisions to be nar

rowly self-interested or to enter public serv
ice "will be shaped by forces in society that 
reflect our decisions, our priorities, our deci
sions," Bok told the alumni, reminding 
them that they have the ability to improve 
the low salaries and scant prestige now at
tending many vital government and teach
ing jobs. 

"We should avoid the hypocrisy of urging 
students to address the gravest problems of 
society while perpetuating conditions which 
make it very difficult for them to do so," he 
said. 

TONY BEVINETTO 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 

before this week comes to a close, I 
want to join my colleagues, Senators 
JoHNSTON, McCLURE, and others who 
have paid tribute this week to one of 
the Senate's true heros-Tony Bevin
etto. 

Tony Bevinetto came to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources when I was ranking member 
and I signed the papers putting Tony 
on our payroll. But I should point out 
that Tony was already developing an 
expertise on public lands issues be
cause he had been working for Sena
tor Hansen and therefore with com
mittee staff for some time-we sort of 
stole him for the good of the commit
tee and our move paid off. From those 
days to his last days, Tony Bevinetto 
was one class act. If he told you any
thing about public lands history or 
policy, you didn't have to check his 
sources or get a second opinion be
cause Tony Bevinetto did his home
work, knew his issues, and conducted 
himself in a fashion that has left ev
eryone deeply impressed. Tony was 
humble and soft-spoken; he laughed, 
he said yes when he meant yes, and no 
when he meant no, and he avoided the 
alluring trap that snares many in po
litical life of telling people what they 
want to hear. He was devoted to the 
truth in his work and while he was a 
gentleman, he was as tough as you 
could get when he felt an individual 
Senator's proposal was at odds with 
sound public lands management 
policy. 

There is always a tendency when 
paying tribute to a good friend who 
has passed away to exaggerate their 
strong points and not to mention 
things that might cast them in a less 
favorable light. But such a tribute 
would make Tony cringe. I used to kid 
Tony about the fact that he dressed 
like a walking thrift shop, and about 
his dietary habits which made pizzas 
live in mortal fear of him. And Tony 
would laugh and usually come back 
with a good rejoinder, and it was this 
ability of his to laugh at himself and 
with others that made him so popular 
with so many. 

And I will be blunt-the citizens of 
the United States who enjoy the mil
lions of acres of wilderness which have 
been set aside the last decade owe a 

debt of gratitude to Tony Bevinetto 
and his hidden work on behalf of 
these bills. I have so many memories 
of working with him. Whether it was 
the Alaska lands legislation, or the 
1984 timber contract relief bill, or the 
1986 Wilderness Act, Tony was there 
fine-tuning and perfecting the provi
sions of these bills which now make 
fine public laws. 

So I will miss Tony, professionally 
but even more so, personally. I had 
the privilege of talking to him at his 
home a few weeks ago when he had 
been released from the hospital, and 
he showed a great deal of courage in 
being able to be very positive and en
couraging in the face of terminal 
cancer. We shared a few laughs and I 
told him to hurry back and help us get 
the Oregon Scenic Rivers bill through 
the Senate and to the President's 
desk. While he won't be here for that 
battle, I will think of him often and 
probably pick up the telephone and 
try to reach him when it's time to col
lect committee proxies. 

To his wife, Elsie, and his two chil
dren whom he loved so much, I offer 
my prayers and my affection and con
dolences. God smiled on this Earth 
when he gave us Tony Bevinetto for 
57 years, and we all have been richly 
blessed. 

THE DEATH OF PIETRO 
ANTONIO BEVINETTO 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, when 
Tony Bevinetto lost his battle with 
cancer on Sunday, July 3, America lost 
one of her most knowledgeable ex
perts on public lands, resources and 
water, the Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee lost a truly great 
staff member, the State of Wyoming a 
beloved son and I lost a cherished 
friend and most trusted counselor. 

A native of Cheyenne, WY, Tony's 
contributions to our State were innu
merable. A graduate of the University 
of Wyoming, he began his career as 
advertising director of the Laramie 
Newspapers Inc., in Laramie, WYand 
went on to become the assistant direc
tor of the Wyoming Travel Commis
sion. 

But it was when he joined the Na
tional Park Service that Tony really 
was united with his great love of the 
land. As a management assistant in 
Grand Teton National Park in Jackson 
Hole, WY for 4 years, his love for the 
land only deepened in its breadth and 
intensity. One cannot live within the 
shadows of the Grand Teton Moun
tains and not succumb to their beauty 
and their strength. To do that would 
be inhuman, and Tony Bevinetto was 
certainly a very beautiful and a very 
human, human being. 

One can note the incredible scope of 
his lengthy record of accomplish
ments, but these have been well de
tailed by others who have spoken 

before me. Because to me, one of 
Tony's greatest accomplishments, and 
one that will live on long after all of 
us are gone, is the legislation that cre
ated the 800,000-plus acres of Wyo
ming wilderness in 1984. This was one 
of Tony's greatest acts of love for his 
country and his State and my State of 
Wyoming. 

It was one of his finest and most dif
ficu1t labors for me, and one for which 
I will be forever grateful. It is not just 
his Wyoming home which benefited 
from Tony's expertise and special 
qualities. People throughout the 
Nation who love the land and water 
and natural resources are the true 
beneficiaries of Tony's work on the 
Senate Energy Committee, and in the 
Park Service. 

I did not want to come down to the 
floor to talk only about Tony's work. 
For all who knew Tony, and there 
were many, they knew one of his 
finest qualities was his sense of 
humor, which was part and parcel of 
the twinkle in his eye when he would 
grab you in the hall or lean over 
during a committee hearing and say, 
"Hey, Senator, have you heard the one 
about • • *?" Or when you would spot 
him in his car, always identified by his 
Jackson Hole plates and a canoe that 
was usually twice as big as his car, and 
four times as big as he was. Tony had 
a way to make the most unpleasant 
task a cheerful one. We will miss Tony 
and his sense of humor, his laughter 
and especially his wise counsel. 

Mr. President, perhaps more than 
the politicians he worked for, Tony 
was the ultimate politician. His great
est role, and now his legacy as an 
Energy Committee staff member, was 
his ability to help forge bipartisan 
agreements on pieces of legislation 
that could best be described as dis
agreeable. Tony had a true knack for 
finding that middle ground, where 
both Republicans and Democrats 
cou1d claim victory and walk away 
smiling, and the victor was America. 
We all will miss his political skills, his 
ability to get those tough issues re
solved and his institutional memory on 
public lands issues. 

Mr. President, my heart and my pro
found sympathies go out to Tony's 
wife Elsie and daughters Kirsten and 
Libby. We truly share their sense of 
loss and their grief. He was a fine and 
an honest man, and we miss him. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from J. Jackson Walter, presi
dent of the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, on the death of Tony 
Bevinetto. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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NATIONAL TRUST FOR 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION, 

July 6, 1988. 
Hon. MALCOLM WALLOP, 
Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee 

on Public Lands, National Parks and 
Forests, Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WALLOP: Those of US at the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
who had the opportunity to work with Tony 
Bevinetto over the years were greatly sad
dened to learn of his death. I hope that you 
will convey our deepest sympathies to his 
family, friends, co-workers and your many 
colleagues whom he served so ably. 

In service to the nation as a member of 
the armed forces, an employee of the Na
tional Park Service and as an aide to the 
Committee, Tony exemplified the best 
qualities of a public servant. His advice and 
support to those of us in the historic preser
vation field during his tenure with the Com
mittee was invaluable. Tony believed deeply 
in the nation's commitment to preserve and 
protect our heritage of natural and cultural 
landmarks. We will miss greatly his coopera
tive spirit and enthusiasm. 

I know that we join with many others who 
had the privilege of knowing Tony in cele
brating a great career of public service. We 
will miss Tony B. 

Sincerely, 
J. JACKSON WALTER, 

President. 

Mr. WALLOP. I say, go with God, 
old partner. Your family and your 
friends will miss you, but we are all 
the richer for having had you with 
us-and so too is Wyoming and the 
great American public land resource. 
Thank you, Tony. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming. Tony was a friend of all of those 
who served on the committee, regard
less of being Democrat or Republican. 

We all enjoyed him. He was one, as 
Senator WALLOP said, "Who could 
work a magic among those with a dis
agreeable position." He had something 
that we all admired and we will miss 
him very much. 

He never looked at me as a Demo
crat and he never looked at Senator 
WALLOP as a Republican. He looked at 
the legislation and what it would do 
for the land and what it would do for 
the country. 

I will miss him, as others will miss 
him. I have not known him quite as 
long, but my association with Tony 
was, I think, sincere, it was happy, and 
it was always toward the goal of a 
better land and a better country, not 
necessarily for himself, but for his 
daughters and for our children and 
their children. 

So I just want to associate myself 
with the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky. He has characterized 
it brilliantly. What Tony was, better 
than any of the rest of us, was a 
knowledgeable expert who put his job 

in front of either of our parties and I 
think we all benefited from that. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has morn
ing business been closed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 
The time for morning business has ex
pired. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Are there not measures 

on the calendar of bills and joint reso
lutions over? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are two items on that calendar, I say 
to the majority leader. 

THE FAIR HOUSING 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1988 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will now read H.R. 1158 the 
second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 1158) to amend title VIII of 
the Act commonly called the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968, to revise the procedures for the 
enforcement of fair housing, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in fulfill
ing the rule XIV procedure, I object to 
any further proceedings on this 
matter at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 

OMNIBUS TRADE AND 
COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1988 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will now read S. 2613. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill <S. 2613> to enhance the competi

tiveness of American industry, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, to further 
the procedures under rule XIV, I 
object to any further proceedings on 
this bill at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT
FISCAL YEAR 1989-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the confer
ence report on H.R. 4567 which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Conference report on a bill <H.R. 4567) 
making appropriations for energy and water 

development for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1989 and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the conference report. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, the 
Senate Budget Committee has exam
ined, H.R. 4567, the conference report 
on the energy and water development 
appropriations bill and has found that 
the bill is under its 302<b> budget au
thority allocation by $102 million and 
under its 302(b) outlay allocation by 
$111 million. The bill scoring reflects 
an adjustment for Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission fees language that was 
agreed upon in the conference on the 
budget resolution. 

I compliment the distinguished man
ager of the bill, Senator JoHNSTON, 
and the distinguished ranking member 
of the Energy and Water Subcommit
tee, Senator HATFIELD on all their hard 
work. 

Mr. President, I have a table from 
the Budget Committee showing the of
ficial scoring of the energy and water 
development appropriations bill and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in
serted in the RECORD at the appropri
ate point. 

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 4567 
ENERGY AND WATER-SPENDING TOTALS 

[Conference Report in billions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1989 

a~~ Outlays 

302(B) Bill Summary 
H.R. 4567, Conference Report (new BA and 

outlays) ................................................................ 16.6 10.2 
Enacted to date ................................................................................ 6.2 
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs to 

resolution assumptions ......................................... 0.1 0.1 
Scorekeeping adjustments.. ......... .............................. 0.1 0.1 

Bill total...................................................... 16.7 16.6 
Subcommittee 302(b) allocation .............................. 16.8 16.7 

Difference ................................................... . - 0.1 - 0.1 
===== 

Bill total above ( + ) or below ( - ) : 

~:=~,~-~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::: : ::: : : :: :::: ~(ooi. ~ +M 
Senate-passed bill ................................................. ===2 = =-=0.1 

Summit Cap Summary 
Defense (050) spending in bill ............................... . 8.1 7.9 
Allocation under defense cap .................................... _____ _ 8.1 7.9 

Difference .............. ..................................... . 0.0 -(1) 
====:::::::::::::: 

Domestic discretionary spending in bill ................... . 9.9 9.9 
Allocation under domestic cap .................................. _____ __ 10.0 10.0 

Difference ................................................... . 

1 Less than $50 million. 
Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 
Source: Prepared by Senate Budget Committee Staff. 

-0.1 -0.1 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the confer
ence agreement on the energy and 
water development appropriations bill. 

I commend the distinguished sub
committee chairman, the Senator 
from Louisiana, and the ranking mi
nority member, my good friend from 
Oregon, for producing a bill within the 
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constraints of the Budget Summit 
Agreement and below the subcommit
tee's 302 (b) allocation. 

Besides producing a bill well within 
our budget constraints, the managers 
completed action on this bill in a re
markably short period of time. 

The bill now before the Senate pro
vides $16.6 billion in budget authority 
and $10.2 billion in outlays for Depart
ment of Energy [DOE] atomic energy 
defense activities, DOE's renewable 
and nuclear energy activities, the 
Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and six other independ
ent agencies and commissions. 

Taking into account outlays from 
prior-year budget authority and other 
adjustments, the Energy and Water 
Development Subcommittee is below 
its section 302<b> allocation by $0.1 bil
lion in budget authority and outlays. 

I appreciate the subcommittee's sup
port for a number of ongoing projects 
and programs important to my home 
State of New Mexico as it worked to 
keep spending to within the con
straints of the bipartisan budget 
agreement. 

I know it required hard work by the 
subcommittee members and staff to 
fashion its recommendations within 
budget constraints. In fact, during the 
full committee's consideration and 
conference negotiations on the bill, 
the distinguished subcommittee chair
man had to reduce budget authority in 
the bill by $200 million. 

I hope that the Senate will act with
out delay to pass this important bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I 
comment that this is a 15-minute roll
call vote by unanimous consent and 
the call for the regular order will be 
automatic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer
ence report. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD], is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 91, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 226 Leg.] 

YEAS-91 
Adams Gam Moynihan 
Armstrong Glenn Nickles 
Baucus Gore Nunn 
Bentsen Graham Packwood 
Bingaman Gramm Pen 
Bond Grassley Pressler 
Boren Harkin Pryor 
Bradley Hatch Quayle 
Breaux Hatfield Reid 
Bumpers Heflin Riegle 
Burdick Heinz Rockefeller 
Byrd Hollings Rudman 
Chafee Inouye Sarbanes 
Chiles Johnston Sasser 
Cochran Karnes Shelby 
Cohen Kassebaum Simon 
Conrad Kasten Simpson 
Cranston Kennedy Specter 
D'Amato Kerry Stafford 
Danforth Lauten berg Stennis 
Daschle Leahy Stevens 
DeConcini Levin Symms 
Dixon Lugar Thurmond 
Dodd Matsunaga Trible 
Dole McCain Wallop 
Domenici McClure Warner 
Duren berger McConnell Weicker 
Evans Melcher Wilson 
Ex on Metzenbaum Wirth 
Ford Mikulski 
Fowler Mitchell 

NAYS-3 
Humphrey Proxmire Roth 

NOT VOTING-6 
Bid en Hecht Murkowski 
Boschwitz Helms Sanford 

So the conference report on H.R. 
4567 was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will come to order. 

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOP
MENT PROGRAM REFORM ACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
now proceed to consideration of S. 
1993, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1993) to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to improve the growth and develop
ment of small business concerns owned and 
controlled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals, especially through 
participation in the Federal procurement 
process, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill with an amendment to strike 
all after the enacting clause and insert 
in lieu thereof, the following: 

TITLE II-PROGRAM ORGANIZATION, 
ELIGIBILITY, AND PARTICIPATION 

Sec. 201. Office of Minority Small Business 
Certification. 

Sec. 202. Eligibility and certification. 
Sec. 203. Graduation standards. 
Sec. 204. Termination. 
Sec. 205. Challenging eligibility. 
Sec. 206. Provisions for tribal-owned enter

prises. 
TITLE Ill-ENHANCING THE PRO

GRAM'S BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AS
PECTS 

Sec. 301. Business plans. 
Sec. 302. Competitive bid and proposal cost 

program. 
Sec. 303. Management assistance. 
Sec. 304. Minority business direct loan pro

gram. 
TITLE IV-BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

THROUGH FEDERAL CONTRACTING 
OPPORTUNITIES 

Sec. 401. Development of business mix em
phasizing competitive contract 
awards. 

Sec. 402. Planning 8faJ contract activity. 
Sec. 403. Contract awards. 
Sec. 404. Contract performance. 
Sec. 405. Appeal of agency decision regard

ing 8fa) contract opportuni
ties. 

TITLE V-IMPROVED PROGRAM MAN-
AGEMENT AND CONGRESSIONAL 
OVERSIGHT 

Sec. 501. Associate Administrator for Mi
nority Small Business and 
Capital Ownership Develop
ment. 

Sec. 502. Prohibited actions and employee 
responsibilities. 

Sec. 503. False representations. 
Sec. 504. Report by program participants. 
Sec. 505. Data collection and congressional 

report. 
Sec. 506. Definitions. 
TITLE VI-ANNUAL CONTRACT PARTICI

PATION GOALS; REPORT; AUTHORIZA
TIONS 

Sec. 601. Annual contracting goals. 
Sec. 602. Presidential report on attainment 

of participation goals. 
Sec. 603. Subcontracting program compli

ance. 
Sec. 604. Relationship with other procure

ment programs. 
Sec. 605. Authorizations. 
TITLE VII-SMALL BUSINESS COMPETI

TIVENESS DEMONSTRATION PRO
GRAM 

PART A-SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS 

Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Findings. 

Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 

PART B-DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

711. Small Business Competitiveness 
Demonstration Program. 

712. Small business participation 
goals. 

713. Procurement procedures. 
714. Reporting of subcontracting activ-

ity. 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. Sec. 715. Test plan. 

This Act may be cited as the "Minority Sec. 716. Report to Congress. 
Business Development Program Reform Act Sec. 
of 1988". Sec. 

717. Designated industry groups. 
718. Definitions. 

SEC. Z. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

TITLE I-CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS 
AND PROGRAM PURPOSES 

Sec. 101. Findings. 
Sec. 102. Purposes. 

PART C-AMENDMENTS TO THE SMALL BUSINESS 
ACT 

Sec. 721. Small business small purchase re
serve excluded from annual 
goals. 

Sec. 722. Repealer. 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17127 
PART D-0THER AMENDMENTS 

Sec. 731. Definition of architectural and en
gineering services. 

Sec. 732. Effective date. 
TITLE VIII-EFFECTIVE DATES 

Sec. 801. Effective dates. 
TITLE I-CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND 

PROGRAM PURPOSES 
SEC. 101. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the Small Business Administration sec

tion 8faJ minority small business program 
remains a primary tool tor improving op
portunities tor minority-owned businesses 
in the Federal procurement process and 
bringing these businesses into the nation's 
economic mainstream; 

(2) in spite of all efforts, too Jew 8(aJ grad
uates have been prepared by the program to 
compete successfully in the open market
place on competitive procurements and 
many firms have developed an unhealthy de
pendency on sole-source contracts by the 
time of graduation from the program; 

( 3J the application and certification proc
ess tor bringing new participants in the pro
gram is inordinately lengthy and burden
some; 

(4) the Small Business Administration has 
often not efficiently and equitably adminis
tered and managed the program, in a 
manner that provided clear lines of respon
sibility tor implementing and monitoring 
many of the administrative duties under the 
program; 

(5) many Federal procuring agencies have 
tailed to identify and offer the necessary 
amount of contract support in order to 
allow tor diversification and growth of mi
nority-owned businesses participating in 
the program; 

(6) both contract support as well as busi
ness development expense have been provid
ed by SBA to too Jew firms, while many 
other firms have received little or no direct 
assistance under the program; 

(7) the wide-spread perception of undue 
political influence in the operation and ad
ministration of the 8(a) program has signifi
cantly contributed to the program's poor 
image and has deterred utilization of the 
program both by socially and economically 
disadvantaged concerns and by Federal pro
curing agencies; and 

(8) it is imperative that substantial re
forms be accomplished in the 8(aJ program 
in order to promote the Congressionally 
mandated business development objectives 
and purposes of the program. 
SEC. 10Z. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are to-
(1) ensure that the benefits of the section 

8(aJ program accrue to small businesses 
owned and controlled by individuals who 
are both socially and economically disad
vantaged; 

(2) reaffirm the business development ob
jectives and purposes of the program to 
ensure that concerns graduating from the 
program will be better prepared to compete 
in this nation's economic mainstream; 

(3) increase the number of minority-owned 
small businesses from which the United 
States may purchase articles, equipment, 
supplies, services, materials, and construc
tion work; and 

(4) ensure integrity, competence and effi
ciency in the administration of both busi
ness development services and management 
and distribution of Federal contracting op
portunities to eligible small businesses. 

TITLE II-PROGRAM ORGANIZATION, 
ELIGIBILITY, AND PARTICIPATION 

SEC. Z01. OFFICE OF MINORITY SMALL BUSINESS 
CERTIFICATION. 

Section 7(j)(11J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(j)(11JJ is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(11HAJ There is established within the 
Of/ice of Minority Small Business and Cap
ital Ownership Development a Division of 
Minority Small Business Certification 
which shall exercise the responsibilities and 
Junctions specified in subparagraph fBJ. 
The Division shall be administered by a Di
rector who shall be responsible to the Associ
ate Administrator tor Minority Small Busi
ness and Capital Ownership Development. 
To facilitate the timely ~ercise of the Divi
sion's responsibilities and Junctions, an 
office of the Division shall be established in 
each regional office of the Administration. 

"(BJ The responsibilities and Junctions of 
the Division of Minority Small Business 
Certification, to be exercised through its re
gional of/ices, shall be to-

"(i) receive applications for certification 
as Program Participants from small busi
nesses owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals, 
and notify such applicant in writing within 
15 days of the receipt of such application 
whether such application : is complete and 
suitable tor evaluation or whether specific 
deficiencies make such app~ication unsuit
able tor evaluation at that time; 

"(iiJ review and evaluate applications re
quired of prospective Program Participants; 

"(iii) visit the of/ices and facilities of such 
applicants when appropriate to evaluate ap
plications; 

"(ivJ make recommendations regarding 
certification of a prospective Program Par
ticipant to the Director; 

"(vJ review periodically the financial and 
other reports of each Program Participant 
to confirm its continued Program eligibility; 

"(vi) review finance and other reports 
whenever a Program Participant initiates 
any change in ownership interest or other 
change which could impair continued Pro
gram eligibility; 

"(vii) initiate through the Director a re
quest tor a termination proceeding with re
spect to a Program Participant deemed to 
have met one or more of the grounds tor ter
mination set forth in paragraph 10(HJ; and 

"(viii) decide protests regarding Program 
Participants' eligibility under paragraphs 
(4), (5), (6), and (7) of section 8faJ to partici
pate in the program authorized by this sub
section.". 
SEC. ZOZ. ELIGIBILITY AND CERTIFICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 7(j)(10) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10JJ is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subparagraphs: 

"fD)(iJ The Associate Administrator tor 
Minority Small Business and Capital Own
ership Development shall consider applica
tions received from the Director of the Divi
sion of Minority Small Business Certifica
tion and process such applications in ac
cordance with subparagraph fEJ of this 
paragraph. 

"(iiJ Except as provided in subparagraph 
(F), a small business concern certified as a 
Program Participant shall not be eligible to 
participate in the Program tor a period in 
excess of 8 years, commencing on the date of 
the award of its first contract under the au
thority of section 8(a). 

"fEHiJ Not later than 90 days after receipt 
of a completed application tor Program cer
tification, the Associate Administrator tor 

Minority Small Business and Capital Own
ership Development shall issue a certificate 
as a Program Participant to a small busi
ness concern which is owned and controlled 
by socially and economically disadvantaged 
individuals as determined in accordance 
with paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and (7) of sec
tion 8(a), or deny such application. An ap
plication may not be denied solely on the 
basis of a determination by the Administra
tion that adequate numbers of noncompeti
tive contract opportunities are not likely to 
be available to support the development of 
the firm during its Program Participation 
Term. 

"(iiJ If an applicant is denied certifica
tion, the Associate Administrator tor Minor
ity Small Business and Capital Ownership 
Development shall notify the applicant in 
writing, specifying the reasons tor such 
denial and advising the applicant of the 
right to request a hearing to contest such 
denial before the Of/ice of Hearings and Ap
peals in accordance with the procedures es
tablished by such Of/ice. II the Of/ice of 
Hearings and Appeals sustains such denial, 
no new application may be accepted for a 
period of one year from the date of the deci
sion of the Of/ice of Hearings and Appeals. 

"(iii) The Associate Administrator, in con
junction with the Director, shall develop 
procedures and guidelines to minimize the 
paperwork and reduce the time associated 
with the certification process. 

"(F)(iJ Any small business concern partici
pating in the Program authorized under this 
section and eligible tor award of contracts 
under the authority of section 8(aJ on the ef
fective date of this section shall be deemed 
to be a Program Participant on such date. 

"(iiJ Such Program Participant may con
tinue in the Program tor a period of time 
which is the greater ot-

"(IJ 8 years less the number of years since 
the award of such small business concern's 
first contract under section 8(aJ, or 

"(IIJ the unexpired portion of its Program 
Participation Term established in accord
ance with this section. 

"(iii) This section shall not be deemed to 
create any Program eligibility tor a small 
business concern owned and controlled by 
socially and economically disadvantaged in
dividuals, if such concern was-

"([) graduated from the Minority Small 
Business and Capital Ownership Develop
ment Program by reason of the expiration of 
its Program Participation Term, 

"(IIJ terminated from participation in the 
Program authorized by this section pursu
ant to subparagraph (HJ, or 

"(Ill) deemed otherwise ineligible to re
ceive assistance under this section or tor the 
award of a contract under the authority of 
section 8(aJ. ". 

(b) 51 PERCENT OWNERSHIP TEST.-Section 
8(aH4HAJ of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 637faH4HAJJ is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(4)(AJ For the purposes of this section, 
the term 'socially and economically disad
vantaged small business concern' means any 
small business concern which meets the re
quirements of subparagraph (BJ and-

"(iJ which is not less than 51 percent un
conditionally owned by-

"(IJ one or more socially and economically 
disadvantaged individuals, or 

"([[) an economically disadvantaged 
Indian tribe, or 

"(iiJ in the case of any publicly owned 
business, not less than 51 percent of the 
stock of which is unconditionally owned 
by-
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"( [) one or more socially and economically 

disadvantaged individuals, or 
"(II) an economically disadvantaged 

Indian tribe. ". 
(c) PERSONAL NET WoR771.-Section 8(a)(6) 

of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
637(a)(6)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentences: "The Adminis
trator shall establish a threshold or thresh
olds of personal net worth for socially disad
vantaged individuals (exclusive of the value 
of the program participant owned by the so
cially disadvantaged individual or invest
ments in such program participant). A per
sonal net worth in excess of the value set by 
the Administrator shall be presumed to indi
cate a lack of economic disadvantage.". 

(d) ELIGIBILITY CERTIFIED ANNUALLY.-Sec
tion 8(a)(8) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S. C. 637(a)(8)) is amended by striking "All 
determinations" and inserting: "Each pro
gram participant shall certify, on an annual 
basis, that it meets the standards of para
graphs (4), (5), and (6) and is eligible for 
continued program participation. All deter
minations". 
SEC. ZOJ. GRADUATION STANDARDS. 

Section 7(j)(10) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S. C. 636(j)(10)), as amended by section 
202, is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(G) A Program Participant certVied as 
eligible to receive assistance under the au
thority of this section and eligible to receive 
contracts under section 8(a) of this Act may 
be graduated if such Program Participant-

"(i) has been a participant in the Program 
for the period prescribed by subparagraph 
(D)(ii) or (F) of this paragraph, 

"(ii) has exceeded the applicable size 
standard established by the Administration 
pursuant to section 3 of this Act, 

"(iii) has achieved its business goals and 
objectives as spec'iJied in its most recent 
business plan established pursuant to sub
paragraphs fAJ and (D) and elects to gradu
ate prior to the expiration of its Program 
Participation Tenn, or 

"(iv) is no longer owned and controlled by 
an individual or individuals who are deter
mined to be economically disadvantaged. 
For purposes of this Act, the tenn 'graduat
ed' or 'graduation' means that the Program 
Participant is recognized as successfully 
completing its Program Participation Term 
and is no longer eligible to receive assist
ance pursuant to this section or eligible to 
receive an award of a contract under sec
tion 8(a). ". 
SEC. ZIU. TERMINATION. 

Section 7(j)(10J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S. C. 636(j)(10)), as amended by section 
203, is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following subparagraphs: 

"(H) The Administration, in accordance 
with subparagraph (]), may terminate a 
Program Participant's eligibility for this 
Program and the program under section 
8(a) prior to graduation, based on good 
cause, if-

"(i) such Program Participant-
"(]) Jails to con.torm to the criteria for eli

gibility as a socially and economically dis
advantaged small business concern, 

"(II) has a consistent pattern of delin
quent performance or termination for de
fault with respect to contracts awarded 
under the authority of section 8(a) of this 
Act, 

"(II[) has a consistent pattern of Jailing to 
make required submissions or responses to 
the Administration in a timely manner, 

"(IV) is debarred by any contracting 
agency pursuant to the subpart 9.4 of title 

48, Code of Federal Regulations for any suc
cessor regulation), or 

"(VJ willfully violates rules and regula
tions promulgated by the Administration; or 

"(ii) any of the owners or officers of such 
Program Participant are convicted of em
bezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsifica
tion or any other offense indicating a lack 
of business integrity. 
This subparagraph shall not apply in the 
event that a Program Participant has been 
found to have violated the provisions of sec
tion 16 (d) or (/). For purposes of this Act, 
'terminated' or 'termination' shall mean the 
total denial of assistance pursuant to this 
paragraph or section 8(a) prior to gradua
tion (as described in subparagraph (G)) or 
prior to the time prescribed by subpara
graph fCHii). 

"(I) The Director of the Division of Minor
ity Small Business Certification may initi
ate a termination proceeding by recom
mending such action to the Associate Ad
ministrator for Minority Small Business 
Capital Ownership Development. Whenever 
the Associate Administrator deems such ter
mination is appropriate, within 15 days, the 
Program Participant shall be provided a 
written notice of intent to terminate, speci
fying the reasons for such action. No Pro
gram Participant shall be terminated from 
the Program pursuant to subparagraph (H) 
without first being a/forded an opportunity 
for a hearing in accordance with section 
8(a)(9). The Administration shall commence 
any such hearing within 60 days of the Pro
gram Participant's receipt of the notice of 
intent to terminate, unless the opportunity 
for such hearing is waived in writing by the 
Program Participant.". 
SEC. Z05. CHALLENGING ELIGIBILITY. 

Section 7(j)(10J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10)), as amended by section 
204, is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subparagraphs: 

"(J)(i) The Administration shall conduct 
an evaluation of a Program Participant's 
eligibility for continued participation in the 
Program whenever it receives specific and 
credible information alleging that such Pro
gram Participant no longer meets the re
quirements for Program eligibility. A Pro
gram Participant may not be suspended 
from participation in the Program until a 
termination proceeding in accordance with 
subparagraph fHJ has been initiated. 

"(ii) Upon making a finding that a Pro
gram Participant is no longer eligible, the 
Administration shall initiate a termination 
proceeding in accordance with subpara
graph fHJ. 

"(K)(i) A protest, relating to the solicita
tion or award of a contract under the au
thority of section 8(a), regarding a Program 
Participant's eligibility under paragraphs 
(4), (5), (6), and (7) of section 8(a) may be 
filed by an offeror, the contracting officer, 
or other interested party relating to a con
tract action under the authority of section 
8(a) of this Act. Such protest shall be in 
writing and shall specifically allege the 
grounds upon which the protest is based. In 
order to be considered, a protest must be 
filed with the regional office in which such 
challenged Program Participant has its 
principal place of business within 5 days 
of-

"([) bid opening in the case of a contract 
or subcontract being awarded by competi
tive sealed bidding or its equivalent; or 

"([[) receipt of notice of the apparent suc
cessful offeror in the case of a contract being 
awarded by negotiation, either competitive
ly or noncompetitively. 

"(ii) The regional office shall promptly 
review the eligibility of the party whose 
status is being challenged, aJter giving 
notice to such party, the party filing the pro
test, the contracting officer (if other than 
the party filing the protest) and any other 
interested parties deemed appropriate. The 
review shall include consideration of in.for
mation submitted by the party whose status 
is being challenged, the party filing the pro
test, and other interested parties, if such in
formation is received by the Administration 
not later than 5 days alter the date such 
party receives the notice of protest. A deci
sion regarding the status of the concern 
shall be issued by the Director of the region
al office of the Division of Minority Small 
Business Certmcation not later than 15 
days aJter receipt of the protest. The pro
curement action shall be suspended during 
such period. 

"(iii) Within 5 days of receipt of the deci
sion regarding the protest, the party whose 
status is being challenged may file a written 
appeal with the Administration's Office of 
Hearings and Appeals. 

"(ivJ Unless otherwise provided by law or 
regulation, a procurement action need not 
be suspended pending decision of the Office 
of Hearings and Appeals. 

"(v) The Administration may dismiss a 
protest without further consideration if it 
determines such protest is without merit or 
frivolous. 

"(vi) Whenever the Administration be
lieves from its consideration of a protest 
that a party has made a statement which 
such party knew or had reason to know was 
false, the matter shall be referred to the pro
curing agency's investigating official desig
nated pursuant to the Program Fraud Civil 
Remedies Act of 1986 (sections 3801-3812 of 
title 31, United States Code).". 
SEC. Z06. PROVISIONS FOR TRIBAL-OWNED ENTER

PRISES. 

Section 8(a)(7) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 637fa)(7)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(7)(A) No small business concern shall be 
deemed eligible for any assistance pursuant 
to this subsection unless the Administration 
determines that with contract, financial, 
technical, and management support the 
small business concern will be able to per
form contracts which may be awarded to 
such concern under paragraph (1)(CJ and 
has reasonable prospects for being successful 
in competing in the private sector. Except as 
provided in subparagraph fBJ or by regula
tions established by the Administration, an 
individual or business concern may not be 
deemed eligible for participation in the pro
gram more than once. 

"(B) The Administration may permit more 
than one small business concern owned by a 
socially and economically disadvantaged 
Indian tribe to be eligible for assistance pur
suant to this subsection and section 7(j)(10) 
if-

"(i) the Indian tribe does not own another 
firm in the same industry which has been 
determined to be eligible to receive contracts 
under this program, and 

"(ii) the individuals responsible for the 
management and daily operations of the 
concern do not manage more than two Pro
gram Participants.". 

TITLE III-ENHANCING THE PROGRAM'S 
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ASPECTS 

SEC. 301. BUSINESS PLANS. 
fa) Section 7(j)(10HAHiJ of the Small Busi

ness Act (15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10)(A)(i)) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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"fiJ assist small business concerns partici

pating in the Program either through public 
or private organizations to develop and 
maintain a comprehensive business plan 
which sets forth the Program Participant's 
speciJic business objectives and goals. Such 
business plan, developed and maintained in 
conJormity with subparagraph fBJ, shall be 
designed to result in such Program Partici
pant becoming a viable business concern ca
pable of effectively competing in the market
place upon graduation from the Program.". 

fbJ Section 7(j)(10J of such Act is further 
amended-

f1J by striking subparagraph fCJ, 
(2) by redesignating subparagraph fDJ (as 

added by section 202 of this ActJ as subpara
graph fCJ, and 

(3) by adding alter subparagraph fCJ, as 
redesignated, the following new subpara
graph: 

"(D)(i) Promptly alter certification under 
subparagraph (EJ, a Program Participant 
shall submit a Program business plan as de
scribed in clause fiiJ of this subparagraph 
tor review by the Business Opportunity Spe
cialist assigned to assist such Program Par
ticipant. Such plan, and subsequent revi
sions submitted under clause (iii) of this 
subparagraph, shall be approved by the Ad
ministration prior to the Program Partici
pant being eligible tor award of a contract 
pursuant to section 8(aJ. 

"fii) The business plans submitted under 
this paragraph shall include the following: 

"([)An analysis of market potential, com
petitive environment, and other business 
analyses estimating the Program Partici
pant's prospects tor profitable operations 
during the term of Program participation 
and alter graduation. 

"fll) An analysis of the Program Partici
pant's strengths and weaknesses with par
ticular attention to correcting any finan
cial, managerial, technical, or personnel 
conditions which are likely to impede such 
small business concern from winning con
tracts other than those obtained under sec
tion 8faJ of this Act. 

"(Ill) SpeciJic objectives and goals tor the 
business development of the Program Partic
ipant during the next and succeeding years 
utilizing the results of the analyses conduct
ed pursuant to subclauses ([)and (11). 

"( IVJ A transition management plan out
lining speciJic steps to assure profitable 
business operations alter graduation fto be 
incorporated into the Program Participant's 
overall business plan during the revision re
lating to the fifth Program year of the firm's 
Program Participation Term). 

"(VJ Estimates ot contract awards pursu
ant to section 8fa) and from other sources, 
which the Program Participant will require 
to meet the specific objectives and goals tor 
the years covered by its approved plan. The 
estimates established shall be consistent 
with the provisions of subparagraph ( LJ and 
section 8(aJ. 

"fVIJ The dollar value of the aggregate 
awards from the Bid and Proposal Cost Pro
gram to which the Program Participant 
may be eligible pursuant to section 7(m). 

"(iii) Each Program Participant shall an
nually review its currently approved busi
ness plan with its Business Opportunity 
Specialist and modify such plan as may be 
appropriate. Any modi.{ied plan shall be sub
mitted to the Administration tor approval. 
The currently approved plan shall be consid
ered valid until such time as a modiJied 
plan is approved by the Administration. The 
annual review pertaining to the sixth and 
subsequent years of Program participation 

shall include a verification of such Program 
Participant's compliance with the require
ment of subparagraph (LJ. ". 
SEC. JOZ. COMPETITIVE BID AND PROPOSAL COST 

PROGRAM. 
Section 7 of the Small Business Act ( 15 

U.S.C. 636) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsections: 

"(m)(1J The Administrator is authorized 
to make available to Program Participants 
financial assistance to help defray costs in
curred in the preparation of offers necessary 
to effectively compete tor the award of gov
ernment and commercial contracts. 

"(2) Program Participants shall be eligible 
tor such bid and proposal cost financial as
sistance during-

"(AJ The first through the fifth year of the 
Program Participant's Program Participa
tion Term; and 

"(B) The sixth and succeeding years of the 
Program Participant's Program Participa
tion Term, if the Program Participant has 
failed to meet the requirements of subsection 
(j)(10HLJ. 

"(3) The amount of such assistance which 
may be provided to an eligible Program Par
ticipant during the succeeding fiscal year 
shall be annually determined by the Admin
istration based on an analysis conducted in 
conjunction with the Program Participant 
during the review of such Program Partici
pant's business plan, but shall not exceed an 
aggregate of $100,000 in any fiscal year. 

"(4) Subject to regulations promulgated by 
the Administration, an award of financial 
assistance in the form of a grant may be 
made in response to an application from a 
Program Participant-

"(AJ tor such direct and indirect costs (not 
otherwise reimbursed by the Government) 
which the Program Participant has incurred 
tor the preparation of an offer in response to 
a competitive contract solicitation; and 

"(BJ in an amount not to exceed the level 
of bid and proposal cost assistance author
ized in the Program Participant's business 
plan tor that fiscal year.". 

"(nJ Bid and proposal costs incurred by a 
Program Participant (not otherwise reim
bursed by the Administration) shall be al
lowable costs on cost reimbursement con
tracts to the full extent permitted under any 
regulatory formula used by the procuring 
agency, notwithstanding any limitation on 
the total amounts otherwise allowable under 
such formula.". 
SEC. JOJ. MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE. 

Section 7(j)(10)(AJ, as amended by section 
301, is amended-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause fvJ, 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
clause fviJ and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon, and "and", and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new clauses: 

"(vii) establish a training program to be 
delivered at the regional level to instruct 
Program Participants on the techniques of 
successfully obtaining and performing Fed
eral contracts; and 

"(viii) provide assistance to public or pri
vate organizations or individuals to con
duct seminars to assist Program Partici
pants to develop business plans which will 
enhance the concern's potential tor operat
ing profitably upon graduation from the 
Program.". 
SEC. JfU. MINORITY BUSINESS DIRECT LOAN PRO· 

GRAM. • 
Section 7faJ of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S.C. 636(a)J is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"f17J The Administration is authorized to 
make loans directly to Program Partici
pants which are eligible to receive assist
ance under section 7(j)(10J and 8(aJ tor the 
purchase of equipment, facilities, materials, 
supplies, or other necessary production or 
technical assets, and tor working capital. 
Such assistance may be provided subject to 
the following limitations and restrictions: 

"(AJ all loans made under this section 
shall be of such sound value as to reasonably 
assure repayment, 

"(BJ no financial assistance shall be ex
tended under this subsection if the appli
cant can obtain credit elsewhere, and 

"(CJ the rate of interest on financings 
made under this subsection shall be 2 per
cent below the rate established on direct 
loans made under paragraph (11). ". 
TITLE IV-BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

THROUGH FEDERAL CONTRACTING OPPOR
TUNITIES 

SEC. 401. DEVELOPMENT OF BUSINESS MIX EMPHA· 
SIZING COMPETITIVE CONTRACT 
AWARDS. 

Section 7(j)(10J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10JJ, as amended by sec
tions 205 and 301, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subpara
graphs: 

"(L)(iJ Except as provided in clause fiiJ, 
the Administration shall not make a non
competitive award of a contract under sec
tion 8(a) to a Program Participant unless 
such Participant certifies at the time of its 
designation tor contract award that the 
dollar amount of contracts awarded non
competitively to such Program Participant 
by the Administration under section 8(a) 
does not exceed the following-

"(1) 70 percent of the Program Partici
pant's new sales during the fifth or subse
quent year ot its Program Participation 
Term,· or 

"(II) 50 percent of the Program Partici
pant's new sales during the seventh year of 
its Program Participation Term. 

"(iiJ The Administrator shall take such 
measures as may be appropriate to assure 
that not more than 25 percent of a Program 
Participant's new sales are from noncom
petitively awarded contracts in the final 
year of its Program Participation Term. 

"(iii) Notwithstanding the requirements of 
clauses (iJ and fiiJ, the Administration may 
authorize the award of a contract to a Pro
gram Participant under section 8(aJ, if the 
Administration determines that-

"([) the Program Participant's total sales 
from noncompetitive section 8(a) contract 
awards do not exceed the maximum speci
fied percentage by more than 5 percent; 

"([[) the Program Participant has a rea
sonable business expectation of receiving a 
competitive contract award that will bring 
such firm into compliance with the percent
age specified in clause (iJ; and 

"(Ill) denial of the contract award under 
section 8(aJ would cause the firm severe eco
nomic harm, jeopardizing its future ability 
to successfully attain the objectives specified 
in clause (iJ. 

"(MJ Notwithstanding the requirements of 
subparagraph (LJ, the Administrator may 
authorize the noncompetitive award of a 
contract to a Program Participant under 
section 8(aJ, if the Administration deter
mines that the Program Participant-

"(iJ is eligible tor the Program under the 
authority of subparagraph (F), 

"(ii) obtains a Program Participation 
Term of 5 or fewer years under subpara
graph ( F J, which years shall be deemed to be 
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such Program Participant's fourth and suc
ceeding years in the Program tor purposes of 
this section and section 8(a), and 

"(iii) has made a reasonable effort to 
comply with the provisions of subparagraph 
(L), which shall be considered to be goals 
rather than requirements for purposes of 
evaluating the business activity of such Pro
gram Participant.". 
SEC.IOZ. PLANNING 8(a) CONTRACT ACTIVITY. 

(a) FORECASTING CONTRACT 0PPORTUNI
TIES.-Section 8fa) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 637(a)) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(15HAJ Each executive agency reporting 
to the Federal Procurement Data System 
contract actions with an aggregate value in 
excess of $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1987 and 
any succeeding fiscal year shall prepare a 
forecast of expected contract opportunities 
or classes of contract opportunities tor the 
next and succeeding fiscal years that it con
siders to be suitable tor award to small busi
ness concerns, including those owned and 
controlled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals. Such forecast shall 
be periodically revised during such year. To 
the extent such in!ormation is available, the 
agency forecasts shall spectty: 

"(i) The approximate number of individ
ual contract opportunities (and the number 
of opportunities within a class). 

"(ii) The approximate dollar value, or 
range of dollar values, for each contract op
portunity or class of contract opportunities. 

"(iii) The anticipated time (by fiscal year 
quarter) tor the issuance of a procurement 
request. 

"(iv) The activity responsible for the 
award and administration of the contract. 

"(B) The head of each executive agency 
subject to the provisions of subparagraph 
f AJ shall within 10 days of completion fur
nish such forecasts to-

"(i) the Director of the Office of Small and 
Disadvantaged Business Utilization estab
lished pursuant to section 15 fk) for such 
agency; and 

"fii) the Administrator. 
"(C) Such forecasts shall be available to 

small business concerns. ". 
(b) RATE OF CONTRACT SUPPORT AS ELEMENT 

OF ANNUAL REVIEW OF BUSINESS PLAN.-Sec
tion 8fa) of the Small Business Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(16HAJ Each Program Participant shall 
annually forecast its needs tor contract 
awards under this section tor the next Pro
gram year and the succeeding Program year 
during the, review of its' busine.ss plan, con
ducted pursuant to section 7fj)('J.OHAJ. 

"(B) Such forecast shhll include-
"(i) the aggregate level of contract support 

(number and dollar value) to be sought 
under section 8fa), reflecting compliance 
with the requirements of section 7fj)(10)(L), 

"(ii) the types of contract opportunities 
being sought, identi.fied by Standard Indus
trial Classi.fication fSICJ Code or otherwise, 

"(iii) an estimate of the level of contract 
support (number and dollar value) to be 
sought on a competitive basis, 

"fivJ an estimate of the level of support 
(number of applications and estimated 
dollar value of each) to be sought from the 
Bid and Proposal Cost Program under sec
tion 7fm), and 

"(v) such other injormation as may be re
quested by the Business Opportunity Spe
cialist to provide effective business develop
ment assistance to the Program Partici
pant.". 

SEC. 103. CONTRACT A WARDS. 
Section 8fa) of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S. C. 637fa)), as amended by section 402, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(17HAJ Except as necessary to implement 
the policy stated in subparagraph fCJ, the 
Administration shall award contracts under 
this section to the concern recommended by 
the procuring agency offering the contract 
opportunity i.f-

"(i) the Program Participant is deter
mined to be a responsible contractor with 
respect to performance of such contract op
portunity; 

"(ii) the award of such contract would be 
consistent with the Program Participant's 
business plan; and 

"(iii) the award of the contract would not 
result in the Program Participant exceeding 
the requirements established by section 
7(j)(10)(L). 

"(B) Contract awards shall be made to the 
Program Participants selected through a 
competition conducted pursuant to sub
paragraph fEJ. 

"(CJ The Administrator may consider the 
geographical distribution of contracts and 
may direct the award of any contract under 
this section, other than a competitive con
tract award made pursuant to subparagraph 
(E) of this paragraph, to achieve a more eq
uitable distribution of contracts among the 
Administration's various regions and 
among Program Participants. 

"fD)(i) Except tor a contract opportunity 
that is a 'national buy contract', the source 
selection official for noncompetitive awards 
under this section shall be the head of the 
Minority Small Business and Capital Own
ership Development Program in the regional 
office for the region in which the agency 
making the contract opportunity available 
is located. 

"(ii) The source selection official tor a 'na
tional buy contract' shall be designated by 
the Administrator. 

"(iii) For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term 'national buy contract' means a 
contract tor the procurement of supplies or 
services that may require performance in 
more than one of the Administration's re
gions and exceeds a dollar threshold speci
fied in regulations promulgated by the Ad
ministration. 

"(E)(i) An agency offering a contract op
portunity for award under this section shall 
determine the Program Participant eligible 
tor award of the contract on the basis of a 
competition restricted to eligible Program 
Participants, i.f-

"([) there is a reasonable expectation that 
at least two eligible Program Participants 
will submit offers and that award can be 
made at a fair market price, and 

"(I[) the anticipated award price of the 
contract (including all options) will exceed 
$5,000,000. 

"(ii) The Associate Administrator tor Mi
nority Small Business and Capital Owner
ship Development, on a non-delegable basis, 
is authorized to approve a request from an 
agency to award a contract opportunity 
under this section on the basis of a competi
tion restricted to eligible Program Partici
pants even iJ the anticipated award price is 
not expected to exceed the dollar amounts 
speci.fied in clause (i)(IIJ. 

"(iii) Protests (other than those subject to 
section 7fj)(10)(K)J arising out of the solici
tation or award of a contract opportunity 
restricted to competition among eligible 
Program Participants under the authority 
of this section shall be eligible tor resolution 
pursuant to-

"([) subchapter V of chapter 35, title 31, 
United States Code; 

"(I[) section 111 fhJ of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S. C. 759fhJJ; or 

"([II) section 33.103 of title 48, Code of 
Federal Regulations for any successor regu
lation). 

"(F) A contract requirement that has been 
performed through a contract awarded to a 
Program Participant under this section, 
may subsequently be offered through full 
and open competition, i.f-

"(i) at the expected time of contract solici
tation the incumbent contractor will be a 
graduate of the Minority Small Business 
and Capital Ownership Development Pro
gram; 

"(ii) such contractor requests that the next 
contract opportunity be solicited on an un
restricted basis; and 

"(iii) the agency head, or a designee of 
such officer, approves the request of such 
contractor. 

"(G) Notwithstanding the requirements of 
this paragraph, an agency may conduct a 
competition in the same form and manner 
used prior to the effective date of the Minor
ity Business Development Program Reform 
Act of 1988, i.f-

"(i) the competition is conducted among 
two or more Program Participants; 

"(ii) the contract award will be made prin
cipally on the basis of price or price-related 
factors; 

"(iii) one or more contract awards are ex
pected to be made, at fair market prices, as 
a result of such competition; and 

"fiv) the agency has a continuing require
ment tor the product or service previously 
obtained through contract awards under the 
authority of section 8(a). ". 
SEC. 104. CONTRACT PERFORMANCE. 

Section 8fa) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 637(a)), as amended by section 403, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

"(18)(AJ Subject to the provisions of sub
paragraph fBJ, a small business concern 
awarded a contract under this section 
during the term of its participation in the 
Minority Small Business and Capital Own
ership Development Program shall complete 
performance of the contract (including any 
additional requirements flowing from the 
Government's exercise of any contract op
tions or any contract modi.fications within 
the scope of the contract), notwithstanding 
the tact that the period of contract perform
ance may extend beyond such firm's gradua
tion from the Program. 

"(B) In exercising the Government's dis
cretion with respect to contract options and 
contract modi.fications, the contracting offi
cer shall limit such contract modifications 
to those necessary to attain contract per
formance, avoiding any nonessential expan
sion of the scope or term of performance and 
avoiding the exercise of any options (unless 
such action would have a severe adverse 
impact on the program or mission being 
supported by the contract), when the con
tract is being performed by-

"(i) a contractor who has been terminated 
tor cause from the Program in accordance 
with section 7(j)(10)(HJ; or 

"(ii) a contractor who, after award of the 
contract option or modi.fication, is unable 
to meet the requirements of section 
7(j)(10)(L). 

"(19)(A) A contract awarded pursuant to 
this subsection shall be performed by the so
cially and economically disadvantaged 
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small business concern that initially re
ceived such contract. Subject to the provi
sions of subparagraph (B), such contract 
shall be deemed to be terminated for the con
venience of the Government, if the eligible 
concern directly or indirectly transfers the 
contract to another business concern during 
the initial year of performance, unless the 
Administrator grants prior written approval 
based on a determination that-

"(i)([) the proposed transferee is a current 
participant in the Minority Small Business 
and Capital Ownership Development Pro
gram authorized under section 7(j)(10J; and 

"(II) the transferee would otherwise be eli
gible to receive the award directly; or 

"(ii) the individual upon whom Program 
eligibility is based is no longer able to exer
cise control of the firm due to incapacity or 
death. 

"(B) The Administrator, on a non-delega
ble basis, may waive the requirements of 
subparagraph (AJ, if the head of the con
tracting agency for which the contract is 
being performed certifies that termination 
of the contract would severely impair at
tainment of the agency's program objectives 
or missions and requests the Administrator 
to grant such waiver.". 
SEC. 105. APPEAL OF AGENCY DECISION REGARDING 

B(a) CONTRACT OPPORTUNITIES. 
Section 8faH1HAJ of the Small Business 

Act (15 U.S.C. 637fa)(1)(A)) is amended by 
inserting after the sentence ending "the Ad
ministrator." the following: "Not later than 
5 days from the date the Administration is 
notified of a procurement officer's adverse 
decision, the Administrator shall provide 
notice of his intent to appeal such adverse 
decision and within 15 days of such date 
shall request a reconsideration of the ad
verse decision by the Secretary of the depart
ment or agency head. Upon receipt of the 
notice of intent to appeal, the Secretary of 
the department or the agency head shall sus
pend further action regarding the procure
ment until a written decision on the Admin
istrator's request for reconsideration has 
been issued by such Secretary or agency 
head. If the Administrator's request for re
consideration is denied, the Secretary of the 
department or agency head shall specify the 
reasons therefor, and the determinations 
supporting such decision, which shall be 
made a part of the contract file for the re
quirement.". 
TITLE V-IMPROVED PROGRAM MANAGE

MENT AND CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT 
SEC. 501. ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR MINORI

TY SMALL BUSINESS AND CAPITAL 
OWNERSHIP DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 4(b)(1J of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 633(b)(1JJ is 
amended by inserting "who shall be a career 
appointee in the competitive service or in 
the Senior Executive Service," after "Associ
ate Administrator for Minority Small Busi
ness and Capital Ownership Development". 

(b) BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY SPECIALISTS.
Section 7(j)(11J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S. C. 636(j)(11)J, as amended by section 
201 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subparagraph: 

"(CJ In each Small Business Administra
tion field office responsible for assisting one 
or more Program Participants there shall be 
a position designated as a Business Oppor
tunity Specialist. To the maximum extent 
practicable the Administration shall assure 
that an adequate number of Business Op
portunity Specialists are assigned to each 
district office to carry out the responsibil
ities of this section and section 8(aJ and to 
assist Program Participants. 

"(D) The Administration shall take such 
actions as may be appropriate to ensure 
that any person employed as a Business Op
portunity Specialist receives adequate peri
odic training to assure such employee is ca
pable of assisting Program Participants to 
fully utilize the Program and to meet the re
quirements of this Act.". 
SEC. 50Z. PROHIBITED ACTIONS AND EMPLOYEE RE

SPONSIBILITIES. 
Section 8fa) of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S. C. 637fa)), as amended by section 404, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

"f20)(A) No person within the employ of 
the Administration shall, during the term of 
such employment and for a period of one 
year after such employment has been termi
nated, engage in any activity or transaction 
specified in subparagraph (B) with respect 
to any Program Participant certified during 
such person's term of employment, if such 
person participated personally and substan
tially in decisionmaking responsibilities re
lating to such Program Participant or with 
respect to the administration of any assist
ance provided to Program Participants gen
erally under this subsection, section 7(j)(10), 
or section 7fm). 

"(B) The activities and transactions pro
hibited by subparagraph fA) include-

"fiJ the buying, selling, or receiving 
(except by inheritance) of any legal or bene
ficial ownership of stock (except publicly
traded stock) or any other ownership inter
est or the right to acquire any such interest; 

"fiiJ the entering into or execution of any 
written or oral agreement (whether or not le
gally enforceable) to purchase or otherwise 
obtain any right or interest described in 
clause fiJ; or 

"(iii) the receipt of any other benefit or 
right that may be an incident of ownership. 

"fCJ Any current or former employee of the 
Administration who violates this paragraph 
shall be subject to civil penalty under the 
Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 
(sections 3801-3812 of title 31, United States 
Code), except that the administrative 
remedy may not exceed 300 percent of the 
maximum gain such employee realized or 
could have realized as a result of engaging 
in the activities or transactions prohibited 
by subparagraph (B). 

"(21)(AJ Any employee of the Administra
tion who has authority to approve or disap
prove, or direct others to approve or disap
prove, any action with respect to any pro
gram or activity conducted under this sub
section, section 7(jH10), or section 7(m) 
shall not consider the political affiliation or 
political activity of any Program applicant, 
Program Participant or other interested 
party in the exercise of such discretionary 
authority. Employees of the Administration 
shall promptly report to the Inspector Gen
eral of the Administration any solicitation 
or direction to consider political affiliation 
or political activity. 

"(BJ Any employee who violates subpara
graph (AJ may also be subject to disciplinary 
personnel actions to include separation 
from service, reduction in grade, suspen
sion, or reprimand. 

"(CJ The activities or transactions prohib
ited by subparagraph fA) and the penalties 
provided by subparagraph fBJ shall be in 
addition to, and not in lieu of, any other 
prohibitions or penalties prescribed under 
any other provision of law.". 
SEC. 503. FALSE REPRESENTATIONS. 

(a) PENALTY FOR MISREPRESENTATION.-Sec
tion 16(d) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S. C. 645(dJJ is amended to read as follows: 

"(d)(1J Whoever misrepresents the status 
of any concern or person as a 'small busi
ness concern' or 'small business concern 
owned and controlled by socially and eco
nomically disadvantaged individuals', in 
order to obtain for oneself or another any-

"( A) prime contract to be awarded pursu
ant to section 9 or 15; 

"(BJ subcontract to be awarded pursuant 
to section 8faJ; 

"(C) subcontract that is to be included as 
part or all of a goal contained in a subcon
tracting plan required pursuant to section 
8fdJ; or 

"(D) prime or subcontract to be awarded 
as a result, or in furtherance, of any other 
revision of Federal law that specifically ref
erences section 8fdJ for a definition of pro
gram eligibility, 

"(2) shall-
"(AJ be punished by a fine of not more 

than $100,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than 5 years, or both; 

"(B) be subject to the administrative reme
dies prescribed by the Program Fraud Civil 
Remedies Act of 1986 (sections 3801-3812 of 
title 31, United States Code); 

"(C) be subject to suspension and debar
ment procedures specified in subpart 9.4 of 
title 48, Code of Federal Regulations for any 
successor regulation),· and 

"(D) be ineligible for participation in the 
programs authorized by sections 8(a), 8fd), 
9, and 15 for a period not to exceed 3 
years.". 

(b) MISREPRESENTATION OF SECTION 7 COM· 
PLIANCE.-Section 16 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 645) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(f) Whoever falsely certifies compliance 
with the requirements of section 7(j)(10)(L) 
of this Act shall be subject to the penalties 
prescribed in paragraph (d).". 
SEC. 504. REPORT BY PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS. 

Section 8(a) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S. C. 637(aJJ, as amended by section 502, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(22) Small business concerns participat
ing in the Program under section 7(j)(10) 
and eligible to receive contracts pursuant to 
this section shall annually report to their as
signed Business Opportunity Specialist the 
following: 

"(AJ A listing of any agents, representa
tives, attorneys, accountants, consultants, 
and other parties (other than employees) re
ceiving compensation to assist in obtaining 
a Federal contract for such Program Partici
pant. 

"(BJ The amount of compensation re
ceived by any person listed under clause (i) 
during the relevant reporting period and a 
description of the activities performed in 
return for such compensation. 
The Business Opportunity Specialist shall 
promptly forward such report to the Associ
ate Administrator for Minority Small Busi
ness and Capital Ownership Development.". 
SEC. 505. DATA COLLECTION AND CONGRESSIONAL 

REPORT. 
Section 7(j) of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S.C. 636(j)) is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(12)(AJ The Administrator shall appoint 
a Task Force on Small Business Develop
ment which shall collect industry data; 
assess the developmental cycles of particular 
industries; assess the financing problems 
facing industries; recommend solutions; and 
compile a recommended Primary Industry 
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Classijication Schedule upon which future 
Program Participation Terms might . be ra
tionally based. The Task Force shall file a 
written report with the Administrator no 
later than April 15, 1990, and the Adminis
tration shall make the report available to 
the House and Senate Small Business Com
mittees immediately therea.tter. The Task 
Force shall be composed of 15 members who 
are actively involved in managing, financ
ing, or advising small businesses; including 
a representative from the Small Business 
Administration, the Securities and Ex
change Commission, the Department of the 
Treasury, and the Department of Labor. 

"fBJ The Administrator shall develop and 
implement a process tor the systematic col
lection of data on the benefits derived by the 
economy of the United States and by Pro
gram Participants. 

"fCJ Beginning on April30, 1989, and each 
year therea.tter, the Administrator shall 
submit a report to the Committees on Small 
Business of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives on the Minority Small Busi
ness and Capital Ownership Development 
Program which includes-

"fiJ the total dollar value of contracts fin
eluding options) awarded (competitively 
and noncompetitivelyJ during the preceding 
fiscal year under section 8fa) and amount of 
such contracts expressed as a percentage of 
total sales ot-

"(IJ all Program Participants in the Mi
nority Small Business and Capital Owner
ship Development Program during such 
year; and 

"fiiJ all Program Participants broken 
down to reflect each year of the eight-year 
Program Participation Term; 

"fiiJ the dollar value of contracts (includ
ing options) awarded (competitively and 
noncompetitivelyJ under section 8faJ, strati
fied at such dollar increments as the Admin
istration deems appropriate, tor each jour 
digit standard industrial classijication code 
under which such contracts were classified; 
and 

"(iii) such other in/ormation as the Ad
ministration deems appropriate.". 
SEC. 506. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 8faH13J of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 637faH13)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(13) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'Indian tribe' means-

"( A) any Indian tribe, band, nation, or 
other organized group or community of In
dians, including any Alaska Native village 
or regional or village corporation (within 
the meaning of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act) which-

"fiJ is recognized as eligible tor the special 
programs and services provided by the 
United States to Indians because of their 
status as Indians, or 

"fiiJ is recognized as such by the State in 
which such tribe, band, nation, group, or 
community resides; and 

"fBJ any community service organization 
serving Native Hawaiians in the State of 
Hawaii which-

"fiJ is a not-for-profit organization char
tered by the State of Hawaii; 

"fiiJ is controlled by Native Hawaiians; 
and 

"fiiiJ whose business activities will princi
pally benefit such Native Hawaiians.". 
TITLE VI-ANNUAL CONTRACT PARTICIPA

TION GOALS; REPORT; AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC. 601. ANNUAL CONTRACTING GOALS. 

Section 15fgJ of the Small Business Act f15 
U.S. C. 644fgJJ is amended-

f1J by striking out "The head" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "(2) The head", 

f2J by redesignating paragraphs f1J and 
f2J as subparagraphs fAJ and fBJ, respective
ly, and 

(3) by adding at the beginning the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(1) The President shall annually establish 
goals tor procurement contracts awarded to 
small business concerns and small business 
concerns owned and controlled by socially 
and economically disadvantaged individ
uals. The goal tor participation by small 
business concerns shall be established at not 
less than 20 percent of the total value of all 
prime contract awards tor each of the fiscal 
years 1989 through 1993, and at 25 percent 
of such awards tor fiscal year 1994 and each 
fiscal year therea.tter. The goal tor participa
tion by small business concerns owned and 
controlled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals shall be established 
at not less than 5 percent of the total value 
of all prime contract and subcontract 
awards tor each of the fiscal years 1989 
through 1997, and at 10 percent of such 
awards tor fiscal year 1998 and each fiscal 
year therea.tter. In calculating whether the 
Government-wide goal tor participation by 
small business concerns has been attained, 
awards to small business concerns owned 
and controlled by socially and economically 
disadvantaged individuals shall not be 
counted.". 
SEC. 602. PRESIDENTIAL REPORT ON A1TAINMENT 

OF PARTICIPATION GOALS. 

Section 15fhJ of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 644 fhJJ is amended-

(1) by striking out "(hJ" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(h)(1J", 

f2J by striking out the last sentence of sub
section fhH1J, and 

( 3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(2) The Administration shall annually 
compile and analyze the reports submitted 
by the individual agencies pursuant to para
graph f1J and shall submit them to the Presi
dent. The Administration's submission to 
the President shall include the following: 

"fAJ The Government-wide goals tor par
ticipation by small business concerns and 
small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically disad
vantaged individuals and the performance 
in attaining such goals. 

"fBJ The goals set by each agency and 
their performance in attaining their indi
vidual goals. 

"(CJ An analysis of why the Government
wide goals or individual agency goals were 
not attained and the actions planned to 
achieve the goals in the succeeding fiscal 
year. 

"(DJ The number and dollar value of con
tracts awarded to small business concerns 
and small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically disad
vantaged individuals through-

"(iJ non-competitive negotiation, 
"fiiJ competition restricted to small busi

ness concerns owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged indi
viduals, 

"(iii) competition restricted to small busi
ness concerns, and 

"fivJ unrestricted competitions tor each 
agency and on a Government-wide basis. 

"(3) The President shall include the in/or
mation required by paragraph (2) in the 
annual report to the Congress on the State 
of Small Business, pursuant to section 
303(aJ of the Small Business Economic 
Policy Act of 1980 (15 U.S. C. 631bJJ. ". 

SEC. 603. SUBCONTRACTING PROGRAM COMPLIANCE. 

Section 8fdH4HEJ of the Small Business 
Act f15 U.S.C. 637(d)(4)(EJJ is amended-

(1) by striking out "fEJ" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "fEHiJ", and 

(2J by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new clause: 

"(iiJ Each contract subject to the require
ments of this paragraph or paragraph (5) 
shall contain a provision providing tor the 
payment of liquidated damages in the event 
that the prime contractor Jails to make a 
good faith effort to comply with · the require
ments contained in paragraph f3J or with 
any subcontracting plan required of such 
contractor under the. authority of this sub
section. The agency awarding the contract 
shall ensure that the goals offered by the ap
parent successful bidder or offeror are not 
substantially less than its actual perform
ance on prior contracts. ". 
SEC. 604. RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER PROCURE

MENT PROGRAMS. 

Section 15fmJ of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S. C. 644fmJJ is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"fmH1J Each agency subject to the require
ments of section 1207 of the National De
tense Authorization Act/or Fiscal Year 1987 
f10 U.S.C. 2301 note) shall, when implement
ing such requirements-

"( A) establish policies and procedures that 
insure that there will be no reduction in the 
number or dollar value of contracts awarded 
pursuant to this section and section 8faJ in 
order to achieve any goal or other program 
objective; and 

"(BJ assure that such requirements will 
not alter or change the procurement process 
used to implement this section or section 
8faJ. 

"(2) All procurement center representa
tives (including those referred to in subsec
tion fk)(6JJ, in addition to such other duties 
as may be assigned by the Administrator, 
shall-

" fA) monitor the performance of the pro
curement activities to which they are as
signed to ascertain the degree of compliance 
with the requirements of paragraph f1J; 

"(BJ report to their immediate supervisors 
all instances of non-compliance with such 
requirements; and 

"(CJ increase, insofar as possible, the 
number and dollar value of procurements 
that may be used tor the programs estab
lished under this section, section 8faJ, and 
section 1207 of the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 (10 U.S.C. 
2301 noteJ. ". 
SEC. 605. AUTHORIZATIONS. 

fa) There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated tor fiscal year 1989 the sum of 
$3,500,000 to employ 70 additional person
nel to carry out the provisions and purpose 
of sections 201 and 501 fbJ of this Act. 

fb) There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated to the Business Loan Investment 
Fund the sum of $5,000,000 each year tor 
fiscal years 1989, 1990, and 1991, tor the pur
pose of reimbursing Program Participants 
tor costs incurred in the preparation of 
otters, pursuant to section 7fmJ of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S. C. 636fmJJ. 

fcJ There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated to the Business Loan Investment 
Fund the sum of $10,000,000 each year tor 
fiscal years 1989, 1990, and 1991, tor the pur
pose of providing direct loans to Program 
Participants pursuant to section 7fa)(17J of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636faH17JJ. 
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(d) No funds are authorized to be appro

priated to the Administration tor the pur
pose of making grants of financial assist
ance under the so called "Business Develop-

. ment Expense" program to any firm partici
pating in the programs authorized by sec
tion 7fj)(10J or section 8(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10J and 
637(a)J. 
TITLE VII-SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVE

NESS DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 
PART A-SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS 

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Small Busi

ness Competitiveness Demonstration Pro
gram Act of 1988". 
SEC. 70Z. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) many small business concerns have re

peatedly demonstrated their ability to fulfill 
a broad range of Government requirements 
tor products, services (including research, 
development, technical, and professional 
services), and construction, through the Fed
eral procurement process; 

(2) various Congressional mandated re
forms to the Federal procurement process, 
including the Competition in Contracting 
Act of 1984, the Defense Procurement 
Reform Act of 1984, and the Small Business 
and Federal Procurement Competition En
hancement Act of 1984, were designed to 
eliminate obstacles to competition and 
thereby to broaden small business participa
tion; and 

(3) traditional agency efforts to implement 
the mandate tor small business participa
tion in a fair proportion of Federal procure
ments as required by section 15faJ of the 
Small Business Act have resulted in-

fA) a concentration of procurement con
tract awards in a limited number of indus
try categories, often dominated by small 
business concerns, through the use of set
asides, tor the purpose of assuring the at
tainment of the agency's overall small busi
ness contracting goals; and 

(BJ inadequate efforts to expand small 
business participation in agency procure
ments of products or services which have 
historically demonstrated low rates of small 
business participation despite substantial 
potential tor expanded small business par
ticipation. 

PART B-DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 
SEC. 711. SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVENESS DEM

ONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
fa) EsTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 

Small Business Competitiveness Demonstra
tion Program (hereafter referred to as "the 
Program") pursuant to section 15 of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 413) to provide tor the testing ot in
novative procurement methods and proce
dures. The Administrator of Federal Pro
curement Policy shall designate the Admin
istrator of the Small Business Administra
tion as the executive agent responsible tor 
conducting the test. 

(bJ PURPOSES.-The purposes of the Pro
gram are to demonstrate whether-

(1) the competitive capabilities of small 
business firms in certain industry categories 
will enable them to successfully compete on 
an unrestricted basis tor Federal contract
ing opportunities, 

(2) the use of targeted goaling and man
agement techniques by procuring agencies, 
in conjunction with the Small Business Ad
ministration, can expand small business 
participation in Federal contracting oppor
tunities which have been historically low, 
despite adequate numbers of qualified small 
business contractors in the economy, and 

(3) expanded use of full and open competi
tion, as specified by the Competition in 
Contracting Act of 1984 (10 U.S.C. 2302(3) 
and 41 U.S. C. 403(7)), adversely affects small 
business participation in certain industry 
categories, taking into consideration the nu
merical dominance of small firms, the size 
and scope of most contracting opportuni
ties, and the competitive capabilities of 
small firms. 

(C) PROGRAM TERM.-The Program shall be 
conducted over a period of 4 years, begin
ning on January 1, 1989, and ending on De
cember 31, 1992. 

(d) APPLICATION.-The Program shall apply 
to contract solicitations tor the procurement 
of services in industry groups designated in 
section 717. 
SEC. 71Z. SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION GOALS. 

(a) ENHANCED GoALS FOR DESIGNATED IN· 
DUSTRY GROUPS.-Each participating agency 
shall establish an annual small business 
participation goal tor contract awards of 
$25,000 or more. Such goal shall be 30 per
cent of the dollar value of the contract 
awards tor each of the designated industry 
groups. 

(b) MEASURING GoAL A7TAINMENTS.-(1) 
Participating agencies shall monitor the at
tainment of their small business participa
tion goals on a semi-annual basis. The ini
tial review by each participating agency 
shall be undertaken not later than June 30, 
1989, based on the data tor the period Janu
ary 1 through March 31, 1989. Thereafter, 
each review shall be based on the aggregate 
of contract award data tor the 4 quarters 
preceding the date of the review tor which 
data is available. 

(2) All awards to small business concerns 
(including small business concerns owned 
and controlled by socially and economically 
disadvantaged individuals), with a dollar 
value of $25,000 or more, shall be counted 
toward attainment of such goal. 

(3) Modifications to a participating agen
cy's solicitation practices, pursuant to sec
tion 713fbJ, shall be made at the beginning 
of the second quarter following each review, 
if the rate of small business participation is 
less than-

fA) 30 percent of the contract awards tor 
the 4 preceding quarters; or 

fBJ 25 percent of the contract awards if 
less than 4 quarters of data is available. 

(C) TARGETING INDUSTRY CATEGORIES WITH 
LIMITED SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION.
Concurrent with the term of the Small Busi
ness Competitiveness Demonstration Pro
gram, the head of each participating agency 
shall implement a program to expand small 
business participation in the agency's ac
quisition of selected products and services 
in 6 industry categories which have histori
cally demonstrated low rates of small busi
ness participation. The products and serv
ices to be targeted tor the small business par
ticipation expansion program and the spe
cial goals tor such program, shall be devel
oped in conjunction with the Administrator 
of the Small Business Administration, and 
shall be subject to the requirements of sec
tion 15(g) of the Small Business Act (15 
u.s.c. 644(g)). 
SEC. 713. PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES. 

fa) FuLL AND OPEN CoMPETITION.-Each 
contract opportunity with an anticipated 
value of $25,000 or more tor the procurement 
of services from firms in the designated in
dustry groups (unless set aside pursuant to 
section 8(aJ of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S. C. 637(aJJ or section 1207 of the Nation
al Defense Authorization Act tor Fiscal Year 
1987) shall be solicited on an unrestricted 

basis during the term of the Program, if the 
participating agency has attained its small 
business participation goal pursuant to sec
tion 712(bJ. Any regulatory requirements 
which are inconsistent with this provision 
shall be waived. 

(b) RESTRICTED COMPETITION.-[/ a partici
pating agency has failed to attain its small . 
business participation goal under section 
712, subsequent contracting opportunities, 
which have an anticipated contract award 
value of $25,000 or more, may be solicited 
through a competition restricted to eligible 
small business concerns pursuant to section 
15(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
644(a)) to the extent necessary tor such 
agency to attain its goal. Such participating 
agency shall comply with the requirements 
of subsection fa) upon determining that its 
contract awards to small business concerns 
meet the required goals. 
SEC. 7U. REPORTING OF SUBCONTRACTING ACTIVI

TY. 
fa) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator tor 

Federal Procurement Policy shall devise and 
implement, during the term of the Program, 
a simplified system to test the collection, re
porting, and monitoring of data on subcon
tract awards to small business concerns, 
and small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically disad
vantaged individuals. 

(b) SCOPE OF REPORTING SYSTEM.-The re
porting system established pursuant to sub
section fa) may include-

(1) contracts subject to the requirements of 
sections 8fd) (4), (5), and (6) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(dJ (4), (5), and 
(6)); 

(2) subcontract awards with an award 
value of $25,000 or more; 

(3) subcontract awards below first-tier 
subcontractors fto the extent practicable 
and to the extent such data does not place 
an unreasonable burden on participating 
firms or agencies); 

(4) identification of the standard industri
al classification code ot subcontractors re
ceiving awards; and 

(5) data on each subcontractor's size, its 
status as a socially and economically disad
vantaged concern, and any other informa
tion the Administrator deems appropriate 
(relying on a subcontractor's self-certifica
tion regarding such data). 
SEC. 715. TEST PLAN. 

The Administrator tor Federal Procure
ment Policy may further specify the manner 
and conduct of the test activities required 
by this title through a test plan issued pur
suant to section 15 of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act f41 U.S. C. 413). 
SEC. 716. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Within 180 days after 
fiscal year 1991 data is available from the 
Federal Procurement Data Center, the Ad
ministrator tor Federal Procurement Policy 
shall report the results of the Small Business 
Competitiveness Demonstration Program to 
the Committees on Small Business of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate, and to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations of the House of Represent
atives. The views of the Administrator of the 
Small Business Administration shall be in
cluded in the report. 

(b) ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM.-The report shall 
include a section prepared by the Adminis
trator of the Small Business Administration 
specifying the results of the intensive goal
ing and management program conducted to 
expand small business participation in 
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TITLE VIII-EFFECTIVE DATES agency acquisitions of selected products and 

services. 
(C) RECOMMENDATIONS.-TO the extent the 

results of the Program demonstrate suJfi
ciently high small business participation 
based on unrestricted contract competition 
in the designated industry groups, the report 
shall include recommendations (if appropri
ate) for changes in legislation or modifica
tions of procurement regulations aimed at 
increasing reliance on unrestricted competi
tion if high rates of small business partici
pation in the Federal procurement market 
can be maintained. 
SEC. 717. DESIGNATED INDUSTRY GROUPS. 

fa) IN GENERAL.-For the purposes of par
ticipation in this Program, the designated 
industry groups are-

(1) construction (including dredging); 
(2) refuse systems and related services; 

and 
(3) architectural and engineering services 

(including surveying and mapping). 
(b) CoNSTRUCTION.-Construction shall in

clude contract awards assigned one of the 
standard industrial classification codes that 
comprise-

.(1) MaJor Group 15 (Building Construc
tion-General Contractors and Operative 
Builders), 

(2) MaJor Group 16 (Construction Other 
Than Building Construction-General Con
tractors), and 

(3) MaJor Group 17 (Construction-Spe
cial Trade Contractors). 

(c) REFUSE.-Refuse systems and related 
services shall include contract awards as
signed to standard industrial classification 
code 4212 or 4953. 

(d) ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING.-Ar
chitectural and engineering services (includ
ing surveying and mapping) shall include 
contract awards assigned to standard indus
trial classification code 7389 (if identified 
as pertaining to mapping services), 8711, 
8712, or 8713. 

(e) ALTERNATIVE DATA.-In the event that 
standard industrial classification codes are 
not assigned to individual contract awards 
reported to the Federal Procurement Data 
Center by January 1, 1989, the Program may 
be conducted on the basis of the product and 
service codes used to report data pertaining 
to such contract awards, related to the max
imum practicable extent to the standard in
dustrial classification code for the service 
being provided by the contractor. 
SEC. 718. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) DESIGNATED INDUSTRY GROUPS.-"Desig
nated industry groups, means the groups 
specified in section 717 for participation in 
the Small Business Competitiveness Demon
stration Program. 

(b) PARTICIPATING AGENCY.-"Participating 
agency, shall include the following execu
tive agencies or departments reporting to 
the Federal Procurement Data Center pursu
ant to section 6fd)(4J of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
404(d)(4))-

(1) the Department of Agriculture, 
f2J the Department of Defense (with the 

Department of the Army, the Department of 
the Navy, the Department of the Air Force, 
and the defense agencies reporting separate
ly), 

f 3) the Department of Energy, 
f4J the Department of Health and Human 

Services, 
(5) the Department of Transportation, 
(6) the Environmental Protection Agency, 
(7) the General Services Administration 

(the Public Building Service reporting sepa
rately), 

f8J the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, 

f9J the Veterans Administration, and 
(10) such other executive agency or depart

ment as may be designated by the Adminis
trator for Federal Procurement Policy. 
The Administrator for Federal Procurement 
Policy is authorized to require any partici
pating agencies to report separately in any 
manner deemed appropriate to enhance the 
attainment of the test activities authorized 
by this title. 

(C) SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION.-"Small 
business participation,, shall include the ag
gregate dollar value of every procurement 
contract award with award value of $25,000 
or more made to a small business concern, 
without regard to whether such award was 
based on restricted or unrestricted competi
tion, or was made on a sole source basis. 

(d) STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION 
CODE.-"Standard industrial classification 
code, means a Jour digit code assigned to an 
industry category in the Standard Industri
al Classification Manual published by the 
Office of Management and Budget in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act. 

PART C-AMENDMENTS TO THE SMALL 
BUSINESS ACT 

SEC. 721. SMALL BUSINESS SMALL PURCHASE RE
SERVE EXCLUDED FROM ANNUAL 
GOALS. 

The first sentence of section 15fg) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 644(g)) is 
amended by inserting "having a value of 
$25,000 or more, alter "procurement con
tracts of such agency,. 
SEC. 722. REPEALER. 

Paragraphs f2J through (5) of subsection 
3faJ of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632fa)(2J-(5JJ are repealed. Any numerical 
size standards pertaining to any of the des
ignated industry groups in effect on May 31, 
1988 shall remain in effect for the duration 
of the Program. 

PART D-OTHER AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 731. DEFINITION OF ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGI

NEERING SERVICES. 
Section 901 of the Federal Property and 

Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. 541J 
is amended by striking out paragraph (3) 
and inserting the following: 

"(3) The term 'architectural and engineer
ing services' means-

"( A) professional services of an architec
tural or engineering nature, as defined by 
State law, if applicable, which are required 
to be performed or approved by a person li
censed, registered, or certified to provide 
such services as described in this paragraph; 

"(BJ professional services of an architec
tural or engineering nature performed by 
contract that are associated with research, 
planning, development, design, construc
tion, alteration, or repair of real property; 
and 

"fCJ such other professional services of an 
architectural or engineering nature, or inci
dental services, which members of the archi
tectural and engineering professions (and 
individuals in their employ) may logically 
or justifiably perform, including studies, in
vestigations, surveying and mapping, tests, 
evaluations, consultations, comprehensive 
planning, program management, conceptual 
design, plans and specifications, value engi
neering, construction phase services, soils 
engineering, drawing reviews, preparation 
of operating and maintenance manuals, 
and other related services. ,. 
SEC. 732. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall become effective on the 
date of its enactment. 

SEC. 801. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

fa) Except as provided in section 732 and 
subsection fbJ, the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective 180 days alter 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

fbJ Section 7fj)(10HFJ of the Small Busi
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 636(j)(10HFJJ, as added 
by section 202 of this Act, shall become effec
tive on June 1, 1988, or the date of enact
ment of this Act, whichever is earlier. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senators will clear the well. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is a 

time agreement on the pending meas
ure. I do not know what the prospect 
is for rollcall votes but I would imag
ine that there will be rollcall votes 
early and reasonably late throughout 
the day on this and other measures. 
Following the disposition of the pend
ing business, we will have two appro
priations bills, first the foreign oper
ations appropriations bill to be fol
lowed by the D.C. appropriations bill. 

I understand there are some prob
lems with the elevators over in the 
Hart Building. I hope that whoever is 
in charge of those elevators will get to 
work on them. Hopefully, they have 
already beaten me to it. But I would 
suggest to Senators they try to get an 
early start and we will try to take into 
consideration that problem. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I ask unanimous 

consent that John Ball, Bill Montalto, 
and Polly Ragon be permitted floor 
privileges during consideration of S. 
1993, including rollcall votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I be
lieve the bill now before the Senate is 
one of the most important pieces of 
legislation to be considered this year, 
though it has received relatively little 
public attention. It is our natural 
tendency to focus on scandals and dis
asters in public programs, and the dis
aster in this case is called Wedtech, 
without giving attention to the good 
which can be accomplished when gov
ernment and business work construc
tively together. This bill is aimed at 
reforming and improving the Govern
ment's principal program for minority 
business development, the Small Busi
ness Administration program known 
as section 8(a). Sadly, most Senators 
and many of the public know this pro
gram principally by the scandals it has 
spawned, as I said, Wedtech being the 
most current and by far the worst in 
its history. 

First, let me say a few words about 
the basic premise of section 8(a). This 
section of the Small Business Act of 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17135 
1953 was first activated by President 
Johnson as part of the war on poverty. 
8<a> allows the SBA to contract with 
other Government agencies for the de
livery of goods and services, and then 
subcontract that work to socially and 
economically disadvantaged, minority
owned small businesses. President 
Johnson saw that the program could 
be used to stimulate jobs and business 
growth in the inner cities. Since the 
1960's, Congress has broadened the 
program and sought to provide certi
fied 8<a> firms-of which there are 
now about 3,000 in the program-with 
management and technical assistance 
and financial support as well as con
tracts. 

The 8(a) program, in spite of its 
laudable purposes, has been the prob
lem child of SBA. It has been plagued 
over the years by illegitimate, nonmi
nority companies who have sought the 
benefits of sole-source contracts. In 
other instances, minority-owned com
panies have secured sole-source con
tracts and then sold out to nondisad
vantaged large businesses. Finally, the 
Wedtech story which has filled the 
newspapers for almost 2 years illus
trates a "worst possible case scenario" 
for what can go wrong in a Govern
ment program. The owners of the firm 
were allowed to stay in the program 
long past their term, and long past 
any plausible economic disadvantage. 
They secured enormous sole-source 
contracts from the Army and Navy 
which they were unqualified to per
form; they defaulted on those con
tracts leaving our national security in 
jeopardy; and they pumped millions of 
dollars in ill-gotten gain out of the 
company leaving it insolvent. And 
they did all of this through a combina
tion of very high-level political influ
ence peddling, including the White 
House itself, and outright bribery. 

Attorney General Meese himself has 
undergone investigation by an inde
pendent counsel. An SBA Regional 
Administrator and a Member of Con
gress are under indictment, as are the 
erstwhile owners of the company. 
Those, Mr. President, are the facts 
which have disabled this program and 
undermined confidence in government 
generally, as well as discrediting Fed
eral efforts to help minority-owned 
businesses improve their lot in life. 

To make matters worse, if they 
could be any worse, our committee did 
a survey in 1986, under Senator 
WEICKER's leadership, of graduates of 
the 8(a) program. The results of this 
study were released in May of last 
year, and they were very troubling. 
First, as many as 30 percent of 8(a) 
firms fail upon leaving the program 
for lack of sufficient non-8<a> business. 
Moreover, contractors express dissatis
faction with the quality of manage
ment and technical assistance provid
ed by SBA, and many expressed the 

perception that the program is overly 
politicized. 

This is the dark side of the 8<a> pro
gram, more properly called the minori
ty small business and capital owner
ship development program. But this is 
far from a complete picture of this 
program. 

Mr. President, since I became chair
man of the Senate Small Business 
Committee, we have held a total of 5 
days of hearings on this program, in
cluding a field hearing which Senator 
KERRY chaired in Boston. Three of 
those hearings were legislative hear
ings on S. 1993 and H.R. 1807, the 
House companion measure. Members 
and staff have devoted literally hun
dreds if not thousands of hours to con
sidering the problems in this program 
and ideas for resolving them. We have 
met with hundreds of 8<a> companies 
to hear their concerns, and we have 
substantially rewritten our original 
bill in response to those concerns. 

S. 1993 and H.R. 1807, which passed 
the House last December, are easily 
the most ambitious reform of this pro
gram ever undertaken by either Con
gress or the administration. We have 
not dodged the tough issues. We have 
met them head on. And while no one 
claims perfection in this work, I be
lieve that my chief cosponsors, Sena
tor WEICKER and Senator KERRY, will 
agree that the committee's work prod
uct is a good one which will substan
tially improve this program for 
present and future participants. 

We have substantial differences with 
the House, but I am confident we can 
resolve those issues quickly and send a 
bill to the President. Four key provi
sions of S. 1993 bear mentioning. 

First, the bill establishes a fixed pro
gram term of 8 years for all 8<a> firms. 
This is substantially more generous 
than the 5-year term which is now set 
administratively, and it will eliminate 
the cottage industry which has devel
oped in lobbying for 8(a) extensions. 
The House bill provides a 9-year term, 
and we should easily resolve this issue 
in conference. 

Second, S. 1993 provides for competi
tion among 8(a) firms for contracts 
valued at more than $5 million. This is 
a protective measure which should 
guard against future Wedtech's in 
which enormous political pressures are 
brought to bear against both SBA and 
the procuring agencies over the award 
of very large dollar contracts. The 
House bill sets a competitive threshold 
at $2 million. 

Third, the bill provides for a manda
tory mix of sole-source and competi
tive business beginning in the 5th year 
of participation. This provision is 
clearly aimed at the problem of non
competitiveness among many firms 
which have been strung along in the 
program for a period of years only to 
find themselves unable to stay in busi
ness upon graduation. Frankly, this 

failing is more attributable to SBA 
than to program firms, for the agency 
has failed in its duty to require long
range planning by 8(a) firms. Only by 
making the business mix mandatory, 
with future sole-source contracts con
ditioned on meeting the specified 
goals, can we ensure that both firms 
and the agency engage in the kind of 
strategic planning which leads to long
term success in a free-enterprise econ
omy. This is a key difference we have 
with the House, which merely sets 
competitive goals with no enforcement 
mechanism. 

Fourth, the bill requires that the 
head of the 8(a) program be a career 
civil servant rather than a political ap
pointee. This is also an anti-Wedtech 
type provision intended to remove pol
itics from the contract award as well 
as the certification process. 

Fifth, and perhaps most important, 
the bill gives substantially more legis
lative guidance and more resources to 
this program. 

There is much that is very specific 
and could be called micromanagement. 
However, Administrator Abdnor testi
fied that he would like to see Congress 
remove much of the agency's discre
tion in decisionmaking as it was gener
ally unable to handle it. We have spec
ified the duties and responsibilities of 
the business opportunity specialist, 
who is to work intensively with 8(a) 
firms in improving their competitive 
position. And, I am glad to report, our 
appropriations subcommittee has 
found the means to substantially in
crease resources for hiring additional 
staff at SBA to implement these new 
responsibilities. 

Mr. President, I hope that all Mem
bers of the Senate will support the 
work done by our committee. I am op
timistic that we can have a speedy 
conference with the House and send a 
bill to the President in the very near 
future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
WEICKER] controls 15 minutes. The 
Senator is recognized. 

Mr. WEICKER. First, I want to as
sociate myself with the eloquent re
marks of the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas, the distinguished 
chairman of the Small Business Com
mittee, Senator BUMPERS. I think in 
the course of those remarks he has 
fairly well highlighted the past histo
ry of the matter, the concepts that ini
tiated the B<a> program and the neces
sity for continuing those concepts into 
the future minus the abuse. 

Just to reiterate one point, the fact 
is that there are two key elements to 
achieving equality in our society. The 
first is education, and the second is 
economic opportunity. When either or 
both of those are lacking, then there 
is either a lessened or no possibility of 
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achieving the individual share of the 
American dream. 

It is to the latter that I address my 
remarks, and this bill addresses its at
tention-economic opportunity. It 
does little good to afford the best edu
cation in the world to our minorities 
if, indeed, at the end of that time 
there is no opportunity to apply that 
education and realize monetary suc
cess. 

I realize the abuses, as does everyone 
on this floor, of the 8(a) program. I 
might add, in the large majority of in
stances, abuse is not perpetrated by 
the minority community, but rather 
by the majority population of this 
Nation taking advantage of the mi
norities. Now the cry probably again 
comes the loudest from the majority: 
"Do away with the program. See how 
it was abused." 

We are not doing away with the pro
gram. We will try to tighten it up as a 
matter of law as best anything can be 
tightened up. But in the final analysis, 
human beings will always administer 
the law and there will always be op
portunity for shinanigans and for chi
canery. That is something that neither 
Senator BuMPERS nor I can legislate 
against. 

So, the product before the Senate 
today continues the 8<a> program with 
various features which should make it 
an even better program. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to again 
join Senator BUMPERS in urging pas
sage of S. 1993, the Minority Business 
Development Program Reform Act of 
1988. 

This legislation represents months 
of hard work, concern, and determina
tion by the committee. I, with my 
staff, have focused a considerable 
amount of attention on this bill be
cause of my · deep concern for the 
future and stability of minority busi
ness enterprise in this Nation. 

Although the number of minority
owned small businesses grew to ap
proximately 850,000 in America as of 
this past year, the fact remains that 
the overwhelming majority are still 
sole proprietorships or mom and pop 
operations. The 8(a) program, created 
in the late 1960's, is one of the Gov
ernment's major avenues for providing 
business opportunities to the minority 
population. Nearly 9 billion Federal 
procurement dollars were awarded to 
8(a) program participants over the 
past 3 fiscal years. Compared to our 
gargantuan Government procurement 
pie, this is but a small slice. But, many 
minority entrepreneurs were able to 
gain a foothold in the economy, be
cause of the 8(a) program. Discrimina
tion, financial barriers, and other 
social or economic disadvantages that 
minority citizens still face on the road 
to business opportunity are being chal
lenged through this small but very 
vital program. And I believe, Mr. Presi
dent, this legislation will put the pro-

gram on a proper course. I commend 
Senator BUMPERS for his leadership 
and commitment to reforming and 
preserving the 8<a> program. The bill 
passed in committee by a vote of 19-0, 
a clear indication that Chairman 
BUMPERS was able to gamer bipartisan 
support and the active interest of 
other members. 

Mr. President, the troubled history 
of management problems, failure to 
meet congressional objectives and 
mandates and the unfortunate fraud 
and abuse this program has allowed 
have become matters of public knowl
edge and concern. Many of these very 
serious and frustrating situations were 
discussed when this legislation was in
troduced more than 6 months ago. 
Briefly, the 1986 committee survey of 
8(a) graduates, the National Academy 
of Public Administration, NAPA, 
report, the extensive investigation of 
the Wedtech Corp. case conducted by 
the Governmental Affairs Subcommit
tee and a myriad of GAO reports and 
other audits published since the pro
gram's inception sent clear signals 
that certain reforms were needed if 
the program were to survive. This leg
islation represents the third time in 
the last 10 years Congress has made 
major statutory changes in this pro
gram. In developing S. 1993, the com
mittee held a series of hearings and 
members and staffs have met time and 
again with a wide range of interested 
parties. I believe, Mr. President, this 
input has all served to strengthen and 
improve the legislation before the 
Senate today. 

Sifting through all that needed to be 
remedied, the key policy objectives of 
S. 1993 include the following: First, 
stressing the program's business devel
opment thrust and making procure
ment contracts a part of that con
struct, not the major outcome; second, 
providing SBA with the resources to 
strengthen the management, technical 
and/ or financial assistance programs 
under section 7(j); third, requiring 
large contracts to be awarded to mi
nority firms on a competitive rather 
than a sole-source basis; fourth, pro
viding a structure to lessen depend
ence on sole-source contracts which 
has hurt firms competitive ability 
upon graduation into the marketplace; 
fifth, increasing the antiabuse and 
fraud provisions to protect the pro
gram from future "Wedtechs" or 
other attempts at misuse; and sixth, 
mandating administrative and person
nel reforms at SBA to ensure that con
gressional policy objectives are 
achieved. 

Mr. President, at this point, I would 
like to briefly summarize the manage
ment changes the bill requires at SBA. 
For example, the Chief Administrator 
of the Minority Small Business, MSB, 
Program must be a career employee, 
not a political appointee, and one 
whose qualifications demonstrate 

knowledge of the Federal procurement 
process and sound management skills. 
Thus, when there is a change in ad
ministration, operation of the 8(a), 
program should not be disrupted by 
partisan politics. To further strength
en management and foster business 
development from start to finish, a 
business plan must be developed that 
contains specific business targets, 
goals and objectives with continual as
sessment of success or failure in meet
ing such targets. 

With proposed legislation for strong
er and more consistent management at 
the top, the committee took the neces
sary steps to shore up middle and sup
port levels of the MSB work force 
where past performance has been far 
from satisfactory. The business oppor
tunity specialist, BOS, who usually 
makes the most frequent contact with 
firms is charged with administering 
business development resources target
ed in the business plan for growth, 
and eventual independence, of each 
participant. S. 1993 mandates proper 
training and distribution of business 
opportunity specialists so that they ac
quire the management and technical 
skills needed to do their jobs. More
over, I am pleased to report that the 
State, Justice, Commerce appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1989 has added 
an additional $4 million to MSB/COD 
budget to hire additional staffing to 
beef up the core of professionals 
needed by SBA. And, I want to com
mend SBA Administrator James 
Abdnor for his leadership in this area. 
Upon his confirmation, our former col
league made 8(a) reform one of his top 
priorities. He commissioned the Na
tional Academy of Public Administra
tion to conduct a 4-month study on 
SBA's administration of the program. 
Many of the management provisions 
incorporated in the bill were endorsed 
in the NAP A report. 

Under this umbrella of business de
velopment, S. 1993 includes a number 
of features that redesign contract ac
tivity throughout the program. These 
provisions generated substantial com
ments and discussion from 8(a) firms 
and interest groups. However, I am 
confident that the committee's re
sponse established a framework for 
fair awarding of contracts to firms-a 
source of great controversy and criti
cism for this program. One such provi
sion is the injection of competition 
among participants for large dollar 
contracts. No longer will contracts 
above $5 million be awarded on a sole
source basis; where there are two or 
more eligible 8(a) firms, competition 
will be the rule. The committee views 
this change as an opportunity for 
firms to experience competitive bid
ding while in the program, and also, 
protection against the awarding of 
contracts through political influence 
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or payoffs as disclosed in the Wedtech 
case and others reported by GAO. 

Another provision requires each firm 
to develop a "business mix" of com
petitive and noncompetitive awards. 
At the end of the fifth year of partici
pation, a firm should have garnered at 
least 30 percent of its new sales from 
competitive awards in that year. For 
the seventh year, the percentage of 
competitive new sales should be at 
least 50 percent, with the goal, at the 
time of graduation, being set at 70 per
cent non-sole-source. If an 8<a> firm 
fails to meet these mix requirements, 
it will no longer be eligible to receive 
sole source 8<a> contracts until compli
ance is achieved. 

Mr. President, throughout this legis
lation a number of new concepts are 
introduced, old provisions strength
ened and ineffective ones eliminated. 
The certification process has been 
streamlined and set in a definite time
frame of 90 days and rejected appli
cants are granted appeal rights; all 
participants are given a period of 8 
years in the program from the time of 
the first 8<a> award which removes the 
uncertainty of the old fixed program 
participation term which drew con
stant complaints from participants 
who felt it was unjustly administered; 
and business development expense 
[BDEl is eliminated from the program 
and replaced by a bid and proposal 
fund to help defray competitive bid
ding costs and a direct loan program 
which makes moneys available to par
ticipants at 2 percentage points below 
Government loan interest rates. In 
summary, the committee has complet
ed a very thorough and necessary 
overhaul of this program, and I am 
very pleased with the outcome. 

I urge my colleagues to support pas
sage of the bill. 

I hope that it will not only continue 
but it will receive the enthusiastic and 
honest leadership by the executive 
branch of Government that is de
manded by the situation. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, al
though it has not received the atten
tion of many other bills Congress has 
grappled with this session, reform of 
the Small Business Administration's 
8<a> program is one of the most impor
tant tasks facing Congress. S. 1993, the 
bill we have before us today, will cor
rect some of the most egregious flaws 
in the program made so glaringly ap
parent by the Wedtech case. 

My home State of Wyoming only 
has a handful of 8(a) firms-three to 
be exact-but we will still reap some 
benefits from the changes made by S. 
1993. Wyoming's small business com
munity, which has been affected by 
the downslide in the energy economy 
of the State, has been very concerned 
about the 8<a> set-aside program. This 
is because any minority contract 
awarded in the State inevitably goes to 

an out-of-State firm since we have so 
very few eligible 8<a> firms. 

In times of economic hardship, my 
State's small businesses understand
ably see this as little more than thou
sands and thousands of dollars flowing 
to out-of-State businesses, even 
though many Wyoming firms may be 
ready, willing, and able to perform any 
given Federal contract. It's a simple 
matter of those Wyoming firms want
ing the ability to competitively bid on 
all contracts taking place in their own 
backyard. 

Permit me to cite an example. In 
1986, the Veterans' Administration 
Medical Center in Cheyenne an
nounced plans to begin construction 
on a 2-year $14.4 million addition to its 
facilities. Because none of Wyoming's 
minority firms could handle the work, 
the VA intended to negotiate a con
tract with an 8(a) firm in Utah. Frank
ly, the prospect that no Wyoming 
company was going to get $1 out of a 
contract taking place in Wyoming just 
didn't set right with the small business 
community, particularly since the firm 
in question was just about ready to 
graduate from the 8<a> program and 
would likely have been able to bid for 
the project on a competitive basis. At 
the insistence of the Wyoming con
gressional delegation, the VA re
thought its decision and ultimately 
permitted the bid to be let competi
tively. 

S. 1993 will help correct some of the 
problems like the one we experienced 
with the VA in Cheyenne. It requires 
8<a> businesses, as they go through the 
program, to rely increasingly on non-
8<a> work. This greater independence 
from 8<a> will enable them to be more 
competitive in the business market
place. The legislation mandates that 
8<a> firms graduate from the program 
at a fixed time of 8 years, with no ex
tensions permitted. One of the major 
problems plaguing the program is that 
minority businesses, through the use 
of extensions, stay in the program 2, 4 
or more years beyond the 7 years now 
provided for in the law. 

The measure also states that any mi
nority business that becomes success
ful enough to no longer be classified as 
disadvantaged will be terminated from 
the 8(a) program no matter how many 
years it has left to participate. Finally, 
the bill also permits a firm's eligibility 
to continue in the 8(a) program to be 
challenged prior to the award of an 
8(a) contract. 

This bill will certainly help correct 
some of the major abuses that have 
plagued the 8(a) program over the 
years. This should benefit all small 
businesses that seek to competitively 
bid on Federal contracts. Despite this, 
I will continue to keep a watchful eye 
on the program to ensure that Wyo
ming's small businesses are not ad
versely impacted by projects that are 
set-aside as 8(a) in the State. While 

the minority set-aside program is a 
good one, it should not be conducted 
at the expense of small businesses 
which must bid competitively for Fed
eral contract dollars. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, the 
leadership that Senator BUMPERS has 
provided to the small business commu
nity and to the Small Business Com
mittee is something to be really envied 
by all of us. This is a very tough prob
lem that he tackled. The easy thing 
would have been to look the other way 
and say, "Well, this all occurred under 
Republicans." There has never been a 
single piece of partisanship to come 
from this Democratic chairman of the 
committee. He saw a problem which, if 
handled in a political way, could only 
hurt those who need our special help, 
the minority community of our 
Nation. He never politicized it but 
came forth with an affirmative re
sponse to make a good program better. 
I thank both he and his staff for the 
efforts they have put in on this legis
lation. Needless to say, I also have a 
great amount of pride in my own staff 
for their work. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly would be remiss if I did not re
spond in kind to the very kind and 
charitable remarks of the Senator 
from Connecticut and say in all candor 
that, incidentally, I had served as 
ranking member during 3 of the 6 
years of the chairmanship of Senator 
WEICKER, and we resolved every single 
problem amicably and, as he has 
pointed out, in a very bipartisan way 
and without thought to any partisan
ship. When I became chairman of this 
committee, my first thought was to 
torpedo the 8<a> program and give up 
on it. It was rife with abuse by an inef
ficient administration which had al
lowed people to take advantage of the 
program. And it was Senator WEICKER 
who said he thought the program was 
salvageable and that we ought to sal
vage it; that the concept was good and 
let us sit down and work together to 
see if we cannot come up with a bill 
which will accomplish what we want 
to accomplish and go as far as we can 
possibly go in eliminating the kinds of 
abuses to which the program had been 
subjected. His thoughts on it were so 
clear minded and he was so convincing 
I agreed to do that, and we started 
holding hearings. The bill we have 
before the Senate today is a product 
of the bipartisan effort we put for
ward. It was under his leadership and 
his guidance really that we decided to 
try to salvage the program. 

I know most committee chairmen 
and ranking members in this body 
have a good working relationship, but 
I can tell you that the working rela
tionship between Senator WEICKER 
and me could not be better. We do not 
have a lot of legislative authority in 
the Small Business Committee, but 
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what we have we think is very impor
tant to the small business community 
in this country. We could not have a 
better working relationship. 

With that, Mr. President, I move 
that the committee amendments be 
considered en bloc and agreed to en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arkansas include in 
his motion that the bill, as amended, 
be considered as original text for pur
pose of amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do. I apologize, 
Mr. President. I do ask that the bill be 
considered as original text for pur
poses of amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 512 

(Purpose: To perfect various provisions of 
the reported committee amendment) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
send a technical amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS] for himself and Mr. WEICKER proposes 
an amendment numbered 2512. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 204 of the Committee amend

ment, in the proposed section 7(j)(10)(1) of 
the Small Business Act-

(1) in the second sentence, strike "deems" 
and insert ", or a designee of such officer, 
determines"; 

(2) in the second sentence, after "15 days" 
insert "after making such a determination"; 
and 

(3) in the second sentence, "60 days" and 
insert "90 days". 

In section 205 of the Committee amend
ment, in the proposed section 7(j)(10)(J)(ii) 
of the Small Business Act, strike "shall ini
tiate" and insert "may initiate". 

In section 403 of the Committee amend
ment, in the proposed section 8(a)(17)(A) of 
the Small Business Act, strike "the con
cern" and insert "any concern". 

In section 722 of the Committee amend
ment, strike the second sentence and insert 
in lieu the following: "any numerical size 
standard that pertains to any of the desig
nated industry groups, and that is in effect 
on September 30, 1988, shall remain in 
effect for the duration of the Program, 
except for the size standard pertaining to 
standard industrial classification code 1629 
<Dredging and Surface Cleanup Activities)." 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, since 
the committee markup of S. 1993, staff 
discussions with officials of the Small 
Business Administration have raised 
concerns about various provisions of 
the bill. This committee floor amend
ment addresses issues raised by those 
discussions and makes essentially tech-

nical modifications and clarifications 
in several provisions of the bill. 

First, section 204 of the bill pre
scribes the timing for various events 
relating to the termination of firms 
from the 8(a) program. It states that 
when the Associate Administrator for 
the Minority Small Business Program 
deems a termination is appropriate, 
within 15 days notice shall be provided 
to the program participant of SBA's 
intent to terminate and, not more 

. than 60 days after the program par
ticipant's receipt of the notice, a ter
mination hearing will be held. The 
committee amendment extends the 
time for beginning a hearing from 60 
days to 90 days at the request of SBA 
program officials. This extension of 
the time before a hearing should allow 
the firm an opportunity to respond to 
the notice setting forth the grounds 
for termination, and if possible to cor
rect problems which may be the cause 
for the termination. Further, the 
amendment clarifies that the Associ
ate Adminstrator or his designee may 
determine that a termination is appro
priate and the 15-day notice require
ment begins with that determination. 

Second, section 205 of the bill states 
that the SBA shall commence termi
nation proceedings whenever it makes 
a finding that a program participant is 
no longer eligible for the program. 
While the committee intends that 
SBA move expeditiously to remove 
firms that are no longer eligible for 
the program, a formalistic reading of 
this provision could require SBA to 
begin the termination process even 
though a firm corrects the problems 
leading to the finding that is no longer 
qualified for the program. The com
mittee amendment replaces the word 
"shall" with "may" to clarify SBA's 
discretion. The committee does not 
expect SBA to initiate termination 
proceedings, which may involve con
siderable expense, particularly if the 
firm is able to correct the deficiency in 
its eligibility before the time for the 
hearing expires. 

Under section 403 of the bill relating 
to award of contracts under the pro
gram, the bill states that SBA should 
make the award to the small business 
concern recommended by the procur
ing agency. As drafted the provision 
could be interpreted to mean that only 
one concern could be designated for an 
award, or that the procuring agencies 
usually recommend only one concern 
to receive an award. The committee 
amendment changes the word "the" to 
"any" concern recommended by the 
procuring agency. This change is in
tended to clarify that awards can be 
made to one or to several concerns, for 
example, in cases where a multiple or 
split awards may be recommended by 
the procuring agency. 

Finally, the committee amendment 
makes a crucial change with regard to 
the freeze on size standards included 

in the small business Competitiveness 
Demonstration Program, which was 
offered as an amendment by Senator 
DIXON during the markup. A principal 
part of this program which suspends 
small business set-aside contracts for 4 
years provided that certain conditions 
are met, is the notion that size stand
ards should remain at present levels 
for the duration of the experimental 
program. 

When the amendment was drafted, 
however, both staff and members of 
the committee were unaware that 
there was in progress a major revision 
in the size standard for the dredging 
industry, which is one of the four af
fected industries. In fact, SBA now has 
pending with OMB an increase in that 
standard from $9.5 to $13.5 million in 
average annual revenues. This change 
has long been sought by small- and 
medium-sized dredging companies. 
SBA proposed a similar rule a few 
years ago which resulted in litigation, 
and the case was remanded to the Ad
ministration for further consideration. 
SBA has now given that further con
sideration, and the new rule is await
ing clearance from the Office of Man
agement and Budget for publication in 
the Federal Register. 

It was not my intent, and I do not 
believe it was Senator DIXON's intent, 
to interfere with an ongoing regula
tory proceeding. However, the bill as 
drafted does that by freezing size 
standards at their effective levels as of 
May 31, 1988. The committee amend
ment changes that date to September 
30, and it exempts dredging from this 
freeze so that this longstanding regu
latory process with respect to this in
dustry may be completed. Again, any 
interference with this process would 
have been purely inadvertent insofar 
as the committee is concerned, and it 
is essential that we adopt this amend
ment to avoid unfairly trouncing on 
the regulatory proceeding. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do 
both Senators yield back the remain
der of their time? 

Mr. WEICKER. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment <No. 2512) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2513 

<Purpose: To require the Small Business Ad
ministration to conduct a study and make 
a report within 1 year to the Committees 
on Small Business relating to the severely 
uneven distribution of 8(a) contract 
awards among Program Participants in 
the several States> 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, 

under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, we have several amendments. I 
do not see any of the sponsors of those 
amendments here so I will go ahead 
and offer an amendment that I have 
which is based on the geographical dis
tribution of the contracts that are let 
under section 8(a). Mr. President, I 
send this amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BuMP
ERS] proposes an amendment numbered 
2513. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title IV, add the following: 

SEC. 406. STUDY OF DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACT 
AWARDS. 

(a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that 
contracting opportunities under section 8<a> 
of the Small Business Act have been award
ed to Program Participants in a manner 
that has resulted in firms in certain States 
receiving very large numbers of contract 
awards, aggregating to a very high percent
age of the total dollars awarded in each 
fiscal year. Such a pattern of uneven distri
bution of contract awards results in Pro
gram Participants in the majority of the 
States receiving substantially fewer contract 
awards, and commensurately fewer of the 
business development opportunities provid
ed by the contract awards made under the 
authority of section 8(a). 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.-The Small Busi
ness Administration is directed to conduct a 
study of the geographic distribution of con
tract awards made pursuant to section 8<a> 
during fiscal year 1983 through fiscal year 
1987. Within 1 year from the date of enact
ment of this Act, the Small Business Admin
istration shall furnish a report on the re
sults of its study to the Committees on 
Small Business of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. The report shall include 
appropriate recommendations for changes 
in law, regulations, or practices to effect a 
more equitable distribution of 8(a) contract
ing opportunities among Program Partici
pants in States having significant minority 
business populations. 

(C) POLICY DIRECTION.-Section 8(a)(10) of 
the Small Business Act <15 U.S.C. 
637<a><10)) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: "In carrying out such 
program, the Administration shall make a 
sustained and substantial effort to solicit 
applications for Program certification from 
small business concerns located in areas of 
concentrated unemployment or underem
ployment or within labor surplus areas and 
within States having relatively few Program 
Participants or receiving relatively few con
tract awards under the authority of this 
subsection.". 
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At the end of title IV in the table of con
tents, add the following: 
Sec. 406. Study of distribution of contract 

awards. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 

amendment which I have just submit
ted concerns a very important issue 
which is not directly addressed in S. 
1993 but which conerns me greatly. I 
would call Senators' attention to ap
pendix B to our committee's report, 
which shows the distribution of sole
source contracts under section 8(a) of 
the Small Business Act, by State, for 
fiscal year 1987. 

This data was just recently supplied 
to me by the Small Business Adminis
tration. It does not reflect modifica
tions to existing contracts, but merely 
shows the number and dollar value of 
new contracts entered into in each 
State and territory during 1987. As the 
report indicates in another section, 
this is approximately a $3 billion pro
gram in total annual contracts. Of 
that total dollar value, three States
California, Maryland, and Virginia
received over $779 million in contracts. 
My home State of Arkansas received 
76 contracts totaling only $20.4 mil
lion. Other States, however, did even 
worse than Arkansas. Mississippi, for 
example, had only 40 contracts for 
$14.6 million. Senator WEICKER'S 
State, Connecticut, which is somewhat 
larger than Arkansas, received only 31 
contracts for $21.9 million. 

The District of Columbia, on the 
other hand, which is about one-fourth 
the size of Arkansas in population, re
ceived 259 contracts totaling $74.1 mil
lion. Maryland enjoyed 350 sole-source 
contracts under section 8(a) for a total 
of $203.5 million, while Virginia's 567 
8(a) contracts totaled $276.6 million. 
This amendment is not intended to 
punish those States. 

Mr. President, this program is not 
intended as a supplemental appropria
tion for the benefit of two or three 
States. The matter of contract distri
bution is, I must admit, quite compli
cated. The program works primarily 
through self-marketing, and the 8(a) 
firms in the Washington area are to be 
commended for their aggressive ef
forts in marketing their products and 
services so successfully to the Govern
ment through this program. In my 
view, however, the Small Business Ad
ministration must take strong action 
to broaden participation in the 8(a) 
program and to make more equitable 
distribution of contracts across the 
country, or congressional support for 
this program will soon become a thing 
of the past. 

My amendment does three things. 
First, it states a congressional finding 
that the distribution of contracting 
opportunities under this program has 
been very uneven on a State-by-State 
basis. Second, it directs SBA to con
duct a study and submit a report to 
the House and Senate Small Business 

Committees on options and legislative 
recommendations for bringing about a 
more equitable distribution of con
tracting opportunities among 8(a) 
firms in the several States. Finally, my 
amendment takes a provision in the 
House bill, and expands upon it some
what, by directing that SBA make sub
stantial outreach efforts to increase 
the numbers of 8(a) certified firms in 
areas of high unemployment and un
deremployment, and in areas where 
there are presently few 8<a> firms and 
few contracting opportunities in rela
tion to the rest of the country. 

Finally, my amendment takes a pro
vision in the House bill and expands 
on it somewhat which directs that 
SBA make substantial outreach ef
forts to increase the numbers of 8(a) 
certified firms in areas of high unem
ployment and underemployment and 
in areas where there are presently few 
8(a) firms and few contracting oppor
tunities in relation to the rest of the 
country. 

Mr. DIXON. Will my friend from Ar
kansas yield for a moment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Scott McFer
ren be permitted the privileges of the 
floor in connection with this legisla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do 
both leaders yield back their time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

Mr. WEICKER. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
INOUYE). The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

The amendment <No. 2513) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we 
have several amendments here by vari
ous Senators. Senator DrxoN is here 
and he has an amendment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I com
mend my friends, Senator BUMPERS, 
chairman of the Small Business Com
mittee, and Senator WEICKER, ranking 
member of the committee, for their 
leadership in improving the Minority 
Small Business and Capital Ownership 
Development Program. The bill we are 
considering today reflects several 
year's worth of hard work and dedica
tion on their part, to examine the 8<a> 
minority program and institute im
provements to it which will promote 
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the development of healthy, viable mi
nority businesses. 

Results of the committee's survey of 
8(a) program graduates, and testimony 
given at subsequent hearings, clearly 
indicate that legislative reforms must 
be undertaken. The program as it cur
rently operates has left too many "just 
graduated" minority firms unprepared 
for the rigors of competition. Thus, it 
should come as no surprise, Mr. Presi
dent, that this major reform bill is pri
marily focused on helping minority 
businesses to move into the economic 
mainstream within a reasonable period 
of time. 

Education and counseling are essen
tial ingredients in business develop
ment. This bill assures that Small 
Business Administration business op
portunity specialists are available to 
provide these important development 
tools. It contains provisions which en
courage participating companies to de
velop additional sources of revenues 
outside the S<a> program, a process 
which will undoubtedly contribute sig
nificantly to the education of these 
companies, and prepare them for grad
uation. 

In addition to improving the busi
ness development aspect of the 8(a) 
program, the bill introduces several 
meaningful changes which will depoli
ticize the program. We heard testimo
ny from the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan, Senator LEviN, about 
his investigations into the Wedtech 
scandal conducted within the Govern
mental Affairs Committee. Wedtech 
officials, through their abusive tactics, 
have sullied the image of this impor
tant program. In order to prevent a 
similar disgrace from occurring in the 
future, we have made changes to the 
eligibility parameters for the program. 
These changes strengthen the pro
gram by stopping sham stock deals 
and other devious arrangements from 
displacing truly disadvantaged compa
nies. 

Mr. President, I want to comment 
briefly upon an important part of this 
bill, title 7. This title establishes a 
Small Business Competitiveness Dem
onstration Program which addresses a 
pressing problem in Government con
tracting. 

Agency efforts to achieve a fair pro
portion of small business participation 
in Federal contracting, required by the 
Small Business Act, have often been 
met by reserving contracting opportu
nities for exclusive small business com
petition within certain industries. 
These industry categories are natural
ly dominated by small business firms 
and thus it is easy to get many quali
fied small companies to perform the 
contracts. 

Thus, agencies have come to rely on 
the so-called rule of two set-aside pro
cedure to assure them of a sufficient 
number of small business contract 
awards. By taking these easy hits 

agencies avoid having to take steps to 
expand participation in industries 
which have historically shown low 
rates of small business participation. 

An attempt to address this problem 
was made previously, but without ben
efit of input by the House or Senate 
Small Business Committees. Section 
921 of the DOD Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1987 was added to require 
the SBA to reduce its size standards in 
these highly concentrated industry 
categories, thereby decreasing the 
number of firms classified as small. It 
was expected by the authors of section 
921 that fewer small businesses would 
result in fewer small business set
asides. 

Mr. President, when the SBA did its 
analysis, it determined that the size 
standard reduction mechanism provid
ed no relief for all but one of the in
dustries. In the one affected category, 
construction, substantial size reduc
tions were indicated. Unfortunately, 
these same size standards are used to 
determine eligibility for SBA loans, 
SBA surety bonds, and other small 
business assistance programs. As a 
result of these size reductions, many 
small companies would be denied Gov
ernment assistance. Furthermore, 
even with these size standard changes, 
the SBA was not certain that the in
tended effect-a reduction in small 
business set-asides-would be achieved. 
It became clear that another approach 
was necessary to solve the problem. 
Working with those intimately in
volved with the Government procure
ment process, and holding hearings in 
the Small Business Committee, we de
veloped the Small Business Competi
tiveness Demonstration Program as an 
alternative. 

There are two major aspects of the 
program which I would like to high
light. First, the size standard reduc
tion requirement is repealed. Second, 
the program addresses the problem of 
too many set-asides by testing the 
premise that the competitive capabili
ties of small businesses in designated 
industry categories enable them to 
successfully compete for Federal con
tracting opportunities. Throughout 
the duration of the program, small 
business participation in these indus
tries will be closely monitored. Should 
they fail to secure a fair proportion of 
the contracting opportunities, remedi
al set-asides can be instituted to pro
tect small businesses. Furthermore, 
during the conduct of this program, 
participating agencies will be charged 
with developing special targets to in
crease small business participation in 
six industries. The Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy will cooperate 
with the Small Business Administra
tion to administer the program and to 
recommend permanent changes to 
procurement policy at the conclusion 
of the program. 

Mr. President, the reduction in size 
standards which will surely occur 
under the provisions of section 921 will 
hurt many small businesses. 

Companies which are eligible today 
for business development assistance 
under the 8(a) program will be ineligi
ble tomorrow if the proposed changes 
are allowed to go into effect. I believe 
that the Competitiveness Demonstra
tion Program addresses the problem of 
disproportionate set-asides without 
the adverse consequences foreseen 
with size standard reductions. 

Again, I want to congratulate my 
good friends and distinguished col
leagues, Senators BUMPERS and 
WEICKER, on the excellent product 
which we have before us today. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2514 

<Purpose: To modify section 603 with re
spect to a contractor's failure to attain its 
goals relating to subcontracting with 
small business concerns and small busi
ness concerns owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged in
dividuals> 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIXON] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2514. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 102, beginning on line 6, strike all 

through line 25, and insert the following: 
SEC. 603. SUBCONTRACTING PROGRAM COMPLJ. 

ANCE. 

Section 8(d)(4)<E> of the Small Business 
Act <15 U.S.C. 637<d><4><E» is amended-

< 1 > by striking out "(E)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(E)(i)", and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(ii) Each contract subject to the require
ments of this paragraph or paragraph (5) 
shall contain a provision authorizing the 
Secretary of a department or the head of an 
agency to include, in accordance with regu
lations promulgated pursuant to section 22 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 418b), a provision for the pay
ment of liquidated damages upon a finding 
that a prime contractor has failed to make a 
good faith effort to comply with the re
quirements imposed on such contractor by 
this subsection. The Contractor shall be af
forded an opportunity to demonstrate a 
good faith effort regarding compliance prior 
to the contracting officer's final decision. A 
final decision of a contracting officer re
garding the contractor's obligation to pay 
such damages, or the amounts thereof, shall 
be subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 <41 U.S.C. 601-613). The agency award
ing the contract shall ensure that the goals 
offered by the apparent successful bidder or 
offeror are not substantially less than the 
actual performance of such bidder or of
feror on prior contracts.". 
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Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, this 

amendment modifies section 603 of 
the bill. That section provides for the 
payment of liquidated damages if a 
contractor fails to make a good faith 
effort to meet the subcontracting 
goals set forth in its subcontracting 
plans. These plans, which must be sub
mitted on all Federal procurement 
contracts which exceed $500,000 and 
in the case of construction $1,000,000, 
are intended to increase usage of small 
and small disadvantaged businesses. 

Utilization of small disadvantaged 
businesses through the use of subcon
tracting work is an important tool in 
our arsenal to assure that the Federal 
Government gets the best products at 
the best prices. We need to make it 
clear to contractors that Congress is 
serious about using this tool, and that 
they too should be serious about their 
efforts to fulfill their subcontracting 
goals. Providing for the payment of 
liquidated damages will help assure 
that enforcement of these subcon
tracting plans is enhanced. 

Because section 603 gives significant 
new authority to contracting agencies, 
I believe we need to clarify several 
points with respect to the application 
of this provision. My amendment fur
nishes such clarification. 

First, my amendment makes it clear 
that the liquidated damages clause 
shall be issued in accordance with sec
tion 22 of the Office of Federal Pro
curement Policy Act. Section 22 re
quires proposed policy changes having 
a significant impact beyond the inter
nal workings of an agency to be pub
lished in the Federal Register for com
ment. 

Second, the amendment specifies 
that a contractor has the opportunity 
to show the contracting officer that it 
has made a good faith effort to 
achieve its subcontracting goals before 
liquidated damages are imposed. 

Third, the amendment clarifies that 
the final decision of a contracting offi
cer regarding the contractor's obliga
tion to pay damages, or the amount of 
those damages, is subject to the Con
tract Disputes Act. The act established 
procedures and requirements for re
solving claims by or against contrac
tors. It provides that when a claim 
cannot be satisfied by mutual agree
ment, the contractor may appeal the 
decision to the contract board of ap
peals, or being an action directly in 
the U.S. claims court. 

Mr. President, these are reasonable 
safeguards which, through due proc
ess, will assure that liquidated dam
ages are not imposed arbitrarily or ca
priciously by a contracting officer. I 
am pleased to say that both the distin
guished chairman and the ranking 
member of the Small Business Com
mittee, Senators BuMPERS and 
WEICKER, have found my amendment 
acceptable. 

Mr. President, this amendment rep
resents an attempt to assure a judicial 
review under this legislation to any 
business that may be charged with 
failing to meet the goals of its minori
ty or small business subcontracting 
plans. It keeps the rest of the legisla
tion perfectly intact, but provides that 
a finding by the contracting officer is / 
subject to a review in the usual ~o -
tract disputes forms. It has b n 
agreed to by the distinguished c air
man of the committee, and the distin
guished ranking member. I know of no 
objection to the amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The amendment is 
cleared on this side. We have no objec
tion to it, Mr. President. 

Mr. WEICKER. We have no objec
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? 

All time has been yielded back. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment of the Senator from Illi
nois. 

The amendment <No. 2514) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 515 

<Purpose: To amend the Small Business In
vestment Act of 1958 to expand the avail
ability of surety bonds for small business 
concerns, and for other purposes) 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIXON] for 

himself, Mr. NUNN, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. BUMP
ERS, and Mr. BoREN, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2515. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, insert the following 

new title: 
TITLE VIII-PREFERRED SURETY BOND 

GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Preferred 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program Act of 
1988". 
SEC. 802. AUTHORITY OF THE ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 411(a) of the Small Business In
vestment Act of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 694b<a>> is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (a)(l) The Administration may, upon 
such terms and conditions as it may pre
scribe, guarantee and enter into commit
ments to guarantee any surety against loss, 
as hereafter provided, as the result of a 
breach of the terms of a bid bond, payment 
bond, performance bond, or bonds ancillary 

thereto, by a principal on any contract up to 
$1,250,000. 

"(2) The terms and conditions of said 
guarantees and commitments may vary 
from 'surety to surety on the basis of the 
Adnlinistration's experience with the par
ticular surety. 

"(3) The Administration may authorize 
any surety, without further Administration 
approval, to issue, monitor, and service such 
bonds subject to the Administration's guar
antee. 

"(4) No such guarantee may be issued, 
unless-

"<A> the person who would be principal 
under the bond is a small business concern; 

"(B) the bond is required in order for such 
person to bid on a contract, or to serve as a 
prime contractor or subcontractor thereon; 

"(C) such person is not able to obtain such 
bond on reasonable terms and conditions 
without a guarantee under this section; and 

"(D) there is a reasonable expectation 
that such principal will perform the cov
enants and conditions of the contract with 
respect to which such bond is required, and 
the terms and conditions of such bond are 
reasonable in the light of the risks involved 
and the extent of the surety's participa
tion.". 
SEC. 803. INDEMNIFICATION. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 411(b) of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 < 15 
U.S.C. 694b(b)) is amended-

{1) by striking paragraph (3), 
<2> by striking "; and" and inserting a 

period at the end of paragraph <2>, 
<3> by redesignating paragraph <2> as 

paragraph (3), 
< 4 > by inserting after paragraph (1) the 

following new paragraph: 
"<2> a surety must obtain approval from 

the Administration prior to making any 
payments pursuant to this subsection unless 
the surety is participating under the au
thority of section 411(a)(3); and", and 

(5) by inserting at the end the following 
new sentence: 
"In no event shall the Administration pay a 
surety pursuant to this subsection an 
amount exceeding the guaranteed share of 
the bond available to such surety pursuant 
to subsection (a).". 

(b) AMOUNT OF INDEMNIFICATION.-Section 
41Hc> of the Small Business Investment Act 
of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 694b<c» is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(c) Any guarantee or agreement to in
demnify under this section shall obligate 
the Administration to pay to the surety a 
sum-

"(1) not to exceed 70 percent of the loss 
incurred and paid by a surety authorized to 
issue bonds subject to the Administration's 
guarantee under subsection <a><3>; 

"(2) not to exceed 90 percent of the loss 
incurred and paid in the case of a surety re
quiring the Administration's specific ap
proval for the issuance of such bond, but in 
no event may the Administration make any 
duplicate payment pursuant to subsection 
(b) or any other subsection; 

"(3) equal to 90 percent of the loss in
curred and paid in the case of a surety re
quiring the administration's specific approv
al for the issuance of a bond, if-

"(A) the total amount of the contract at 
the time of execution of the bond or bonds 
is $150,000 or less, or 

" (B) the bond was issued to a small busi
ness concern owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged indi-
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viduals as defined by section 8(d) of the 
Small Business Act; or 

(C) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATION'S LI
ABILITY.-8ection 411<e> of the Small Busi
neSs Investment Act of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 
694b(e)) is amended-

(!) by striking "or" at the end of para
graph (1), 

<2> by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph <2> and inserting a comma, and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(3) the surety has breached a material 
term or condition of such guarantee agree
ment, or 

"(4) the surety has substantially violated 
the regulations promulgated by the Admin
istration pursuant to subsection (d).". 
SEC. 804. REPORTS AND AUDITS OF PARTICIPATING 

SURETIES. 
Section 4ll(g) of the Small Business In

vestment Act <15 U.S.C. 694b(g)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(g)(1) Each participating surety shall 
make reports to the Administration at such 
times and in such form as the Administra
tion may require. 

"(2) The Administration may at all rea
sonable times audit, in the offices of a par
ticipating surety, all documents, files, books, 
records, and other material relevant to the 
Administration's guarantee, commitments 
to guarantee, or agreements to indemnify 
any surety pursuant to this section. 

"(3) Each surety participating under the 
authority of paragraph (3) of subsection <a> 
shall be audited at least once each year by 
examiners selected and approved by the Ad
ministration.". 
SEC. 805. REGULATIONS. 

The Administration shall promulgate 
final regulations to implement the amend
ments made by this title not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
title. 
SEC. 806. EVALUATION AND REPORT. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States shall transmit a 
report to the Small Business Committees of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, 
which evaluates-

< 1) the amendments made by this title, 
(2) whether participation in the Program 

by standard surety firms has been expand
ed, and 

<3> whether access to bonds by small busi
ness concerns especially small business con
cerns owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals has 
been improved. 
The report shall cover the first 2 full fiscal 
years following the date of enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 807. SUNSET. 

The provisions contained in section 
41l<a><3> of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 694b<a><3)), shall 
cease to be effective on September 30, 1991, 
or on the last day of the third full fiscal 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
whichever is later. 
SEC. 808. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

<a> Ftnm.-8ection 412 of the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694c) 
is amended-

(!) by inserting an "(a)" before "There", 
and 

<2> by adding at the end of subsection <a>, 
the following new subsection: 

"(b) Such sums as may be appropriated to 
the Fund to carry out the programs author-

ized by this part shall be without fiscal year 
limitation.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.-For fiscal year 1989, 
to such extent or in such amount as may be 
provided in appropriations Acts, the admin
istration is authorized to enter into guaran
tees not to exceed $1,600,000,000 for the 
programs authorized by part B of title IV of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958. 

(C) SIZE STANDARDs.-8ection 411 of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 <15 
U.S.C. 694b) is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(j) In prescribing special size standards 
for participation in the program authorized 
by this section, the Administration shall 
ensure that a firm meeting such size stand
ard may be determined to be a small busi
ness concern under the size standard estab
lishing its eligibility to participate in the 
other programs of the Administration.". 
SEC. 809. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
the provisions of this title shall become ef
fective upon the expiration of 180 days after 
the date of its enactment. 

At the end of the table of contents, add 
the following: 

TITLE VIII-PREFERRED SURETY 
BOND GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

Sec. 801. Short Title. 
Sec. 802. Authority of the Administration. 
Sec. 803. Indemnification. 
Sec. 804. Reports and Audits of Participat-

ing Sureties. 
Sec. 805. Regulations. 
Sec. 806. Evaluation and Report. 
Sec. 807. Sunset. 
Sec. 808. Miscellaneous Provisions. 
Sec. 809. Effective Date. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to present this amendment on 
behalf of my distinguished colleague 
and friend, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the distin
guished senior Senator from Georgia, 
Senator NUNN. 

This amendment establishes the 
Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program Act of 1988. Orginally sched
uled for consideration during the 
Small Business Committee Markup of 
S. 1993, an important rollcall vote con
strained our opportunity to take 
action. 

The Preferred Surety Bond Program 
was discussed and refined to its 
present state as S. 2259. As a cospon
sor of that bill I can speak with firm 
conviction of the merits of this pro
gram. Without access to adequate 
bonding, construction firms, both 
large and small, cannot operate. Per
formance bonds and payment bonds 
are required for Federal contracts in 
excess of $25,000. 

Unfortunately, the surety bond in
dustry is recovering from several years 
of substantial losses and is reluctant to 
expand operations. Frequently, when 
surety bond companies consider a con
tracting firm's length of job history, 
the depth of its financing, and the ex
perience of its managers, many small 
firms are eliminated. The situation of 
small disadvantaged firms is even 
worse. 

The SBA Surety Bond Program is 
the best means to overcome the surety 
industry's perception that many small 
companies are just too risky to bond. 
By guaranteeing a participating surety 
against a major loss, the SBA is able 
to reduce the risk of providing bond
ing to small companies. Senator 
NuNN's Preferred Surety Bond Pro
gram is designed to enhance the exist
ing SBA program. Conducted as a 
pilot, the Preferred Surety Program 
streamlines the approval process in a 
fashion similar to the SBA's Preferred 
Lender Program. By cutting the time 
and paperwork involved with surety 
guarantees, preferred sureties will be 
more responsive to those small con
tractors requesting assistance through 
the SBA's Surety Bond Program. 

The amendment which is before us 
today is the result of hearings con
ducted by the Small Business Commit
tee and considerable input by the SBA 
and the surety indusry. Their support 
for this pilot program is strong and 
they are eager to see its provisions en
acted. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the pur
pose of my amendment is to add to the 
pending bill, S. 1993, the provisions of 
the Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program Act of 1988. This legislation 
will make important improvements to 
a Small Business Administration pro
gram [SBAl that is vital to many 
small business contractors and subcon
tractors especially in the construction 
industry-the SBA Surety Bond Guar
antee Program. Without access to per
formance bonds, payment bonds, and 
bid bonds, these firms cannot even 
compete for contracting opportunities 
offered by Federal agencies, State and 
local governments, and increasing 
numbers of commercial purchasers of 
construction and other services. Access 
to adequate bonding has been a per
sistent problem to many small busi
ness construction firms. Other firms 
are now feeling the same pressures as 
Federal agencies make greater use of 
bonding as a method of prequalifying 
potential bidders, a troubling develop
ment. Hardest hit in the competition 
for bonding, however, has always been 
small firms owned and controlled by 
socially and economically disadvan
taged individuals. The provisions of 
this amendment are aimed at provid
ing assistance to such small disadvan
taged firms, especially construction 
contractors and subcontractors. It is 
an appropriate addition to S. 1993, 
which is designed to improve the 
SBA's business development assistance 
to small disadvantaged firms. 

The Preferred Surety Bond Guaran
tee Program Act of 1988, was intro
duced on March 31, 1988, and became 
S. 2259. The chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on 
Small Business, my friend from Ar
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS] and my friend 
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from Connecticut [Mr. WEICKERl, are 
original cosponsors. My friend from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BoREN], an active 
member of the committee, is also an 
original cosponsor. On April 12, 1988, 
the Committee on Small Business con
ducted a legislative hearing on the bill. 
During that hearing, which I chaired, 
testimony supporting the bill was re
ceived from representatives of the 
surety industry and the construction 
contracting community, including the 
Surety Association of America, on 
behalf of the standard sureties, the 
American Surety Association, on 
behalf of the specialty surety firms, 
the National Association of Minority 
Contractors, and the American Sub
contractors Association. Supporting 
testimony, and useful suggestions for 
improving the bill, were presented by 
the Small Business Administration's 
representatives. In fact, the essential 
elements of the bill's provisions can be 
found in the administration's legisla
tive program for the SBA accompany
ing the budget submissions for fiscal 
year 1987 and fiscal year 1988. As a 
result of the comments received at the 
hearing, and subsequent suggestions, 
S. 2259 was modified. On May 17, 1988, 
the modified text of the bill was added 
during markup of the committee's 
original bill authorizing appropria
tions for SBA programs for fiscal year 
1989. It was planned that the same 
provisions would also be added to S. 
1993. This was not done due to the 
press of time and the array of other 
important amendments more directly 
related to improving the Minority 
Small Business and Capital Ownership 
Development Program. That omission 
is now being corrected. 

Mr. President, the approach of this 
legislation is simple and direct. It es
tablishes a pilot program designed to 
broaden the participation of the so
called standard surety companies, the 
very largest players in the industry, in 
the SBA Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram. This important SBA program 
was created in 1971 to provide the as
sistance needed for small firms to 
obtain required bonding. Under this 
program, SBA guarantees any partici
pating surety company against 80 per
cent of any loss on a bond issued to a 
small firm with SBA's approval. 

Access to adequate bonding is abso
lutely essential to small construction 
firms. Federal law requires a contrac
tor to provide a performance bond and 
a payment bond on every Federal con
struction contract in excess of $25,000. 
Most States and many local govern
ments have imposed similar bonding 
requirements by statute or regulation. 
The surety industry is strongly en
couraging the expanded use of per
formance and payment bonds on com
mercial projects, and urging prime 
contractors to require bonds of their 
subcontractors. 

Small firms have traditionally found 
it difficult to obtain bonding in the 
commercial marketplace. They are 
considered to be much higher risks 
with their shorter track records and 
thinner capitalization. The small firms 
are seeking bonds for smaller dollar 
value jobs, which require as much 
effort as bonds for larger contracts, 
and generate smaller fees for the 
bonding agents. The problems faced 
by small construction firms, generally, 
are magnified many times over for 
small disadvantaged contractors. 

The SBA Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program has been essential to the sur
vival and growth of many small firms. 
Since the inception of the program in 
1971, over 200,000 contracts valued at 
more than $17 billion have been guar
anteed through the program. 

Initially, the standard surety firms 
participated in the SBA Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program, but their partici
pation declined rapidly and is virtually 
negligible today. To fill the void, a 
group of so-called specialty surety 
companies were created to meet the 
needs of the small business communi
ty under the program. They have car
ried the program, and the provisions 
of this amendment have been crafted 
so as not to impede their continued 
participation. 

The primary reasons asserted for 
the departure of the standard sureties 
from the Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram were the costs and administra
tive burdens associated with the SBA 
review process. Each application must 
be approved before the surety firm 
can issue the bond with the SBA guar
antee. All subsequent transactions re
lating to the administration of the 
bond must also receive prior SBA ap
proval. All of these procedures have 
often proven to be very time consum
ing and costly. There was also a cer
tain amount of resentment on the part 
of the standard surety firms in having 
their business judgments "second
guessed" by SBA employees, too often 
new to the surety business. 

After some revealing oversight hear
ings conducted in 1982 by the Small 
Business Committee under the leader
ship of my colleague from Connecticut 
[Mr. WEICKER], then chairman of the 
committee, the SBA approached the 
standard surety companies to explore 
ways to encourage their return to the 
program. Their proposal, dubbed 
"plan B," formed the basis for S. 2259. 

Mr. President, the provisions of the 
amendment authorize a 3-year test of 
a "preferred surety" program, similar 
to the "preferred lender" program al
ready enacted for SBA's guaranteed 
loan program. Surety companies that 
meet a very stringent set of standards 
to be prescribed by the SBA would be 
freed from the requirement to have 
the SBA give prior approval of each 
transaction. SBA would only approve 
the firm's standards and procedures 

for underwriting, administration, and 
claims. In the jargon of the industry, 
the "preferred surety" would be given 
"the pen" to write bonds with the SBA 
guarantee. 

To demonstrate their faith in their 
own business judgments, representa
tives of the standard surety firms have 
testified that they are willing to take a 
reduced level of SBA guarantee. By 
statute, SBA is authorized to guaran
tee any participating surety company 
against 90 percent of its loss. By regu
lation, SBA has reduced the guarantee 
to 80 percent. Firms participating in 
the Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program would obtain only a 70-per
cent guarantee. 

Effective implementation of the Pre
ferred Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram will require SBA to issue regula
tions prescribing the qualification 
standards for firms to be accorded 
"preferred surety" status. It is expect
ed that these standards would be more 
stringent than those required of firms 
participating in the existing bond 
guarantee program. However, these 
standards should not be so restrictive 
as to prevent the participation of ade
quately capitalized and well-managed 
firms from the ranks of the specialty 
surety firms presently operating in the 
program. Further, the SBA may wish 
to consider authorizing an effort in 
one of its regions, which links the 
bonding capabilities of one or more of 
the participating surety companies 
with a network of surety bond agents 
who will focus their underwriting ef
forts on small disadvantaged construc
tion contractors and subcontractors. 

In addition to the provisions relating 
to the pilot Preferred Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program, the amendment 
makes two changes to the existing 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program de
signed to provide additional assistance 
to small firms and small disadvantaged 
firms. The first of these changes au
thorizes a 90-percent guarantee in 
those instances when the value of the 
contract is $150,000 or less. Obtaining 
bonds on these small contracts has 
consistently been a problem for small 
construction contractors and subcon
tractors as well as small disadvantaged 
firms. Bond premium fee structures 
are based upon the dollar value of the 
contract. The practicalities of the 
bond application review process dic
tate that almost the same effort will 
be expended on evaluating a bond for 
a small project as for a large project. 
These business realities, joined with 
the perception that small firms 
present a substantially higher risk, 
make it especially difficult to obtain 
required bonds on small projects. The 
higher guarantee is designed to make 
the underwriting of these bonds more 
attractive. 

The second change to the existing 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program au-
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thorizes a 90-percent guarantee when
ever the firm is a small business con
cern owned and controlled by socially 
and economically disadvantaged indi
viduals. This increased guarantee is 
designed to make it more attractive to 
bond disadvantaged small business 
contractors and subcontractors by low
ering the risk assumed by the surety 
firm. 

The amendment also establishes the 
relationship between the special size 
standard for participation in the 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program and 
the general SBA size standards, which 
define the maximum size a firm may 
attain and still be considered a "small 
business concern." The provision 
makes clear that to be eligible to par
ticipate in the Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program, a firm must be a "small busi
ness concern" under the generally ap
plicable size standard and concurrent
ly meet the program's more restrictive 
eligibility standard. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
makes important improvements to an 
important SBA program. It has been 
carefully crafted with the assistance 
of associations representing many seg
ments, of the surety bonding industry 
and the consumers of their services 
within the construction industry. In 
particular, I would like to recognize 
the cooperation of the Surety Associa
tion of America, the American Surety 
Association, the National Association 
of Surety Bond Producers, and the 
American Insurance Association. The 
construction industry was well repre
sented by the thoughtful participation 
of the American Subcontractors Asso
ciation. Minority construction firms 
were well represented by National As
sociation of Minority Contractors. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
recognize the assistance provided by 
an experienced professional in the 
surety bonding business, Mr. Ed 
Bowen of Atlanta. During his service 
with the SBA Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program in region IV, he helped many 
small construction firms to grow and 
prosper. I would also like to thank my 
staff, Rob Hall, my legislative counsel, 
and Bill Montalto, the procurement 
policy counsel to the Small Business 
Committee, for their efforts in assist
ing me prepare this legislation. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
my amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a detailed section-by-section 
analysis of the provisions of the 
amendment be included in the RECORD. 

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

PREFERRED SURETY BOND GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM ACT OF 1988 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Section 201. Short title 

This section establishes the title's citation 
as the "Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program Act of 1988." 

Section 202. Authority of the Administration 
This section provides for the creation of a 

pilot Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram. A firm recognized as a preferred 
surety would be authorized to issue and 
service bonds to eligible small business con
cerns with the SBA guarantee using its own 
underwriting, bond administration, and 
claims procedures. A preferred surety would 
not have to obtain SBA prior approval of 
each transaction which is presently required 
of all surety firms participating in the exist
ing Surety Bond Guarantee Program. 

The success of the pilot Preferred Surety 
Bond Guarantee Program will depend upon 
the implementing regulations issued by the 
SBA. Two key elements of those regulations 
are: < 1 > specifying the qualifications stand
ards required of a surety bond firm seeking 
"preferred surety" status; and <2> providing 
SBA the authority to promptly suspend a 
firm that has become ineligible for contin
ued participation in the Preferred Surety 
Bond Guarantee Program. 

It is expected that the qualification stand
ards for participation in the Preferred 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program will be 
more stringent than those required of firms 
participating in the existing Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program. The Department of 
the Treasury regulates surety companies 
providing bonds acceptable for Federal pro
curement contracts. A firm must meet the 
requirements contained in Part 223 <Surety 
Companies Doing Business with the United 
States> of Title 31, Code of Federal Regula
tions, and be issued a certificate of author
ity by the Secretary of the Treasury. The 
Department publishes annually a list of ap
proved surety companies in its Circular 570 
<Companies Holding Certificates of Author
ity as Acceptable Sureties on Federal Bonds 
and as Acceptable Reinsuring Companies), 
commonly referred to in the construction 
industry as the "Treasury List." Any surety 
company of the Treasury List is eligible to 
participate in the SBA Surety Bond Guar
antee Program. 

The Surety Association of America <SAA>, 
representing the largest firms in the surety 
industry, often referred to as the "standard 
sureties," have suggested a set of stringent 
qualification standards for participation in 
the proposed Preferred Surety Bond Guar
antee Program. It has been suggested that 
these requirements represent the expecta
tions of SAA's members regarding the im
plementation of the Program, and upon 
which they return to the SBA bond guaran
tee program is predicted. SAA urges that to 
be accorded preferred surety status a firm 
must meet the following requirements. 

(1) "maintain a certain underwriting limi
tation on the U.S. Treasury Department 
List of acceptable sureties." An underwrit
ing limitation of $5 million is contemplated. 

(2) "agree to ... pay a higher percentage 
of premium" to the SBA than under the ex
isting Surety Bond Guarantee Program. 

(3) agree that only the standard premium 
rates will be charged to small businesses ob
taining bonds under the Program. 

(4) "maintain a permanent in-house 
claims department satisfactory to SBA." 

(5) "maintain fully staffed branch and 
home office underwriting departments 
which write most of their contract bond 
business outside the SBA <Surety Bond 
Guarantee) Program." The objective of this 
requirement is to assure that the firm will 
be in the position to readily provide bonding 
to qualified contractors, who have graduat
ed from the SBA Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program. It appears that this objective can 

be attained without the firm's portfolio re
flecting a majority of non-SBA guaranteed 
bonding business, i.e. more than 50 percent. 
A lesser percentage may be sufficient to 
attain this objective without being an artifi
cial barrier to otherwise qualified surety 
firms presently participating in the existing 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program. 

(6) "agree that no underwriting authority 
would be vested in any agent or producer, 
but rather given only to employees of the 
surety company, thereby eliminating the 
conflict of interest which exists when the 
same party produces and underwrites busi
ness." The objective of this requirement is 
to eliminate from "preferred surety" status 
any firm that makes use of managing gener
al agents. Such a blanket prohibition will 
have the effect of eliminating the majority 
of the specialty surety firms currently par
ticipating in the existing Surety Bond Guar
antee Program. A blanket prohibition may 
not be the only method to address SAA's 
concern. 

In fact, it has been suggested that an asso
ciation be organized among several of the 
preferred sureties, with a managing general 
agent focused on the needs of disadvantaged 
small business construction firms in order to 
make a totally concentrated effort at ex
panding the access to bonding of such firms. 
The underwriting authority vested in the 
association's managing general agent and 
that retained by the participating preferred 
surety firms would have to be carefully es
tablished in light of the concerns expressed 
by Surety Association of America. Neverthe
less, SBA should carefully consider such an 
undertaking in one of its regions during the 
term of the pilot Preferred Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program. If such an association 
is organized, its effectiveness in expanding 
the bonding'opportunities for disadvantaged 
small business concerns should be included 
in the GAO review. 

Given that a "preferred surety" firm will 
have the authority to obligate the payment 
of public funds in the event that the bond 
must be paid, it is clear that the qualifica
tion standards for designation as a "pre
ferred surety" must be rigorous. Yet, such 
standards should not be drawn so restric
tively as to exclude every specialty surety 
company presently participating in the ex
isting SBA Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram from attaining "preferred surety" 
status. 

To provide additional protection to the 
taxpayer, the regulations must also provide 
to the SBA the authority to temporarily 
suspend a firm's "preferred" status upon 
making a finding that the firm no longer 
meets the qualifications for such status, or 
has failed to comply with its own underwrit
ing, bond administration or claims proce
dures or SBA regulations regarding the issu
ance or servicing of bonds bearing the SBA 
guarantee. A suspended firm should be 
promptly afforded an opportunity to dem
onstrate to the SBA that its suspension is 
unwarranted and should be lifted. A firm 
should not be terminated from the Program 
without the opportunity for a hearing that 
meets due process standards. 

In addition to providing for the pilot Pre
ferred Surety Bond Guarantee Program, 
this section clarifies the conditions under 
which a participating surety firm may issue 
a bond with the SBA guarantee. Most of the 
provision is a restatement of existing policy. 

Section 203. Indemnification 
Subsection <a> of this section clarifies the 

extent of SBA's financial obligations under 
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a guaranteed bond in the event that the 
surety company incurs costs seeking to 
assist the contractor to avoid a breach of 
the bonded contract. Sureties routinely step 
in to assist a company avoid such a breach, 
on the basis that it frequently will be less 
costly than to have to pay on the bond after 
default. The surety is authorized to take 
such actions to prevent default of a contract 
covered by an SBA-guaranteed bond, and 
can be reimbursed for those costs. This pro
vision makes clear that such costs cannot be 
reimbursed in an amount exceeding the 
guaranteed portion of the bond. 

Subsection (b) of this section specifies the 
amounts of the maximum guarantees au
thorized under the new Preferred Surety 
Bond Guarantee Program as well as under 
the existing Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram. The provision establishes two new 
bond guarantees applicable to "small con
tract" bonds and to bonds issued to disad
vantaged small business concerns. 

This subsection sets a maximum guaran
tee level of 70 percent on bonds issued with
out the specific prior approval by SBA, that 
is, for bonds issued under the Preferred 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program. A pre
ferred surety will face an exposure to loss 
that is ten percent greater than that faced 
by surety firms participating in the existing 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program in ex
change for freedom from SBA prior approv
al of its underwriting and bond administra
tion decisions, and to display its faith in its 
business judgments. 

Subsection (b) also restates the maximum 
statutory limit of 90 percent for a guarantee 
under the existing Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program. By regulation, SBA has reduced 
the maximum guarantee to 80 percent to 
provide broader coverage under the existing 
funding. 

Subsection <b> establishes a 90 percent 
guarantee in the case of a bond for a con
tract of $150,000 or less. Applications for 
bonds for small projects require essentially 
equal effort to evaluate as a bond applica
tion for a larger project. Given that the pre
mium structure in the surety bond market 
is based upon the dollar value of the con
tract, surety companies find these "small 
contract" bonds significantly less attractive, 
especially when sought by a small business 
concern. It is anticipated that the required 
90 percent guarantee will make the servic
ing of these smaller contracts more appeal
ing. 

Subsection (b) also establishes a 90 per
cent guarantee on any bond to be issued to a 
firm owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals as 
defined by section 8<d> of the Small Busi
ness Act. The purpose is to encourage com
panies participating in the Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program to increase their service 
to disadvantaged small business concerns, 
which have expressed a persistent problem 
in obtaining adequate bonding to facilitate 
their business development. 

The 90 percent guarantees for small con
tract bonds and for bonds issued to disad
vantaged small business concerns apply only 
to the existing Surety Bond Guarantee Pro
gram. All bonds issued with these special 90 
percent guarantees will be subject to prior 
approval by the SBA, and will not be avail
able under the Preferred Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program. 

Subsection <c> of this section amends the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 by 
placing additional limitations on SBA's li
ability to sureties participating in either of 
the guarantee programs. Under this subsec-

tion, SBA's liability under the guarantee 
would be relieved if: (1 > a surety has 
breached a material term or condition of 
the guarantee agreement, or <2> a surety 
has substantially violated the regulations 
issued by SBA to implement the guarantee 
programs. 

Section 204. Reports and audits of 
participating sureties 

This section clarifies the authority of the 
SBA to require reports from firms partici
pating in the existing Surety Bond Guaran
tee Program and the proposed pilot Pre
ferred Surety Bond Guarantee Program, 
and to audit the records of such firms. It 
also requires an annual audit of firms ac
corded preferred surety status. The provi
sion makes clear that such annual audits 
need not be conducted by SBA personnel, 
but only by auditors "selected and ap
proved" by SBA. It is contemplated that 
this requirement could be met through con
tract. 

Section 205. Regulations 
This section requires the Administration 

to issue final regulations to implement the 
amendments made by this title within 180 
days after the date of enactment. 

Section 206. Evaluation and report 
This section requires the General Ac

counting Office to monitor the implementa
tion of the provisions of the "Preferred 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program Act of 
1988" and to make a report to the Commit
tees on Small Business of the Senate and 
House of Representatives within three years 
after the date of enactment. The focus of 
the GAO evaluation is to determine wheth
er the two major objectives of the amend
ments have been accomplished. First, GAO 
is to evaluate whether the standard surety 
companies have expanded their participa
tion in the SBA surety bond programs. 
Second, GAO will also evaluate whether the 
expanded participation of the standard 
surety companies has improved the access 
to surety bonds for small business concerns, 
especially disadvantaged small business con
cerns. The GAO evaluation is to be based 
upon the first two years of experience under 
the pilot Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee 
Program. This will permit the early identifi
cation of trends and permit the GAO to 
complete its report prior to the statutory 
deadline, thus affording some time for ap
propriate Congressional action if the pilot 
program attains its objectives. 

Section 207. Sunset 
This section prescribes the termination 

date for the three-year pilot Preferred 
Surety Bond Guarantee Program. The ter
mination date for the pilot program is Sep
tember 30, 1991, or the last day of the third 
full fiscal year after the date of enactment, 
whichever is later. 

Section 208. Miscellaneous provisions 
Subsection <a> of this section is designed 

to facilitate the operation of the Surety 
Bond Guarantee Fund as a revolving fund 
without fiscal year limitation, as specified in 
Section 412 of the Small Business Invest
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694c). Presently, 
funds appropriated for the operation of the 
Program are limited to a single fiscal year. 
The appropriated funds are required to 
cover the difference between the income 
under the Program and the expenses in
curred by losses on bonds guaranteed under 
the Program. The need to encumber these 
appropriated funds to cover possible losses 
on outstanding bond guarantees has im
paired SBA's ability to provide for new 

guarantees during the final weeks of the 
fiscal year. The problem may be as equally 
nettlesome in the early days of a fiscal year 
during which the Program is being covered 
by a short-term continuing resolution. The 
encumbered funds may not be needed, due 
to the subsequent release of the bond after 
completion of the contract, but they cannot 
be used to make new guarantees. The 
change made by this provision should help 
alleviate this problem which restricts the 
full utilization of the $1.25 billion author
ized for bond guarantees. 

Subsection (b) of this section clarifies the 
relationship between the general SBA size 
standards which define the maximum size a 
firm may attain and still be considered a 
"small business concern," and the special 
size standard used to further define eligibil
ity to participate in the Surety Bond Guar
antee Program. It makes clear that to par
ticipate in the Program a firm must be a 
"small business concern" and concurrently 
not exceed the Program's special size stand
ard of $3.5 million in average gross receipts 
during the prior three years. Apparently, 
this size standard was established to focus 
the Program on the smaller "small business 
concerns" providing the types of services for 
which bonding would generally be required, 
principally construction firms, and which 
were more likely to be in need of the SBA 
guarantee to obtain the required bonding. 
This lower size standard for eligibility also 
helps to permit the Program's authorized 
funding to assist a larger number of firms. 
All of the size standards applicable to firms 
providing construction services presently 
exceed the $3.5 million standard by a sub
stantial margin. The current size standards 
for construction general contractors are $17 
million, $9.5 million for dredging contrac
tors, and $7.0 million for the various special
ty trade contractors <e.g., electrical, paint
ing, and plumbing). The size standards for 
firms providing other types of services that 
may also require bonding are equal to or 
greater than $3.5 million. 

On December 17, 1987, SBA issued a pro
posed regulation which would dramatically 
reduce the size standards for the standard 
industrial classification <SIC> codes that en
compass the construction industry <Major 
Groups 15, 16 and 17>. The changes were 
proposed to implement the size standard re
ductions mandated by Section 921 <Small 
Business set-asides> of the "National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1987," Public Law 99-661. If the size stand
ard reductions for the various SIC codes 
were to be implemented, the size standards 
for most of the SIC codes in construction 
would fall below the Surety Bond Guaran
tee Program's $3.5 million standard for eligi
bility. Under such circumstances, it has 
been argued that a firm that does not qual
ify as a "small business concern" could nev
ertheless remain qualified for the small 
business assistance provided by the Surety 
Bond Guarantee Program by merely meet
ing the Program's own $3.5 million eligibil
ity standard. Such a result is contrary to 
Congressional intent that only small busi
ness concerns be eligible for any form of 
small business assistance. 

Section 209. Effective date 
This section establishes that the effective 

date of the Act is 180 days after enactment, 
except for those provisions which explicitly 
establish different effective dates. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
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sides with the distinguished chairman 
of the committee and distinguished 
ranking member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we 
have no objection to this amendment. 
I point out that the same amendment 
was added in committee to the SBA 
authorization bill. It is also in the 
House version of the SBA authoriza
tion bill, which has just passed yester
day. While this is a little bit redun
dant, I agree with the amendment. 
But I would say to my good friend 
from Illinois, Senator DIXON, as well 
as Senator NuNN, for whom he offers 
this amendment, that we are going to 
have to delete it from this bill or the 
other bill, whichever comes through 
conference first. 

Mr. DIXON. I think that is entirely 
satisfactory, Mr. President. I thank 
the distinguished chairman for his re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Is all time yielded back? 
Mr. BUMPERS. We yield back all 

the time we have remaining. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

The amendment <No. 2515) was 
agreed to., 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank the distin
guished chairman and ranking 
member. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2516 

Purpose: To authorize the Small Business 
Administration to aprove a contract modi
fication <including the exercise of an 
option) applicable to a contract awarded 
to a program participant during the 30-
day period following the concern's gradua
tion from the program, if the recommen
dation to approve was made by the pro
curing agency prior to the concern's grad
uation from the program, thus preventing 
the loss of such business activity by the 
concern due to the untimely processing of 
the agency request. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on 
behalf of Mr. HARKIN, who is un
avoidedly detained and cannot be 
here, and I ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BuMP

ERS], for Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amend
ment numbered 2516. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-

ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 404, at the end of the proposed 

section 8(a)(l8) of the Small Business Act, 
add the following new subparagraph: 

<C> Notwithstanding a Program Partici
pant's graduation pursuant to section 
7(j)(10)(G) of this Act, the Administration is 
authorized to approve a contract modifica
tion (including the exercise of an option) 
within 30 days after the date of that Partici
pant's graduation, if such contract modifica
tion was recommended for approval by the 
procuring agency prior to that Participant's 
graduation from the Program. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is 
a very simple amendment that is not 
controversial. The amendment simply 
provides that a firm that has just been 
graduated from the 8(a) program may 
still have a contract modified under 
the program. This could be done if the 
modification was recommended by the 
procuring agency prior to the firm's 
graduation. The Small Business Ad
ministration would not have to ap
prove such a change. But, the SBA 
could do so if it was done within 30 
days of the graduation. This amend
ment does not have a retroactive pro
vision. 

A firm graduates, or leaves the pro
gram, when it grows beyond the size 
standard of the program, if the firm's 
owner's net worth exceeds certain 
levels or after the company has par
ticipated in the program for 8 years. A 
firm cannot acquire new contracts 
under the program when the firm has 
graduated. But, it does keep the con
tracts that it already has. 

I learned about a specific situation 
where the contracting agency had ap
proved a modification. The SBA had 
agreed to the modification in concept. 
Unfortunately, the firm was graduated 
from the 8(a) program prior to the 
completion of the paperwork. The con
tractor was not able to acquire the 
modification. But, the Federal Gov
ernment also lost because the change 
was very beneficial to the Govern
ment. 

I believe that this amendment pro
vides the Small Business Administra
tion that can be helpful when this 
type of situation occurs in the future. 

I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. This is a very 
simple amendment. It is noncontrover
sial. It provides that a firm that has 
just graduated from the 8(a) program 
may still have a program modified 
under the program. This could be done 
if the notification was recommended 
by the agency prior to the firm's grad
uation. SBA would not have to ap
prove such a change but it could do so 
if it was done within 30 days of the 
graduation. 

This amendment does not have a 
retroactive provision. A firm graduates 

or leaves the program when it grows 
beyond the size standard of the pro
gram. That is when it does more busi
ness than is allowed under the terms 
of the program. If the owner of the 
firm has a net worth which exceeds 
certain levels or after the company 
has participated in the program for 5 
years-let me restate that, Mr. Presi
dent. I will insert this in the RECORD. 

I want to restate the size standard 
that deals with the net worth of the 
business. So once a firm exceeded the 
allowable net worth they are required 
to get out of the program, or after the 
company has participated in the pro
gram for 8 years they must also be 
termed as graduated. A firm cannot 
acquire new contracts under the pro
gram when the firm graduates. But it 
does keep the contracts that it already 
has. 

Senator HARKIN is concerned about a 
specific situation where the contract
ing agency had approved a modifica
tion. The SBA had agreed with the 
modification in concept but unfortu
nately the firm was graduated from 
the 8(a) program-in other words, 
their 8 years were up-and they grad
uated from the program prior to the 
completion of the paperwork. 

So the contractor was not able to ac
quire the modification. But the Feder
al Government also lost because the 
change would have been very benefi
cial to the Government. So what Sena
tor HARKIN is trying to provide for in 
this amendment is that if within 30 
days after you graduated from the 
program a modification can be 
achieved, you will still be entitled to 
the benefits of that modification. It 
seems to me that is a very fair and eq
uitable result, and would certainly rec
tify at least what in one isolated case 
has caused a grave injustice and in
equitable situation. 

I have no objection to the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DIXON). Is there further debate? 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, this 
side also approves of the amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the re
mainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS]. 

The amendment <No. 2516) was 
agreed to. · 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
want to take this opportunity to voice 
my support for S. 1993, the bill to 
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revise the Small Business Administra
tion's 8<a> program. 

First, I would like to commend 
Chairman BUMPERS and his staff for 
burning a lot of midnight oil in put
ting together this legislation. The 
Small Business Committee held exten
sive hearings, and gave everyone con
nected with the 8<a> program a chance 
to shed some light on a structure that 
recently has received much unfair 
publicity. 

The 8(a) program is an effort-in 
fact, one of the only efforts-to build 
up minority entrepreneurship in this 
country. I strongly support the pro
gram, and I strongly support this bill. 

Over the past few months, in prepa
ration for our work on S. 1993, I've 
talked with business people around 
the State of Maryland. I particularly 
want to thank former Congressman 
Parren Mitchell-who, as we all know, 
served ably as the chairman of the 
House Small Business Committee-for 
his advice and expertise. 

We all agreed we have to tighten up 
the management of this program. The 
business people of Maryland think-as 
I do-that we must put together a pro
gram that helps these businesses de
velop while they're in the program. 

The 8(a) program is not a handout 
to minorities who are trying to feed at 
the Federal trough. I think some of 
the critics of 8(a) lose sight of that 
fact. The 8(a) contracts aren't poured 
like manna from heaven into the wait
ing mouths of business owners. The 
people who take part have to pound 
the pavement, knock on doors, build 
contacts. And then maybe, just maybe, 
they can persuade a contracting offi
cer to give them a shot. 

And that's good. That is the way it 
should be. That is the way to learn 
how to function in a highly competi
tive business world. And that is what 
we must realize about the 8<a> pro
gram: It stimulates business develop
ment. 

S. 1993 approaches the issue from 
that direction. How to promote busi
ness development while improving pro
gram management. I commend the 
Small Business Committee for keeping 
the focus on the ultimate goal. 

One of the details that the commit
tee addressed during markup was the 
length of time a participant can stay 
in the program. We can probably 
make just as good an argument for 8 
years as for 9 or 10. And therein lies 
the problem. We just do not have 
enough information on which to base 
a well-reasoned decision on a partici
pation term. 

So I'm pleased S. 1993 sets up a task 
force to put together the data on how 
long it takes a business to become 
healthy-and if certain types of busi
nesses take longer than others to 
reach viability. Mr. President, we have 
to face the fact that any participation 
term we set up is essentially arbitrary. 

We're flying in the dark, and we need 
some navigation lights. This task force 
can provide those lights. 

I hope also we can keep track of the 
effect that our business mix require
ment has on 8(a) businesses. This bill 
does something that we don't normal
ly do legislatively: It mandates success. 
It says: "If you don't find a certain 
percentage of outside business after 
you've been in the program 5 years, 
you don't get any more 8(a) con
tracts." 

That is an admirabk goal, and I sup
port it. But that is what it should be: a 
goal. We make it a requirement. When 
we bailed out Chrysler and Lockheed, 
we took a chance they would fail. We 
didn't ask them to guarantee success. 

No matter how pure business peo
ple's motives. And no matter how so
phisticated their business acumen, 
there's just no way they can guarantee 
that their business will win a contract. 

Now, I realize that S. 1993 allows the 
SBA Administrator to waive the busi
ness mix requirements in certain in
stances. But I am highly suspicious of 
waivers. Waivers-even if they are 
based on specific criteria-can be 
skewed by political influence. 

We, as representatives of our con
stituencies, all have an obligation to 
see that our people get a fair shake in 
their dealings with Federal agencies. 
And that's fine. That's an accepted 
part of our job. 

But political influence-and the as
sociated discretion that SBA offices 
have had on certain aspects of 8(a)-is 
what has gotten this program into 
trouble. In fact, our former colleague, 
JIM ABDNOR, who is now the head of 
the SBA, told us he wanted this bill to 
cut down on his discretion. 

Section 401 of this bill says the busi
ness mix requirement can be waived if: 

First. The 8(a) firm is within 5 per
cent of its "business mix" goal, 

Second. The firm has demonstrated 
a "reasonable expectation" of receiv
ing enough competitive awards to 
bring it into compliance, and 

Third. It would suffer "severe eco
nomic harm" if it were denied further 
8(a) contracts. 

I can imagine a line of unhappy 8(a) 
business owners outside the SBA Ad
ministrator's office, waiting to plead 
their case for waivers, trying to 
comply with those nebulous terms, 
"reasonable expectation" and "severe 
economic harm." 

I can also imagine another line of 
constituents outside the office of each 
Member of Congress, asking for help 
in persuading the SBA Administrator 
to hear their case. 

Mr. President, section 401 of S. 1993 
has an admirable goal: encouraging 
8<a> businesses to develop non-8(a) 
work. But holding the business mix 
sword over their heads, and then al
lowing the SBA Administrator to 

brush the sword aside, is fraught with 
complications. 

I've supported using the carrot-and
stick approach of business mix goals, 
rather than the sword approach. So 
I'll be very interested to see how this 
business mix requirement translates 
into business success-or lack of suc
cess. 

These reservations notwithstanding, 
I want to reiterate my opinion that S. 
1993 is going to be a good tiller to 
steer the SBA in the right direction. It 
deserves our support and endorse
ment. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise, as 
an original cosponsor, in support of S. 
1993, the Minority Business Develop
ment Reform Act of 1987. As a 
member of the Small Business Com
mittee, and chairman of its Subcom
mittee on Urban and Minority-Owned 
Business Development, I strongly be
lieve that this legislation will substan
tially improve the effectiveness of the 
SBA's 8<a> program in promoting de
velopment and growth in the minority 
business community. 

There are currently over 800,000 mi
nority owned small businesses in the 
United States, and the number is in
creasing. Clearly, the minority busi
ness community is a growing sector of 
this economy and one which grows in 
importance as the United States finds 
itself in intense competition for a 
share of an ever-expanding world 
market. It is vital to the future health 
of the U.S. economy that these new 
minority businesses have as good a 
chance as any other business to grow 
and to prosper. The 8(a) program is 
designed to facilitate such growth and 
prosperity. 

Until 1978, the 8(a) program was de
signed to channel Government con
tracts to minority businesses. In that 
year, the 95th Congress enacted a law, 
Public Law 95-507, which changed the 
focus of the program from contract as
sistance to business development. The 
SBA would not only supply 8<a> firms 
with Government contracts, but also 
with the technical and managerial as
sistance needed for those firms to exe
cute contracts and to successfully 
market their produ.cts or services to 
other buyers. As it turns out, Public 
Law 95-507, while an improvement, 
did not provide a sufficient framework 
under which the execution of the 8(a) 
program might be consistent with its 
goal of minority business development. 

Mr. President, everybody has heard 
the criticisms of the 8(a) program. 
Critics pointed to the Wedtech scandal 
and charged that the 8(a) program 
merely spoon-fed Government con
tracts to rich minority businessmen. 
They cited the nearly 30-percent fail
ure rate of graduated 8(a) firms as an 
indication that the program was not 
preparing minority businesses to func
tion independently, and that these 
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firms were developing an overdepend
ence on 8(a) awarded sole source con
tracts. And the uneven geographical 
distribution of 8(a) contracts indicated 
to many, that the process of awarding 
8(a) contracts was, at best, highly po
liticized and, at worst, corrupt. 

These criticisms, though based on a 
small minority of unfortunate cases, 
were not totally unfounded. A study 
undertaken by the Small Business 
Committee and released last year 
highlights many of the problems in 
the 8<a> program. For example, in 
1986, almost 55 percent of the Federal 
procurement dollars awarded through 
the 8(a) program were divided among 
only 100 firms. Nearly 1,500 firms split 
the remaining contract dollars avail
able and more than 1,500 received no 
8<a> contracts at all in 1986. 

In geographic terms, the distribution 
of 8<a> contracts has been unfair and 
poorly executed. I was quite disturbed 
to learn, for instance, that in 1987, 
8(a) firms in Massachusetts were 
awarded a total of 115 8<a> contracts 
worth a total of just under $46 million. 
In contrast, 350 contracts worth a 
combined $203 million were awarded 
to Maryland firms and 560 contracts 
worth $276 million were channeled to 
program participants in Virginia. 

In the course of four hearings on 
this legislation stretching over 6 
months, testimony was heard from 
8(a) participants, officials from the 
SBA, procurement officers, and many 
others on both sides of the Federal 
procurement process. There was little 
disagreement that the 8<a> program, 
as it is currently structured, has failed 
to effectively promote and facilitate 
business development within the mi
nority community and has instead 
become a symbol of the worst kind of 
Government waste, fraud, and abuse 
and has severely undermined public 
confidence in-and support of-the 
very kinds of programs that we need 
to insure social and economic progress 
and equality for all Americans. 

The Government spends over $180 
billion per year buying goods and serv
ices from the private sector. It is vital, 
not only to the minority business com
munity but to the economy in general, 
that more of that money-taxpayers' 
money-is channeled back into the mi
nority business community in an effec
tive and productive manner. I believe 
that the 8<a> program is capable of 
doing that. 

Mr. President, this bill, as amended, 
will require that the SBA rule on any 
application for 8(a) certification 
within 90 days. Previously, certifica
tion could take up to a year or more. 
Furthermore, an amendment which I 
authored will prohibit the SBA from 
denying 8<a> certification solely be
cause the agency believes that there is 
insufficient contract support in the 
program to sustain the firm. Although 
there may be times when a certified 

firm might be unable to find Govern
ment contracted work, I don't believe 
that we should allow even a single mi
nority business person to have their 
hopes dashed by an arbitrary decision 
on the part of the Federal Govern
ment. 

This bill will also mandate a fixed 
program participation term of 8 years 
for every firm in the program. The 
present policy of granting extensions 
on a case-by-case basis, has allowed 
the more successful firms to stay in 
the program longer than the smaller, 
less influential firms. A fixed 8-year 
term eliminates much of the political 
maneuvering which has plagued this 
program in the past. 

Furthermore, S. 1993 will open all 
8(a) contracts worth over $5 million in 
award value, to competition among 
8<a> participants. This provision will 
further remove the possibility of pa
tronage influencing a contract award 
and will also prepare firms for the 
type of competition they will face 
upon graduation from the 8(a) pro
gram. 

A vital provision of this legislation, 
which is not present in the version 
passed by the House, would require 
that 8<a> firms, as they progress 
through the program, acquire a per
centage of their business competitive
ly. This so-called business mix provi
sion requires that a business, by the 
end of its 5th year of participation in 
the 8<a> program, will have to achieve 
30 percent of its sales through com
petitive contracts. During its 7th year, 
it will be required to achieve 50 per
cent of its sales competitively. I might 
add that competitive contracts re
ceived within or without the 8(a) pro
gram count toward the fulfillment of 
these requirements. 

Furthermore, this bill provides SBA 
with a framework through which it 
can assist 8(a) companies, through 
management training and cost assist
ance, in bidding for competitive con
tracts. Bidding for and winning a Gov
ernment-or private-contract is some
thing any business absolutely must 
know if it is to grow and prosper as a 
competitive provider of goods or serv
ices. 

In conclusion, this bill, which repre
sents a bipartisan effort on behalf of 
the members and the staffs of the 
Small Business Committee, fixes some
thing which is in need of fixing. The 
8(a) program has yet to live up to its 
potential and fulfill its goals as a busi
ness development program. As chair
man of the Subcommittee on Urban 
and Minority-Owned Business Devel
opment, I feel that S. 1993 is a strong 
bill, one that will meet the needs of 
the minority business community and 
one that reflects a strong commit
ment, by the members of the Small 
Business Committee, to the develop
ment of a very important, and previ-

ously neglected, part of the U.S. econ
omy-minority-owned small business. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr: President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to order the yeas and nays on the com
panion bill, H.R. 1807. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

that the Cloakrooms put out the word 
to Senators that a rollcall vote is im
minent. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to supportS. 1993, the Minori
ty Business Development Program 
Reform Act. As the able chairman of 
the Small Business Committee, Sena
tor BuMPERS, has already pointed out, 
this legislation makes significant re
forms in the Small Business Adminis
tration's 8<a> program. My colleagues 
will recall that the 8(a) program is one 
of our primary economic tools promot
ing the development of minority and 
disadvantaged businesses. 

Unfortunately, throughout much of 
its life, the 8(a program has been 
rocked by well-publicized accounts of 
abuse and other scandals. The most 
recent example of such abuse is of 
course the Wedtech case. 

These abuses not only highlighted 
some very visible shortcomings of the 
8(a) program, but as our chairman has 
noted in the past, they called into 
question the very future of the pro
gram. And that was a great tragedy, 
Mr. President. For what we had was a 
case where a few rotten apples threat
ened the very existence of a program 
which holds great promise for minori
ty business development. 

Mr. President, the President's most 
recent report on the state of small 
business points out that minorities are 
less likely than other Americans to 
own a business. Sales per minority-
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owned business were lower on average 
than sales for all businesses. The 
latest statistics show that there are 
only some 850,000 minority-owned 
businesses in this country. 

So clearly, Mr. President, there is a 
compelling need for a program such as 
the 8(a) program. We need to stimu
late more minority business develop
ment. We need to make sure that the 
American dream of owning and oper
ating your own business is available to 
all Americans. 

That is why this legislation is criti
cal. This bill makes much needed re
forms in the 8<a> program while 
making sure that the program sur
vives. 

Equally important is the way the 
chairman and ranking member have 
handled this bill. The committee could 
well have taken the text of S. 1993 as 
introduced in December 1987 and 
pushed that bill through. We didn't 
take that route. Instead, the commit
tee went through several days of hear
ings where the views of the minority 
business community could be heard. 

That give and take pointed out what 
many felt were shortcomings in the 
original text of S. 1993. Where legiti
mate concerns could be addressed, 
they were. I commend the chairman 
for his willingness to listen to the con
cerns of those most affected by this 
legislation and make sure that this bill 
addresses those concerns. 

I'm confident that this approach will 
continue as we move to conference on 
this important measure. 

In short, Mr. President, this is much 
needed legislation if we are to contin
ue to promote minority business devel
opment in this country. It takes great 
strides toward making sure that cases 
of fraud and abuse will be eliminated. 
It produces a more vibrant and respon
sible 8(a) program. I urge my col
leagues to support passage of S. 1993. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 8(a) 
program is an important Federal initi
ative designed to promote viable, mi
nority-owned businesses and to bring 
disadvantaged individuals into the 
mainstream of our economy by giving 
them an opportunity to participate in 
the Federal acquisition process. When 
it works right, the 8(a) program pro
vides important business opportunities 
to members of our society who have 
long been denied such opportunity. It 
can give disadvantaged individuals a 
chance to own their own businesses 
and to bring needed jobs and training 
to their communities. Over the past 
several months, my staff and I have 
met with representatives of numerous 
8<a> firms that have built on the pro
gram to build successful businesses. 
These companies are a credit to the 
program. 

At the same time, however, the ad
ministration of the 8(a) program has 
been flawed for a number of years. 
Hearings conducted by the Senate 

Small Business Committee indicate 
that the SBA has too often failed to 
distribute the resources of the pro
gram equitably or to provide effective 
advice and assistance to 8<a> compa
nies attempting to manage and devel
op mature businesses. As a result of 
these failures, approximately half of 
the program participants have never 
received a single contract, while other 
companies are dependent on the 8(a) 
program for more than 90 percent of 
their contracts and, as a result, leave 
the program without £.. reasonable pos
sibility for success in the competitive 
marketplace. 

The problems faced by the 8<a> pro
gram have also been explored in depth 
by the Governmental Affairs Subcom
mittee on Oversight of Government 
Management, which I chair. Over the 
past 1¥2 years, the Oversight Subcom
mittee has been looking into the abuse 
of the 8<a> program by the Wedtech 
Corp. The subcommittee found numer
ous problems in the 8(a) program. For 
example, Wedtech's disadvantaged 
owners sold a majority of their compa
ny to nondisadvantaged individuals, 
became millionaires, and were still 
able to use their connections to remain 
in the program and receive lucrative 
Federal contracts on a sole-source 
basis. In virtually every instance 
where section 8<a> gave the SBA dis
cretion, SBA officials appear to have 
abused that discretion to give Wedtech 
preferential treatment. 

Mr. President, I commend Senators 
BUMPERS and WEICKER and their staffs 
for their diligent efforts to address 
these problems. We need the 8(a) pro
gram. We need to continue bringing 
disadvantaged businesses into the 
mainstream of our economy. At the 
same time, we need to reform the 8(a) 
program to ensure that resources and 
assistance are more effectively target
ed to build viable, competitive busi
nesses. We certainly cannot tolerate 
continued abuses of the program by 
those who should not even be permit
ted to participate in the first place. 

S. 1993, the bill now before the 
Senate, is a well-crafted bill, which ef
fectively addresses the failure of the 
SBA to administer the program and 
properly recognizes the purpose of the 
8(a) program to promote the develop
ment of disadvantaged businesses. I 
again commend Senators BUMPERS and 
WEICKER and their staffs for their 
work on this bill and I hope that my 
colleagues will overwhelmingly sup
port it. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of S. 1993, legis
lation to improve the growth and de
velopment of small business concerns, 
owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individ
uals, through participation in the Fed
eral procurement process. I am pleased 
to be a cosponsor of this important 
legislation. 

The program authorized by section 
8(a) of the Small Business Act has 
been the primary vehicle for guiding 
Federal procurement decisions toward 
economically disadvantage minority
owned businesses. The program has 
served two critical and complementary 
purposes: first, lending an element of 
fairness to distribution of taxpayer-fi
nancial Federal procurement con
tracts, and second, creating opportuni
ties for minority-owned businesses to 
overcome the historic disadvantages 
these businesses have traditionally 
faced. 

Unfortunately, there have been un
fortunate abuses in the program that 
must be corrected in order to restore 
public confidence. The program can 
provide a positive contribution if prop
erly managed. I believe this legislation 
goes a long way in making the neces
sary reforms in the program to ensure 
integrity in its operation. 

New Mexico businesses have benefit
ed significantly from participation in 
the 8<a> program. Sixty-two New 
Mexico firms have received a total of 
$62 million in Federal contracts for 
each of the past 2 years and expect to 
receive approximately $75 million 
during this fiscal year. The indirect 
benefits of this program for New 
Mexico firms also have been signifi
cant. Being certified an 8(a) firm has 
helped New Mexico companies estab
lish their small disadvantage creden
tials for similar programs at the State 
and local level, and in the private 
sector. 

In order to restore this program to 
its full potential and assist in the de
velopment of small and disadvantage 
business throughout the Nation, I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg
islation. 

Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend Senators BUMPERS and 
WEICKER for the expeditious and 
forthright manner in which this much 
needed bill has been handled. I am 
proud to be a cosponsor and to have 
had the opportunity to participate in 
the consideration of the bill. 

This bill addresses some of the seri
ous problems, which in the past, have 
plagued the 8(a) program. The re
structuring of this program along with 
the strong commitment and determi
nation of SBA Administrator James 
Abdnor, should help put the program 
back on the path toward its original 
goal of minority business development. 

The 8(a) program has the very admi
rable goal of giving disadvantaged in
dividuals a helping hand to assist 
them in their quest to develop success
ful business enterprises. Unfortunate
ly, this program has been viewed by 
many as just another way to secure 
Government contracts. Others have 
come to view 8(a) contractors as total
ly dependent on this program. 
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By attacking many of the shortfalls 

and abuses, we can return integrity to 
this program which, when restruc
tured, will once again serve to 
strengthen the foundations of minori
ty-owned businesses. The new stand
ards for eligibility, certification, grad
uation and termination are essential, 
if this program is to be put back on 
course. 

I commend Chairman BUMPERS for 
his amendment to bring about a more 
proportionate distribution of 8(a) con
tracts and create outreach programs 
to accomplish this goal. I feel this is a 
much needed addition and will result 
in a more even distribution of con
tracts throughout the country. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to supportS. 1993, the Minori
ty Business Development Program 
Reform Act of 1988. 

This legislation would improve the 
Small Business Administration's 8(a) 
program. 

By fostering the growth and devel
opment of small businesses owned by 
socially and economically disadvan
taged individuals, the 8(a) program is 
very important to the State of New 
Mexico. In fiscal year 1987, 91 8(a) 
contracts were awarded to New Mexico 
with a value of $33.7 million. 

The 8(a) program has not been with
out its faults. The program has been 
subject to numerous studies by the 
SBA, the General Accounting Office, 
and congressional committees. Prob
lems in the program range from the 
administration of the program by the 
SBA, to the program's effectiveness on 
its participants. 

Too often, participating companies 
have failed to realize the intent of the 
program-to foster development so 
that the company may graduate from 
the program with an expectation of 
success in a competitive marketplace. 
This legislation will correct many of 
the present inequities. 

S. 1993 would require a renewed em
phasis on the development of a busi
ness plan by the program participant. 
This general guide would include an 
analysis of marketing opportunities, 
an analysis of the firm's strengths and 
weaknesses, goals and objectives to
wards the business development and 
estimates of required contract support 
to meet these goals, and a transition 
plan stating the participant's plans 
upon graduation from the program. 

The firm would discuss and update 
this plan with the SBA during its par
ticipation term, to provide continuing 
assistance to the firm, and to keep the 
SBA advised regarding the status of 
the firm's development. 

This act would also require a partici
pant to establish a business mix of 
non-8(a) business. As a firm matures 
under the 8(a) program, it is expected 
to require less sole-source contract as
sistance. 

Beginning in the 5th year under the 
program, a firm must include a certain 
percentage of non-8(a) business in its 
portfolio. For year 5, 30 percent of a 
firm's contracts must be from non-8(a) 
sources, gradually increasing to 75 per
cent during the final year of program 
eligibility. 

This bill would also improve the ad
ministration of the 8(a) program. A 
common complaint by participants is 
the excessive delay in the review of 
contract applications by SBA person
nel. 

The legislation would establish a di
vision of minority small business certi
fication to review applications for pro
gram certification, and to periodically 
review the eligibility of current par
ticipants. 

S. 1993 would also improve program 
management and congressional over
sight of the 8(a) program. 

Participants must annually report 
the names of any representatives and 
consultants who are paid by the firm, 
but who are not employees, and their 
duties and salary. 

Any person who represents his or 
her status as an 8(a) small business 
concern would be subject to a fine of 
$100,000 or imprisonment up to 5 
years, suspension from Federal con
tracting, or suspension for 3 years 
from SBA procurement programs. 

Beginning annually on April 30, 
1989, the Administrator shall submit 
to the Senate and House Small Busi
ness Committees information on the 
8(a) program. The report shall include 
the amount of awards made to each 
participant, and the percentage of 
each participants' total sales, the 
dollar value of all program contracts, 
and any other information deemed ap
propriate by the Administrator. 

Throughout my career in the 
Senate, one of my top priorities has 
been to improve economic develop
ment on our Nation's Indian reserva
tions. At my request and that of sever
al of my colleagues, the committee has 
included several provisions to address 
the special needs of tribally owned 
8(a) firms. These firms are unique in 
that they benefit the entire tribe or 
pueblo. 

S. 1993 would permit a tribe to have 
more than one 8(a) company, so long 
as no two of them are in the same line 
of business. It would also enable a 
tribal member to manage a tribally 
owned 8<a> company without using up 
his individual 8(a) eligibility. Present
ly, an individual may manage an 8(a) 
firm only one time. 

Also, the bill would instruct the SBA 
to establish an Indian desk at the cen
tral office and in each of its regional 
offices. The Indian desk would address 
problems experienced by Indian
owned firms. 

New Mexico is home to Laguna In
dustries, a highly successful 8(a) firm 
engaged in defense contracting and 

one of our Nation's largest Indian em
ployers. I am optimistic that these 
provisions will provide opportunities 
for more tribally owned small busi
nesses, and I encourage the House to 
adopt this language. 

S. 1993 is a significant step towards 
improving the 8(a) program for all 
businesses, and I anticipate its enact
ment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
know of no other amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the en
grossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in 
conclusion I would like to express my 
sincere appreciation to my two princi
pal consponsors, Senators WEICKER 
and KERRY, for all the fine work and 
the many hours which they have de
voted to this legislation. Only by pro
ceeding in a bipartisan fashion, as Sen
ator WEICKER and I always try to do, 
could we hope to undertake so ambi
tious reform of such a politically sensi
tive program. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
special thanks to the staff director on 
the majority side John Ball, who is 
seated at my left. 

I would particularly like to thank 
Senator WEICKER's minority staff on 
the Small Business Committee. Bob 
Wilson and Erline Patrick have done 
far more than their fair share from 
beginning to end, and especially in 
drafting the report. Both Mr. Wilson 
and Bill Montalto, who serves as spe
cial counsel for procurement policy for 
both sides of the committee, were the 
principal draftsmen of the bill. 

I would also like to thank Jim Bren
ner and Jonathan Harris of Senator 
KERRY's staff, and Peter Levine of 
Senator LEviN's subcommittee staff. 
They have provified a wealth of good 
advice and couru..el to the committee 
staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
now proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 1807, and all after its enacting 
clause will be stricken, and the text of 
S. 1993 is inserted in lieu thereof. 

The question is on the engrossment 
of the amendment and third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. · 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
BRADLEY], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], and the Sena
tor from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMs], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BREAux>. Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 92, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 227 Leg.] 
YEAS-92 

Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chalee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Evans 
Ex on 
Ford 
Fowler 
Gam 

Biden 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 

Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kames 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Matsunaga 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 

Moynihan 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Reid 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Wirth 

NOT VOTING-8 
Hecht 
Helms 
Murkowski 

Sanford 
Shelby 

So the bill <H.R. 1807) was passed. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. WEICKER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments to H.R. 1807, that it re
quest a conference with the House, 
and that the Chair be authorized to 
appoint conferees. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BUMP
ERS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, and Mr. 
RUDMAN conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATION 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1989 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
now proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 4637, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 4637> making appropriations 

for foreign operations, export financing, 
and related programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1989, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations, 
with amendments, as follows: 

<The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack
ets, and the parts of the bill intended 
to be inserted are shown in italics.) 

H.R. 4637 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for foreign operations, export fi
nancing, and related programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1989, and for 
other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

[CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ARREARAGES 

[CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

[For payment to the International Devel
opment Association by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, $43,333,334, for the United States 
contribution to the replenishments, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That no such payment may be made while 
the United States Executive Director to the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development is compensated by the Bank at 
a rate in excess of the rate provided for an 
individual occupying a position at level IV 
of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5, United States Code, or while 
the alternate United States Executive Direc
tor to the Bank is compensated by the Bank 
at a rate in excess of the rate provided for 
an individual occupying a position at level V 
of the Executive Schedule under section 
5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

[CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCE CORPORATION 

[For payment to the International Fi
nance Corporation by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, $20,300,000, for the United States 
share of the increase in subscriptions to cap
ital stock, to remain available until expend
ed. 

[CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

[For the United States contribution by 
the Secretary of the Treasury to the in
creases in resources of the Asian Develop
ment Fund, as authorized by the Asian De
velopment Bank Act, as amended <Public 
Law 89-369), $190,964,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That no such 
payment may be made while the United 
States Director of the Bank is compensated 
by the Bank at a rate which, together with 
whatever compensation such Director re
ceives from the United States, is in excess of 
the rate provided for an individual occupy
ing a position at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code, or while any alternate 
United States Director to the Bank is com
pensated by the Bank in excess of the rate 
provided for an individual occupying a posi
tion at level V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

[ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS) 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For payment to the International Bank 
tor Reconstruction and Development by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, tor the United 
States share of the paid-in share portion of 
the increases in capital stock, tor the Gener
al Capital Increase, $70,915,283 to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That no 
such payment may be made while the United 
States Executive Director to the Bank is 
compensated by the Bank at a rate in excess 
of the rate provided tor an individual occu
pying a position at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code, or while the alternate 
United States Executive Director to the 
Bank is compensated by the Bank at a rate 
in excess of the rate provided tor an individ
ual occupying a position at level V of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of 
title 5, United States Code: Provided further, 
That none of these funds shall be made 
available until S. 2524 or another Act au
thorizing the appropriation of such funds is 
enacted into law. 
LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the Inter
national Bank tor Reconstruction and De
velopment may subscribe without fiscal year 
limitation to the callable capital portion of 
the United States share of increases in cap
ital stock in an amount not to exceed 
$2,292,972,540. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

For payment to the International Devel
opment Association by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, [$995,000,000] $931,176,717, for 
the United States contribution to the re
plenishment, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That no such payment 
may be made while the United States Exec
utive Director to the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development is com
pensated by the Bank at a rate in excess of 
the rate provided for an individual occupy-
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ing a position at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code, or while the alternate 
United States Executive Director to the 
Bank is compensated by the Bank at a rate 
in excess of the rate provided for an individ
ual occupying a position at level V of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

For payment to the International Finance 
Corporation by the Secretary of the Treas
ury, $13,209,000, for the United States share 
of the increase in subscriptions to capital 
stock, to remain available until expended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

For the United States contribution by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to the increases 
in resources of the Asian Development 
Fund, as authorized by the Asian Develop
ment Bank Act, as amended <Public Law 89-
369), [$41,868,609] $146,070,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That no 
such contribution. may be made while the 
United States Director of the Asian Devel
opment Bank is compensated by the Bank 
at a rate which, together with whatever 
compensation such Director receives from 
the United States, is in excess of the rate 
provided for an individual occupying a posi
tion at level IV of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5315 of title 5, United States 
Code, or while any alternate United States 
Director to the Bank is compensated by the 
Bank in excess of the rate provided for an 
individual occupying a position at level V of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5316 
of title 5, United States Code. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT 
:FUND 

For payment to the African Development 
Fund by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
$105,000,000, for the United States contribu
tion to the fifth replenishment of the Afri
can Development Fund, to remain available 
until expended: [Provided, That none of 
these funds shall be made available until au
thorized:] Provided, That none of these 
funds shall be made available until S. 2524 
or another Act authorizing the appropria
tion of such funds is enacted into law. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 

For payment to the African Development 
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury, for 
the paid-in share portion of the United 
States share of the increase in capital stock, 
$8,999,371, to remain available until expend
ed: Provided, That no such payment may be 
made while the United States Executive Di
rector to the Bank is compensated by the 
Bank at a rate in excess of the rate provided 
for an individual occupying a position at 
level IV of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, 
or while the alternate United States Execu
tive Director to the Bank is compensated by 
the Bank at a rate in excess of the rate pro
vided for an individual occupying a position 
at level V of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the Afri
can Development Bank may subscribe with
out fiscal year limitation to the callable cap
ital portion of the United States share of 
such capital stock in an amount not to 
exceed $135,062,946. 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of sections 301 and 103(g) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and of sec
tion 2 of the United Nations Environment 
Program Participation Act of 1983, 
[$214,958,666] $218,219,666: Provided, That 
no funds shall be available for the United 
Nations Fund for Science and Technology: 
Provided further, That the total amount of 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available only as follows: 
[$110,000,000] $112,000,000 for the United 
Nations Development Program; 
[$54,400,000] $60,400,000 for the United 
Nations Children's Fund of which $3,000,000 
shall be made available to UNICEF as funds 
in trust for the activities of Childhope: Pro
vided further, That the funds made avail
able for UNICEF <less amounts withheld 
consistent with section 307 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 and section 526 of 
this Act> shall be obligated and expended no 
later than 30 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act: [Provided further, That if 
the previous proviso is not complied with, 
then $50,000,000 of the funds made avail
able by this Act for necessary expenses to 
carry out the provisions of section 503 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall be 
immediately transferred to the general fund 
of the United States Treasury;] $980,000 for 
the World Food Program; [$1,500,000] 
$2,000,000 for the United Nations Capital 
Development Fund; [$220,000] $8,000,000 
for the United Nations Voluntary Fund for 
the Decade for Women; $200,000 for the 
United Nations International Research and 
Training Institute for the Advancement of 
Women; $2,000,000 for the International 
Convention and Scientific Organization 
Contributions; $1,960,000 for the World Me
teorological Organization Voluntary Coop
eration Program; [$22,000,000] $14,500,000 
for the International Atomic Energy 
Agency; [$9,000,000] $10,500,000 for the 
United Nations Environment Program; 
[$784,000] $800,000 for the United Nations 
Educational and Training Program for 
Southern Africa; [$500,000] $250,000 for 
the United Nations Trust Fund for South 
Africa; $110,000 for the United Nations In
stitute for Namibia; [$450,000] $650,000 for 
the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species; $220,000 for the World 
Heritage Fund; [$90,000] $100,000 for the 
United Nations Voluntary Fund for Victims 
of Torture; [$245,000] $200,000 for the 
United Nations Fellowship Program; 
$400,000 for the United Nations Center on 
Human Settlements; [$250,000] $300,000 
for the UNIDO Investment Promotion Serv
ice; $7,349,666 for the Organization of 
American States; and $2,500,000 for the 
International Fund for Agricultural Devel
opment: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading for the 
United Nations Environment Program, 
$3,500,000 shall be used only for activities to 
control the global emissions of chlor!luoro
carbons fCFC's) through the implementa
tion of the Montreal Protocol and through 
the development of additional international 
restraints on the atmospheric release of 
CFC's; $2,500,000 $2,000,000 shall be used 
only to initiate activities to establish an 
international agreement limiting the emis
sion of greenhouse gases; $2,000,000 shall be 
used only to support the Regional Seas Pro
gram; and $2,500,000 shall be used only to 
operate the International Registry of Poten
tial Toxic Chemicals, provide technical as
sistance to developing countries on the use 
and treatment of hazardous materials, im-

plement the Cairo Plan, and assist develop
ing countries to develop resource manage
ment strategies: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this heading may 
be made available for the International 
Atomic Energy Agency only if the Secretary 
of State determines <and so reports to the 
Congress> that Israel is not being denied its 
right to participate in the activities of that 
Agency. 

TITLE II-BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

For expenses necessary to enable the 
President to carry out the provisions of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and for 
other purposes, to remain available until 
September 30, 1989, unless otherwise speci
fied herein, as follows: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND 
NUTRITION, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 103, [$488,715,000] 
$493,715,000: Provided, That up to 
$5,000,000 shall be provided for new devel
opment projects of private entities and co
operatives utilizing surplus dairy products: 
Provided further, That not less than 
$8,000,000 shall be provided for the Vitamin 
A Deficiency Program: Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, up to $10,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be made 
available, and remain available until ex
pended, for agricultural activities in Poland 
which are managed by the Polish Catholic 
Church or other nongovernmental organiza
tions. 

POPULATION, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 104(b), $197,940,000: 
Provided, That none of the funds made 
available in this Act nor any unobligated 
balances from prior appropriations may be 
made available to any organization or pro
gram which, as determined by the President 
of the United States, supports or partici
pates in the management of a program of 
coercive abortion or involuntary steriliza
tion: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available under this heading 
may be used to pay for the performance of 
abortion as a method of family planning or 
to motivate or coerce any person to practice 
abortions; and that in order to reduce reli
ance on abortion in developing nations, 
funds shall be available only to voluntary 
family planning projects which offer, either 
directly or through referral to, or informa
tion about access to, a broad range of family 
planning methods and services: Provided 
further, That in awarding grants for natural 
family planning under section 104 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act no applicant shall be 
discriminated against because of such appli
cant's religious or conscientious commit
ment to offer only natural family planning; 
and, additionally, all such applicants shall 
comply with the requirements of the previ
ous proviso: Provided further, That nothing 
in this subsection shall be construed to alter 
any existing statutory prohibitions against 
abortion under section 104 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act. 

HEALTH, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 104<c>, [$119,000,000] 
$122,459,000: Provided, That of this amount 
$2,500,000 shall be made available for the 
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River Blindness Program of the World 
Health Organization. 
INTERNATIONAL AIDS PREVENTION AND CONTROL 

PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapter 1 of part I of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, [$35,000,000] 
$40,000,000, which shall be made available 
only for activities relating to research on, 
and the treatment and control of, acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome <AIDS> in de
veloping countries: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading 
[$17,500,000] $25,500,000 shall be [made 
available] provided directly to the World 
Health Organization [to finance] for its use 
in financing the Global Program on AIDS, 
including activities implemented by the Pan 
American Health Organization. 

CHILD SURVIVAL FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 104(c)(2), $71,000,000. 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 105, [$117,000,000] 
$134,541,000: Provided, That $1,500,000 of 
the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be made available for the Caribbean 
Law Institute: Provided further, That not 
less than $67,270,000 of the funds appropri
ated under this heading and under the head
ing "Sub-Saharan Africa, Development As
sistance" shall be available only for pro
grams in basic primary and secondary edu
cation: Provided further, That in each of 
fiscal years 1989, 1990 and 1991, the Agency 
for International Development shall initiate 
three new bilateral projects in basic primary 
and secondary education, at least two of 
which in each fiscal year shall be initiated 
in countries in Sub-Saharan Africa: Provid
ed further, That not less than $15,000,000 of 
the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be made available for the Internation
al Student Exchange Program: Provided fur
ther, That not less than $1,200,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available for the Center for Inter
American Leadership. 

PRIVATE SECTOR, ENVIRONMENT, AND ENERGY, 
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 106, $120,709,000: Pro
vided, That not less than $5,000,000 shall be 
made available only for cooperative projects 
among the United States, Israel and devel
oping countries: Provided further, That not 
less than $5,000,000 shall be made available 
only for the Central American Rural Elec
trification Support project: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading $600,000 shall be made avail
able for assistance for the reconstruction of 
the Parliament building in Dominica. 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 106, $8,662,270. 

MICRO-ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT 

Of the funds appropriated by this Act to 
carry out part I and chapter 4 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, not less 
than $75,000,000 shall be made available for 
programs of credit and other assistance for 
micro-enterprises in developing countries: 
Provided, That local currencies which 
accrue as a result of assistance provided to 
carry out the provisions of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 and the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 

1954 may be used for assistance for micro
enterprises: Provided further, That such 
local currencies which are used for this pur
pose shall be in lieu of funds earmarked 
under this heading and shall reduce the 
amount earmarked for assistance for micro
enterprises by an equal amount. 
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of sections 103 through 106 and 
section 121 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $500,000,000, for assistance only for 
Sub-Saharan Africa, which shall be in addi
tion to any amounts otherwise made avail
able for such purposes: Provided, That any 
of the funds which are appropriated under 
this heading may be used for assistance for 
Sub-Saharan Africa to carry out any eco
nomic development assistance activities 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
Provided further, That assistance made 
available under this heading shall be used to 
help the poor majority in Sub-Saharan 
Africa through a process of long-term devel
opment and economic growth that is equita
ble, participatory, environmentally sustain
able, and self-reliant: Provided further, That 
these objectives may, in part, be achieved 
through the integration of women in the de
velopment process, appropriate consultation 
with private voluntary organizations, Afri
can and other organizations with a local 
perspective on the development process, and 
inclusion of the perspectives and participa
tion of those affected by the provision of as
sistance: Provided further, That assistance 
made available under this heading shall be 
provided in accordance with the policies 
contained in section 102 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961: Provided further, That 
assistance made available under this head
ing should be provided, when consistent 
with the objectives of such assistance, 
through African, United States and other 
private and voluntary organizations which 
have demonstrated effectiveness in the pro
motion of local grassroots activities on 
behalf of long-term development in Sub-Sa
haran Africa: Provided further, That assist
ance made available under this heading 
should be used to help overcome shorter
term constraints to long-term development; 
to promote reform of sectoral economic 
policies to support the critical sector prior
ities of agricultural production and natural 
resources, health, voluntary family plan
ning services, education, and income gener
ating opportunities; to bring about appropri
ate sectoral restructuring of the Sub-Saha
ran African economies; to support reform in 
public administration and finances and to 
establish a favorable environment for indi
vidual enterprise and self-sustaining devel
opment: Provided further, That assisted 
policy reforms should take into account the 
need to protect vulnerable groups: Provided 
further, That assistance made available 
under this heading shall be used to increase 
agricultural production in ways which pro
tect and restore the natural resource base, 
especially food production; to maintain and 
improve basic transportation and communi
cation networks; to maintain and restore 
the renewable natural resource base in ways 
which increase agricultural production; to 
improve health conditions with special em
phasis on meeting the health needs of 
mothers and children, including the estab
lishment of self-sustaining primary health 
care systems that give priority to preventive 
care; to provide increased access to volun
tary family planning services; to improve 
basic literacy and mathematics especially to 
those outside the formal educational system 

and to improve primary education; and to 
develop income-generating opportunities for 
the unemployed and underemployed in 
urban and rural areas: Provided further, 
That the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development should target 
the equivalent of 10 percent of the funds 
appropriated under this heading for each of 
the following: <1) maintaining and restoring 
the renewable natural resource base in ways 
which increase agricultural production, in
cluding components of agriculture activities 
which are consistent with this objective, (2) 
health activities, and (3) voluntary family 
planning: Provided further, That local cur
rencies generated by the sale of imports or 
foreign exchange by the government of a 
country in Sub-Saharan Africa from funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be de
posited in a special account established by 
that government: Provided further, That 
these local currencies shall be available only 
for use, in accordance with an agreement 
with the United States, for development ac
tivities which are consistent with the policy 
directions of section 102 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 and for necessary ad
ministrative requirements of the United 
States Government: Provided further, That 
in order to carry out the purposes of this 
heading, section 604<a> of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, and similar provisions 
of law, shall not apply with respect to the 
implementation of assistance activities con
sistent with the purposes of this heading: 
Provided further, That the funds made 
available under this heading shall be provid
ed only on a grant basis. 

SOUTHERN AFRICA, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of sections 103 through 106 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
$50,000,000, which shall be made available, 
without regard to section 518 of this Act 
and section 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, only to assist sector projects 
supported by the Southern Africa Develop
ment Coordination Conference <SADCC> to 
enhance the economic development of the 
nine member states forming that regional 
institution: Provided, That this amount 
shall be made available for one or more of 
the following sectors: transportation; man
power development; agriculture and natural 
resources; energy <including the improved 
utilization of electrical power sources which 
already exist in the member states and offer 
the potential to swiftly reduce the depend
ence of those states on South Africa for 
electricity>; and industrial development and 
trade (including private sector initiatives): 
Provided further, That amounts made avail
able under this heading shall be in addition 
to any amounts otherwise made available 
for such purposes and shall be in addition to 
amounts made available for Africa under 
the heading "Sub-Saharan Africa, Develop
ment Assistance": Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for activities 
in Angola: Provided further, That none of 
the funds appropriated under this heading 
may be made available for activities in Mo
zambique unless the President certifies that 
it is in the national interest of the United 
States to do so. 
(CHILD SURVIVAL ACTIVITIES FOR SUB-SAHARAN 

AFRICA 

[Of the aggregate of the funds appropri
ated by this Act to carry out sections 103 
through 106 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, not less than $29,000,000 shall be 
made available for child survival activities 
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for Sub-Saharan Africa: Provided, That this generated by sale of Public Law 480 and sec
amount shall be in addition to any amounts tion 416 commodities. 
otherwise made available for SUCh purposes PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS 
by this Act.] None of the funds appropriated or other-

ASSISTANCE FOR VICTIMS OF WAR wise made available by this Act for develop-
Of the aggregate of the funds appropriated ment assistance may be made available to 

by this Act to carry out part I and chapter 4 any United States private and voluntary or
o/ part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of ganization, except any cooperative develop-
1961, up to $5,000,000 may be made avail- ment organization, which obtains less than 
able, notwithstanding any other provision 20 per centum of its total annual funding 
of law, for assistance for the provision of for international activities from sources 
prostheses tor civilians who have been in- other than the United states Government: 
jured as a result of civil strife and warfare. Provided, That the requirements of the pro-

ASSISTANCE FOR DISPLACED CHILDREN visions of section 123(g) of the Foreign As-
Of the aggregate of the funds appropri- sistance Act of 1961 and the provisions on 

ated by this Act to carry out part I of the private and voluntary organizations in title 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, not less II of the "Foreign Assistance and Related 
than $1,500,000 shall be made available for Programs Appropriations Act, 1985" <as en
programs and activities for children who acted in Public Law 98-473> shall be super
have become orphans as a result of the ef- seded by the provisions of this section. 
fects Of drought, CiVil strife, and Other natu- PRIVATE SECTOR REVOLVING FUND 
ral and man-made disasters: Provided, That (INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
assistance under this heading shall be made 
available in accordance with the policies and For necessary expenses to carry out the 
general authorities contained in section 491 provisions of section 108 of the Foreign As
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. sistance Act of 1961, not to exceed 

$9,000,000 to be derived by transfer from 
funds appropriated to carry out the provi
sions of chapter 1 of part I of such Act, to 
remain available until expended. During 
fiscal year 1989, obligations for assistance 
from amounts in the revolving fund account 
under section 108 shall not exceed 
$12,000,000. 

WOMEN IN DEVELOPMENT 
In recognition that the full participation 

of women in, and the full contribution of 
women to, the development process are es
sential to achieving econOinic growth, a 
higher quality of life, and sustainable devel
opment in developing countries, not less 
than $5,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
by this Act to carry out part I of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, in addition to 
funds otherwise available for such purposes, 
shall be used to encourage and promote the 
participation and integration of women as 
equal partners in the development process 
in developing countries, of which not less 
than $3,000,000 shall be made available as 
matching funds to support the activities of 
the Agency for International Development's 
field missions to integrate women into their 
programs: Provided, That the Agency tor 
International Development shall seek to 
ensure that country strategies, projects, and 
programs are designed so that the percent
age of women participants will be demon
strably increased. [Provided, That the 
Agency for International Development shall 
seek to ensure that country strategies and, 
where appropriate, projects and programs, 
are designed so that the percentage of 
women who receive assistance is, at a mini
mum, in approximate proportion to their 
traditional participation in the targeted ac
tivities and, wherever possible and appropri
ate, so that this percentage is likely to in
crease.] 

PHILIPPINES, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
Of the aggregate of the funds appropri

ated by this Act to carry out sections 103 
through 106 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, not less than $40,000,000 shall be 
made available only for the Philippines for 
project and sector assistance primarily in 
support of the Government of the Philip
pines' efforts to promote economic recovery 
and attain sustained growth through in
creased rural productivity in both farm and 
off-farm enterprises, and other activities 
consistent with the purposes of chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
Provided, That of the funds made available 
for the Philippines under section 103 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
not less than $1,000,000 shall be made avail
able to fund technical assistance to 
strengthen nonprofit private organizations 
and cooperatives in conjunction, where pos
sible, with projects using local currencies 

During fiscal year 1989, total cominit
ments to guarantee loans [may be made 
only to the extent that the total loan princi
pal, any part of which is to be guaranteed,] 
shall not exceed $25,000,000 of contingent li
ability for loan principal. 

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 214, [$30,000,000] 
$40,000,000. 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 491, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended [: Provid
ed, That up to $500,000 may be made avail
able for assistance for children who have 
become orphans as a result of drought and 
famine in Sub-Saharan Africa]. 
PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE RETIREMENT 

AND DISABILITY FUND 

For payment to the "Foreign Service Re
tirement and Disability Fund", as author
ized by the Foreign Service Act of 1980, 
$40,532,000. 

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 667, $414,000,000: Pro
vided, That not more than $15,000,000 of 
this amount shall be for Foreign Affairs Ad
ministrative Support: Provided further, 
That except to the extent that the Adminis
trator of the Agency for International De
velopment . determines otherwise, not less 
than 10 per centum of the aggregate of the 
funds made available for the fiscal year 
1989 to carry out chapter 1 of part I of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be 
made available only for activities of eco
nomically and socially disadvantaged enter
prises <within the meaning of section 
133<c><5> of the International Development 
and Food Assistance Act of 1977), historical
ly black colleges and universities, colleges 
and universities having a student body in 
which more than [40] 20 percent of the 
students are Hispanic Americans, and pri
vate and voluntary organizations which are 

controlled by individuals who are black 
Americans, Hispanic Americans, or Native 
Americans, or who are economically and so
cially disadvantaged <within the meaning of 
section 133(c)(5) <B> and <C> of the Interna
tional Development and Food Assistance 
Act of 1977). For purposes of this proviso, 
economically and socially disadvantaged in
dividuals shall be deemed to include women. 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF IN· 
SPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 667, [$23,970,000] 
$30,143,000, which sum shall be available 
only for the operating expenses of the 
Office of the Inspector General notwith
standing sections 451 or 614 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or any other provi
sion of law: Provided, That up to three per
cent of the amount made available under 
the heading "Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development" may 
be transferred to and merged and consoli
dated with amounts made available under 
this heading: Provided further, That except 
as may be required by an emergency evacu
ation a.tfecting the United States diplomatic 
missions of which they are a component ele
ment, none of the funds in this Act, or any 
other Act, may be used to relocate the over
seas Regional Offices of the Inspector Gen
eral to a location within the United States 
without the express approval of the Inspec
tor General: Provided further, That the total 
number of positions authorized for the 
Office of the Inspector General in Washing
ton and overseas shall be not less than 240 
at September 30, 1989, of which not less than 
93 auditor and investigator positions shall 
be established in the overseas regional of
fices of the Inspector General of the Agency 
for International Development as follows: 
tor the Regional Office of the Inspector Gen
eral tor Latin and Central America and the 
Caribbean not less than 21; for the Regional 
Office of the Inspector General for West 
Africa not less than 16; for the Regional 
Office of the Inspector General for East 
Africa, not less than 18; for the Regional 
Office of the Inspector General for South
east Asia not less than 11; for the Regional 
Office of the Inspector General tor South
west Asia not less than 14; and for the Re
gional Office of the Inspector General for 
Egypt in Cairo, not less than 13: Provided 
further, That none of the positions estab
lished in overseas regional offices of the In
spector General shall be established by re
ducing other overseas positions of the 
Agency tor International Development. 

HOUSING AND OTHER CREDIT GUARANTY 
PROGRAMS 

During the fiscal year 1989, total cominit
ments to guarantee loans shall not exceed 
$125,000,000 of contingent liability for loan 
principal: Provided, That the President 
shall enter into commitments to guarantee 
such loans in the full amount provided 
under this heading, subject only to the 
availability of qualified applicants for such 
guarantees: Provided further, That pursuant 
to section 223(e)(2) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 up to $10,000,000 of the bor
rowing authority provided therein may be 
exercised [in such amounts as may be neces
sary to retain an adequate level of contin
gency reserves for the fiscal year 1989.] 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of chapter 4 of part II, 
[$3,248,500,000] $3,268,500,000: Provided, 
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That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $1,200,000,000 shall 
be available only for Israel, which sum shall 
be available on a grant basis as a cash trans
fer and shall be disbursed within 30 days of 
enactment of this Act or by October 31, 
1988, whichever is later: Provided further, 
That not less than $815,000,000 shall be 
available only for Egypt, which sum shall be 
provided on a grant basis, of which not more 
than $115,000,000 may be provided as a cash 
transfer with the understanding that Egypt 
will undertake significant economic reforms 
[which are additional to those which were 
undertaken in previous fiscal years,] and 
not less than $200,000,000 shall be provided 
as Commodity Import Program assistance: 
Provided further, That in exercising the au
thority to provide cash transfer assistance 
for Israel and Egypt, the President shall 
ensure that the level of such assistance does 
not cause an adverse impact on the total 
level of nonmilitary exports from the 
United States to each such country: Provid
ed further, That it is the sense of the Con
gress that the recommended levels of assist
ance for Egypt and Israel are based in great 
measure upon their continued participation 
in the Camp David Accords and upon the 
Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading not less than [$220,000,000] 
$210,000,000 shall be available for Pakistan: 
Provided further, That not less than 
$124,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for the 
Philippines: Provided further, that not less 
than $5,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for 
Thailand: Provided further, That not less 
than $20,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for 
Morocco: Provided further, That not less 
than [$10,000,000] $12,500,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for Tunisia: Provided further, That 
not less than $70,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be available 
tor Turkey: Provided further, That not less 
than [$40,000,000] $55,500,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for Portugal: Provided further, 
That not less than $15,000,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for Cyprus: Provided further, That 
of the funds appropriated under this head
ing [up to $35,000,000 but not less than] 
$10,000,000 shall be available for the United 
States contribution to the International 
Fund for Ireland and shall be made avail
able in accordance with the provisions of 
the Anglo-Irish Agreement Support Act of 
1986 <Public Law 99-415): Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading $185,000,000 only shall be available 
for El Salvador, $80,000,000 only shall be 
available for Guatemala, $90,000,000 only 
shall be available for Costa Rica, [and not 
less than] $85,000,000 only shall be avail
able for Honduras: [Provided further, That 
of the funds made available under this 
heading for Honduras, $2,500,000 may not 
be expended until the Secretary of State no
tifies the Committees on Appropriations 
that the Government of Honduras has 
agreed to reimburse the United States Gov
ernment for recent damage done to the 
United States Embassy facility in Teguci
galpa, Honduras:] Provided further, That of 
the funds provided under this heading tor 
Central American countries, not less than 
$5,000,000 shall be available only to develop 
energy selJ-sut!icieney, to identify and uti
lize indigenous resources to improve eco-

nomic development, and to reduce reliance 
on imported energy: Provided further, That 
not less than [$34,000,000] $40,000,000 of 
the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be made available for Jordan, of which 
not less than [$11,000,000] $17,000,000 is 
for programs in Jordan and not less than 
$23,000,000 is in support of Jordan's devel
opment program for the West Bank and 
Gaza: [Provided further, That not less than 
an additional $7,500,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be made 
available for the West Bank and Gaza Pro
gram through the Asia and Near East re
gional program:] Provided further, That of 
the funds appropriated under this heading, 
not less than [$90,000,000] $81,500,000 
shall be available for Sub-Saharan Africa: 
Provided further, That not less than 
$10,000,000 of the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be made available tor 
Kenya: Provided further, That notwith
standing section 660 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 up to $1,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may 
be made available to assist the Government 
of El Salvador's Special Investigative Unit 
for the purpose of bringing to justice those 
responsible for the murders of United 
States citizens in El Salvador: Provided fur
ther, That a report of the investigation shall 
be provided to the Congress: Provided fur
ther, That $20,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be made 
available to carry out the Administration of 
Justice program pursuant to section 534 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provid
ed further, That if funds made available 
under this heading are provided to a foreign 
country as cash transfer assistance, that 
country shall be required to maintain these 
funds in a separate account and not com
mingle them with any other funds: Provided 
further, That such funds may be obligated 
and expended notwithstanding provisions of 
law which are inconsistent with the cash 
transfer nature of this assistance or which 
are referenced in the Joint Explanatory 
Statement of the Committee of Conference 
accompanying House Joint Resolution 648 
<H. Rept. No. 98-1159): Provided further, 
That all local currencies that may be gener
ated with such funds provided as a cash 
transfer shall be deposited in a special ac
count to be used in accordance with section 
609 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
Provided further, That at least 15 days prior 
to obligating any such cash transfer assist
ance to a foreign country under this head
ing, the President shall submit a notifica
tion to the Committees on Appropriations, 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, 
which shall include a detailed description of 
how the funds proposed to be made avail
able will be used, with a discussion of the 
United States interests that will be served 
by the assistance <including, as appropriate, 
a description of the economic policy reforms 
that will be promoted by the cash transfer 
assistance): Provided further, That not more 
than $5,000,000 of the funds made available 
under this heading may be available to fi
nance tied aid credits, unless the President 
determines it is in the national interest to 
provide in excess of $5,000,000 and so noti
fies the Committees on Appropriations 
through the regular notification procedures: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, none of the funds ap
propriated under this heading may be used 
for tied aid credits without the prior approv
al of the Administrator of the Agency for 

International Development: Provided fur
ther, That, except as provided by this Act, 
none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading by this Act or the Foreign Oper
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro
grams Appropriations Act, 1988, shall be 
made available for tied credits in accordance 
with any provision of law enacted after May 
19, 1988: Provided further, That 
[$2,000,000] $1,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be made 
available, notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, only for the independent Polish 
trade union "Solidarity": [of which 
$1,000,000 is to support its Social Fund 
project, and $1,000,000 is to support Solidar
ity through the AFL-CIO's Free Trade 
Union Institute to promote democratic ac
tivities in Poland:] Provided further, That 
not to exceed [$1,000,000] $2,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available notwithstanding any 
other provision of law to the National En
dowment for Democracy for the promotion 
of democracy in Nicaragua: Provided fur
ther, That these funds are to be adminis
tered consistent with the Agreement be
tween the Government of Nicaragua and 
the Nicaraguan Resistance signed March 23, 
1988 at Sapoa, Nicaragua ("Sapoa Agree
ment") and the Guatemala Peace Accords 
of August 7, 1987: Provided further, That 
such assistance ( 1) shall be provided to in
ternal groups that have renounced violence 
and support a negotiated settlement to the 
conflict in Nicaragua, including independent 
elements of the press, independent labor 
unions, independent business groups, and 
independent human rights groups, and (2) 
may not be provided to any group that is af
filiated with or supportive of any armed op
position group: Provided further, That the 
manner in which these funds are used shall 
not be inconsistent with the Sapoa Agree
ment, as its terms are applied and moni
tored for acceptability by the Verification 
Commission established by that Agreement: 
Provided further, That $2,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, tor the provision of 
medical supplies and hospital equipment tor 
Poland through private and voluntary orga
nizations, including tor the expenses of pur
chasing, transporting, and distributing such 
supplies and equipment: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
made available to carry out the purposes of 
the South Pacific Tuna Act of 1988 (Public 
Law 100-330) in accordance with section 
20(b) of that Act: Provided further, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, of 
the funds appropriated tor the "Economic 
Support Fund" by the Foreign Operations, 
Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 1988, and by this Act, 
$100,000 shall be made available tor assist
ance related to the presidential election in 
Chile, including assistance tor an interna
tional observer organization, which amount 
shall be in addition to amounts otherwise 
allocated to the Human Rights Initiatives 
Project: Provided further, That $81,000,000 
of the funds appropriated under this head
ing shall not be available tor obligation 
until April 1, 1989: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this heading 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1990. 
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INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of title V of the International Se
curity and Development Cooperation Act of 
1980, Public Law 96-533, and to make such 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by sec
tion 9104, title 31, United States Code, 
[$7,140,000] $8,500,000: Provided, That, 
when, with the permission of the Founda
tion, funds made available to a grantee 
under this heading are invested pending dis
bursement, the resulting interest is not re
quired to be deposited in the United States 
Treasury if the grantee uses the resulting 
interest for the purpose for which the grant 
was made. This provision applies with re
spect to both interest earned before and in
terest earned after the enactment of this 
provision: Provided further, That section 
505fa)(1) of the International Security and 
Development Cooperation Act of 1980 is 
amended by inserting "(including public 
international organizations)" ajter "public 
group". 

PEACE CORPS 
For expenses necessary to carry out the 

provisions of the Peace Corps Act <75 Stat. 
612), [$152,000,000] $157,000,000, including 
the purchase of not to exceed five passenger 
motor vehicles for administrative purposes 
for use outside of the United States: Provid
ed, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be used to pay for 
abortions. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 481 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, $101,000,000: Provided, 
That not less than $15,000,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
made available for narcotics interdiction 
and control programs for Bolivia: Provided 
further, That in addition to amounts made 
available pursuant to the previous proviso, 
not less than $7,000,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be avail
able for Latin America regional programs: 
Provided further, That in carrying out the 
provisions of section 481, increased empha-
sis should be placed on (1) further intenstfy-

INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION ing United States efforts in the eradication 
and interdiction of illicit narcotics, and (2) 

<INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS> seeking international cooperation on nar-
For expenses necessary to carry out the cotics enforcement matters such as in the 

functions of the Inter-American Foundation areas of extradition treaties, mutual legal 
in accordance with the provisions of section assistance to combat money laundering, 
401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, sharing of evidence, and other initiatives 
and to make such contracts and commit- for cooperative narcotics enforcement ef
ments without regard to fiscal year limita- forts. 
tions, as provided by section 9104, title 31, MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
United States Code, $16,600,000 [:Provided, For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
That $11,000,000 of the funds appropriated necessary to enable the Secretary of State 
to carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance to provide, as authorized by law, a contribu
Act of 1961 shall be transferred to and con- tion to the International Committee of the 
solidated with funds appropriated under Red Cross and assistance to refugees, in
this heading: Provided further, That the eluding contributions to the Intergovern
amount transferred shall be reduced by < 1) mental Committee for Migration and the 
the amount transferred from the Inter- United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
American Development Bank to the Foun- ugees; salaries and expenses of personnel 
dation's Social Progress Trust Fund, and (2) and dependents as authorized by the For
the use by the Foundation of local curren- eign Service Act of 1980; allowances as au
cies made available through the Agency for thorized by sections 5921 through 5925 of 
International Development which accrue as title 5, United States Code; hire of passen
a result of assistance provided to carry out ger motor vehicles; and services as author
the provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act ized by section 3109 of title 5, United States 
of 1961 and the Agricultural Trade Develop- . Code; $361,950,000: Provided, That not less 
ment and Assistance Act of 1954]. than [$27,500,000] $28,000,000 shall be 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION available for Soviet, Eastern European and 
other refugees resettling in Israel: [Provid-

The Overseas Private Investment Corpo- ed further, That not less than $23,500,000 of 
ration is authorized to make such expendi- the funds appropriated under this heading 
tures within the limits of funds available to shall be available for Refugee Entrant As
it and in accordance with law (including not sistance:] Provided further, That funds ap
to exceed $35,000 for official reception and propriated under this heading shall be ad
representation expenses), and to make such ministered in a manner that ensures equity 
contracts and commitments without regard in the treatment of all refugees receiving 
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by sec- Federal assistance: Provided further, That 
tion 9104 of title 31, United States Code, as no funds herein appropriated shall be used 
may be necessary in carrying out the pro- to assist directly in the migration to any 
gram set forth in the budget for the current nation in the Western Helnisphere of any 
fiscal year. person not having a security clearance 

During the fiscal year 1989 and within the based on reasonable standards to ensure 
resources and authority available, gross ob- against Communist infiltration in the West
ligations for the amount of direct loans ern Hemisphere: Provided further, That of 
shall not exceed $23,000,000. the funds appropriated under this heading 

During the fiscal year 1989, total commit- not less than $140,000,000 shall be made 
ments to guarantee loans shall not exceed available for the refugee admissions pro
$200,000,000 of contingent liability for loan gram, including AIDS screening, of which 
principal. (1) not less than $46,000,000 shall be made 

Except as provided in this Act, no provi- available for first asylum refugees from East 
sion of any other Act not enacted into law Asia and, (2) not less than $15,000,000 shall 
by May 19, 1988, shall be construed to re- be available for costs of the expedited reset
quire the exercise of authority to provide tlement of Vietnamese Amerasians and their 
direct loans or to make commitments to family members eligible for refugee benefits: 
guarantee loans contrary to the limitations Provided further, That of the funds appro
contained under this heading. priated under this heading not less than 

$20,000,000 shall be made available to the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
ugees for assistance for .Afghan refugees: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro
priated under this heading not less than 
$1,500,000 shall be made available for a 
Thailand-Cambodia border refugee protec
tion program: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading not 
less than $1,500,000 shall be made available 
for the anti-piracy program, none of which 
funds may be used by any government to 
deny asylum to individuals seeking asylum: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro
priated under this heading not less than 
$1,500,000 shall be made available for a 
Thailand border refugee education program: 
[Provided further, That of the funds appro
priated under this heading not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be available for costs of 
the expedited resettlement of Vietnamese 
Amerasians and their family members eligi
ble for refugee benefits:] Provided further, 
That not more than $8,000,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for the administrative expenses of 
the Office of Refugee Programs of the De
partment of State. 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND 
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 2(c) of the Migration 
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as 
amended <22 U.S.C. 260(c)), [$30,000,000] 
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended· Provided, That all of the funds ap
propriated under this heading shall be made 
available only for .Afghan refugees: Provided 
further, That the funds made available 
under this heading are appropriated not
withstanding the provisions contained in 
section 2fc)(2) of the Migration and Refugee 
Assistance Act of 1962 which would limit the 
amount of funds which could be appropri
ated for this purpose: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be available for obligation and expenditure 
for .Afghan refugees only a.tter funds appro
priated on otherwise earmarked for assist
ance for the .Afghan people under section 537 
of this Act and under the heading "Migra
tion and Refugee Assistance" have been obli
gated. 

ANTI-TERRORISM ASSISTANCE 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of chapter 8 of part II of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, $9,840,000. 

TITLE III-MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

(MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
[For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 503 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, including administra
tive expenses and purchase of passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only for use 
outside of the United States, $876,750,000: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated 
under this heading not less than 
$125,000,000 shall be made available only 
for the Philippines: Provided further, That 
if any of the funds appropriated under this 
heading are made available for Turkey, 
then not less than $30,000,000 of such funds 
shall be available for Greece: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading not more than $40,000,000 
shall be used for general costs of adminis
tering the Military Assistance program: Pro
vided further, That any material assistance 
provided with funds appropriated under this 
heading for Haiti shall be limited to non
lethal iteins such as transportation and 
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communications equipment and uniforms: 
Provided further, That funds made available 
under this heading for Haiti shall be made 
available only through the regular notifica
tion procedures of the Committees on Ap
propriations: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be ex
pended at the minimum rate necessary to 
make timely payment for defense articles 
and services: Provided further, That the pro
viso under this heading in the Foreign Op
erations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 1988, prohib
iting the use of military assistance funds 
after September 30, 1989, for the purposes 
of section 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961, is repealed: Provided fur
ther, That no military assistance funds ap
propriated by this Act that have not been 
committed for the payment of any sale 
under the Arms Export Control Act during 
the period ending at the end of the second 
fiscal year after the fiscal year for which 
such funds were appropriated shall be com
mitted for such purpose thereafter unless 
the Committees on Appropriations of each 
House of Congress are given a fifteen-day 
prior notification of the amount of funds in
volved, the reasons why no commitment was 
made thereof, and the proposed sales to be 
financed with such funds: Provided further, 
That military assistance funds appropriated 
by this or any Act that have been expended 
into the account designated in section 
503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to finance particular sales shall be 
available, subject to all applicable repro
gramming provisions, to finance other sales 
in the event of sales cancellations, reduc
tions, excess funds at case closeout, or other 
reasons relating to the implementation of 
sales programs: Provided further, That the 
Committees on Appropriations shall be fur
nished on March 1 of each year a complete 
report of the status of military assistance 
funds appropriated by this or any future 
Act committed for the payment of any sales 
under the Arms Export Control Act as re
gards the individual sale, item description, 
and estimated sales price: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated under this heading 
shall remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1989.] 

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 541, [$51,254,750.] 
$47,400,000: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available for grant financed mili
tary education and training for any country 
whose annual per capita GNP exceeds 
$2,349. 

FOREmN MILITARY CREDIT SALES 

For expenses necessary to enable the 
President to carry out the provisions of sec
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act, 
[$3,893,000,000] $4,779,260,000, of which 
not less than $1,800,000,000 shall be avail
able only for Israel, not less than 
$1,300,000,000 shall be available only for 
Egypt, [$240,000,000] and not less than 
$220,000,000 shall be available only for Paki
stan: Provided, That to the extent that the 
Government of Israel requests that funds be 
used for such purposes, credits made avail
able for Israel under this heading shall, as 
agreed by Israel and the United States, be 
available for advanced fighter aircraft pro
grams or for other advanced weapon sys
tems, as follows: <1> up to $150,000,000 shall 
be available for research and development 
in the United States; and (2) not less than 

$400,000,000 shall be available for the pro
curement in Israel of defense articles and 
defense services, including research and de
velopment: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading 
$500,000,000 only shall be available for 
Turkey, $350,000,000 only shall be available 
for Greece, not less than $125,000,000 shall 
be available for the Philippines, not less 
than $45,000,000 shall be available for Thai
land, not less than $52,000,000 shall be 
available for Morocco, not less than 
$9,000,000 shall be available for non-lethal 
military assistance for Guatemala, of which 
not less than $2,000,000 shall be available 
only for civic action programs and for the 
construction of military barracks, not less 
than $20,000,000 shall be available for 
Kenya, and not less than $30,000,000 shall 
be available for Tunisia: Provided further, 
That [Israel, Egypt, and Pakistan] all re
cipients of assistance under this heading 
shall be released from their contractual li
ability to repay the United States Govern
ment with respect to all credits provided 
under this heading: Provided further, That, 
in addition to administrative charges allow
able under section 21 of the Arms Export 
Control Act, not more than $40,000,000 of 
the amounts appropriated under this head
ing may be used for general costs of admin
istering the Foreign Military Sales program: 
Provided further, That during fiscal year 
1989, gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans, exclusive of loan 
guarantee defaults, shall not exceed 
[$3,893,000,000] $4,779,260,000: [Provided 
further, That any funds made available 
under this heading, except as otherwise 
specified, may be made available at conces
sional rates of interest, notwithstanding sec
tion 3l<b><2> of the Arms Export Control 
Act: Provided further, That the concessional 
rate of interest on foreign military credit 
sales loans shall be not less than 5 percent 
per year: Provided further, That all country 
and funding level changes in requested 
concessional financing allocations shall be 
submitted through the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appro
priations: Provided further, That funds pre
viously obligated for the Philippines but un
committed on the date of enactment of this 
Act shall be used only to finance sales made 
under the Arms Export Control Act: Provid
ed further, That funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be expended at the mini
mum rate necessary to make timely pay
ment for defense articles and services: Pro
vided further, That the total funds provided 
to carry out the provisions of sections 503 
and 541 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, and the provisions of section 23 of the 
Arms Export Control Act allocated to 
Greece and Turkey shall be provided ac
cording to a 7 to 10 ratio.] 

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES DEBT REFORM 

Funds made available by the Foreign Op
erations, Export Financing and Related Pro
grams, Appropriations Act, 1988, for obliga
tion and expenditure after October 1, 1988, 
subject to a Presidential budget request, 
under the heading "Foreign Military Sales 
Debt Reform", subsection (b) "Interest Rate 
Reduction" shall be available, subject to the 
same conditions and provisos, only after Oc
tober 1, 1989. 

GUARANTY RESERVE FUND 

<a> If during fisca.I year 1989 the funds 
available in the Guaranty Reserve Fund 
<Fund) are insufficient to enable the Secre
tary of Defense <Secretary) to discharge his 
responsibilities, a.s guarantor of loans guar-

anteed pursuant to section 24 of the Arms 
Export Control Act <AECA> or pursuant to 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, 
and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1988, under the heading "Foreign Military 
Sales Debt Reform", the Secretary shall 
issue to the Secretary of the Trea.sury notes 
or other obligations in such forms and de
nominations, bearing such maturities, and 
subject to such terms and conditions, a.s 
may be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Such notes or obligations may be 
redeemed by the Secretary from appropria
tions and other funds available, including 
repayments by the borrowers of amounts 
paid pursuant to guarantees issued under 
section 24 of the AECA. Such notes or other 
obligations shall bear interest at a rate de
termined by the Secretary of the Trea.sury, 
taking into consideration the average 
market yield on outstanding marketable ob
ligations of the United States of comparable 
maturities during the month preceding the 
issuance of the notes or other obligations. 
The Secretary of the Trea.sury shall pur
cha.se any notes or other obligations issued 
hereunder and for that purpose he is au
thorized to use as a public debt transaction 
the proceeds from the sale of any securities 
issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, 
and the purposes for which securities may 
be issued under the Second Liberty Bond 
Act are extended to include any purcha.se of 
such notes or obligations. The Secretary of 
the Trea.sury may at any time sell any of 
the notes or other obligations acquired by 
him under this heading. All redemptions, 
purcha.ses, and sales by the Secretary of the 
Trea.sury of such notes or other obligations 
shall be treated a.s public debt transactions 
of the United States. 

[(b) If during fiscal year 1989, the Secre
tary of Defense is required under paragraph 
<a> to issue notes or other obligations to the 
Secretary of the Trea.sury in excess of 
$643,196,000, then, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, such necessary 
excess amounts instead shall be made avail
able directly from uncommitted balances 
previously made available to carry out the 
provisions of section 503 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of fiscal year 1961 and for ex
penses necessary to enable the President to 
carry out the provisions of section 23 of the 
Arms Export Control Act, unless the Presi
dent submits a supplemental budget request 
for the additional borrowing authority nec
essary for the Guaranty Reserve Fund.] 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

Not to exceed $236,865,000 may be obligat
ed pursuant to section 51<c><2> of the Arms 
Export Control Act for the purposes of the 
Special Defense Acquisition Fund during 
fiscal year 1989, to remain available for obli
gation until September 30, 1991: Provided, 
That section 632(d) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 shall be applicable to the 
transfer to countries pursuant to chapter 2 
of part II of that Act of defense articles and 
defense services acquired under chapter 5 of 
the Arms Export Control Act. 

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 551, $31,689,000: Pro
vided, That, notwithstanding sections 451, 
492<b>, or 614 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, or any other provision of law, these 
funds may be used only as justified in the 
Congress!onal Presentation Document for 
fiscal year 1989: Provided further, That, to 
the extent that these funds cannot be used 



17158 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
to provide for such assistance, they shall 
revert to the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts. 

TITLE IV-EXPORT ASSISTANCE 
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES 

The Export-Import Bank of the United 
States is authorized to make such expendi
tures within the limits of funds and borrow
ing authority available to such corporation, 
and in accordance with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without 
regard to fiscal year limitations, as provided 
by section 104 of the Government Corpora
tion Control Act, as may be necessary in car
rying out the program for the current fiscal 
year for such corporation: Provided, That 
none of the funds available during the cur
rent fiscal year may be used to make ex
penditures, contracts, or commitments for 
the export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or 
technology to any country other than a nu
clear-weapon State as defined in article IX 
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons eligible to receive econom
ic or military assistance under this Act that 
has detonated a nuclear explosive after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

LIMITATION ON PROGRAM ACTIVITY 

During the fiscal year 1989 and within the 
resources and authority available, gross ob
ligations for the principal amount of direct 
loans shall not exceed [$690,000,000] 
$705,000,000: Provided, That at the discre
tion of the Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank, up to $110,000,000 of that amount 
may be available, subject to the regular no
tification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, as tied-aid credits in ac
cordance with the provisions of the Export
Import Bank Act Amendments of 1986: Pro
vided further, That there is appropriated to 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States an amount equal to the grant 
amount of tied-aid credits which are made 
available from time to time, but not to 
exceed $110,000,000, which shall be subject 
to the limitation on gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans specified 
under this heading: Provided further, That 
during the fiscal year 1989, total commit
ments to guarantee loans shall not exceed 
$10,200,000,000 of contingent liability for 
loan principal: Provided further, That the 
direct loan and guaranty authority provided 
under this heading shall remain available 
until September 30, 1990. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Not to exceed [$19,890,000] $21,800,000 
<to be computed on an accrual basis) shall 
be available during fiscal year 1989 for ad
ministrative expenses, including hire of pas
senger motor vehicles and services as au
thorized by section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code, and not to exceed $16,000 for 
official reception and representation ex
penses for members of the Board of Direc
tors: Provided, That < 1) fees or dues to 
international organizations of credit institu
tions engaged in financing foreign trade, (2) 
necessary expenses (including special serv
ices performed on a contract or a fee basis, 
but not including other personal services) in 
connection with the acquisition, operation, 
maintenance, improvement, or disposition 
of any real or personal property belonging 
to the Export-Import Bank or in which it 
has an interest, including expenses of collec
tions of pledged collateral, or the investiga
tion or appraisal of any property in respect 
to which an application for a loan has been 
made, and (3) expenses <other than internal 
expenses of the Export-Import Bank) in-

curred in connection with the issuance and 
servicing of guarantees, insurance, and rein
surance, shall be considered as nonadminis
trative expenses for the purposes of this 
heading. 

FuNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, $25,000,000: Provided, 
That except as provided in this or any other 
Act appropriating funds for foreign oper
ations, export financing, and related pro
grams, no provision of law enacted after 
May 19, 1988, may transfer funds to, or oth
erwise make available funds for, the Trade 
and Development Program: Provided, That 
of this amount up to $5,000,000 may be used 
for joint financing with individual State 
trade promotion organizations of activities 
directed at the expansion of trade with de
veloping and middle income countries, in
cluding such activities as trade fairs, semi
nars, targeting and feasibility studies, and 
activities directed at enhancing the use of 
exports from the United States in bilateral 
and multilateral projects. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

TRADE CREDIT INSURANCE PROGRAM 

During fiscal year 1989, total commit
ments to guarantee or insure loans for the 
"Trade Credit Insurance Program" shall not 
exceed $200,000,000 of contingent liability 
for loan principal. 

TITLE V -GENERAL PROVISIONS 
COST BENEFIT STUDIES 

SEc. 501. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act <other than funds appropriated 
for "International Organizations and Pro
grams") shall be used to finance the con
struction of any new flood control, reclama
tion, or other water or related land resource 
project or program which has not met the 
standards and criteria used in determining 
the feasibility of flood control, reclamation, 
and other water and related land resource 
programs and projects proposed for con
struction within the United States of Amer
ica under the principles, standards and pro
cedures established pursuant to the Water 
Resources Planning Act <42 U.S.C. 1962, et 
seq.) or Acts amendatory or supplementary 
thereto. 

OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF 
AVAILABILITY 

SEc. 502. Except for the appropriations en
titled "International Disaster Assistance", 
and "United States Emergency Refugee and 
Migration Assistance Fund", not more than 
15 per centum of any appropriation item 
made available by this Act shall be obligat
ed during the last month of availability. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST PAY TO FOREIGN ARMED 
SERVICE MEMBER 

SEc. 503. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act nor any of the counterpart funds 
generated as a result of assistance hereun
der or any prior Act shall be used to pay 
pensions, annuities, retirement pay, or ad
justed service compensation for any person 
heretofore or hereafter serving in the 
armed forces of any recipient country. 

TERMINATION FOR CONVENIENCE 

SEc. 504. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act for 
carrying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, may be used for making payments on 
any contract for procurement to which the 
United States is a party entered into after 
the date of enactment of this Act which 
does not contain a provision authorizing the 

termination of such contract for the conven
ience of the United States. 
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS 

MEMBERS 

SEc. 505. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act for 
carrying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, may be used to pay in whole or in part 
any assessments, arrearages, or dues of any 
member of the United Nations. 

PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR 
MULTILATERAL PROGRAMS 

SEc. 506. None of the funds contained in 
title II of this Act may be used to carry out 
the provisions of section 209(d) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961. 

AID RESIDENCE EXPENSES 

SEc. 507. Of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act, not to 
exceed $126,500 shall be for official resi
dence expenses of the Agency for Interna
tional Development during the current 
fiscal year: Provided, That appropriate 
steps shall be taken to assure that, to the 
maximum extent possible, United States
owned foreign currencies are utilized in lieu 
of dollars. 

AID ENTERTAINMENT EXPENSES 

SEc. 508. Of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act, not to 
exceed $11,500 shall be for entertainment 
expenses of the Agency for International 
Development during the current fiscal year. 

REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES 

SEc. 509. Of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act, not to 
exceed $115,000 shall be available for repre
sentation allowances for the Agency for 
International Development during the cur
rent fiscal year: Provided, That appropriate 
steps shall be taken to assure that, to the 
maximum extent possible, United States
owned foreign currencies are utilized in lieu 
of dollars: Provided further, That of the 
total funds made available by this Act under 
the [headings "Military Assistance" and] 
heading "Foreign Military Credit Sales", 
not to exceed $2,875 shall be available for 
entertainment expenses and not to exceed 
$75,000 shall be available for representation 
allowances: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available by this Act under the 
heading "International Military Education 
and Training", not to exceed $125,000 shall 
be available for entertainment allowances: 
Provided further, That of the funds made 
available by this Act for the Inter-American 
Foundation, not to exceed $2,875 shall be 
available for entertainment and representa
tion allowances: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available by this Act for the 
Peace Corps, not to exceed a total of $4,600 
shall be available for entertainment ex
penses: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available by this Act under the head
ing "Trade and Development Program", not 
to exceed $2,300 shall be available for repre
sentation and entertainment allowances. 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS 

SEc. 510. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available <other than funds for 
"International Organizations and Pro
grams") pursuant to this Act, for carrying 
out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, may 
be used to finance the export of nuclear 
equipment, fuel, or technology. 

HUMAN RIGHTS 

SEc. 511. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be obligated or expended to provide 
assistance to any country for the purpose of 
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aiding the efforts of the government of such 
country to repress the legitimate rights of 
the population of such country contrary to 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR 
CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

SEc. 512. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to 
this Act shall be obligated or expended to fi
nance directly any assistance or reparations 
to Angola, Cambodia, Cuba, Iraq, Libya, the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam, South 
Yemen, Iran, or Syria. 

MILITARY COUPS 

SEc. 513. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to 
this Act shall be obligated or expended to fi
nance directly any assistance to any country 
whose duly elected Head of Government is 
deposed by military coup or decree: Provid
ed, That assistance may be resumed to such 
country if the President determines and re
ports to the Committees on Appropriations 
that subsequent to the termination of as
sistance a democratically elected govern
ment has taken office. 

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS 

SEc. 514. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be obligated under an ap
propriation account to which they were not 
appropriated without the prior written ap
proval of the Committees on Appropria
tions. 

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 

SEc. 515. Amounts certified pursuant to 
section 1311 of the Supplemental Appro
priations Act, 1955, as having been obligated 
against appropriations heretofore made 
under the authority of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 for the same general pur
pose as any of the headings under the 
"Agency for International Development" 
are, if deobligated, hereby continued avail
able for the same period as the respective 
appropriations under such headings or until 
September 30, 1989, whichever is later, and 
for the same general purpose, and for coun
tries within the same region as originally 
obligated: Provided, That the Appropria
tions Committees of both Houses of the 
Congress are notified fifteen days in ad
vance of the deobligation and reobligation 
of such funds: Provided further, That the 
authority of this section shall not be avail
able to reobligate more than $4,000,000 of 
funds previously obligated to carry out the 
provisions of sections 103 through 106 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA 

SEc. 516. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub
licity or propaganda purposes within the 
United States not authorized before the 
date of enactment of this Act by the Con
gress. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

SEc. 517. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation after the expiration of the 
current fiscal year unless expressly so pro
vided in this Act: Provided, That funds ap
propriated for the purposes of chapter 1 of 
part I and chapter 4 of part II of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
shall remain available until expended if 
such funds are initially obligated before the 
expiration of their respective periods of 
availability contained in this Act. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN 
DEFAULT 

SEc. 518. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used to fur
nish assistance to any country which is in 
default during a period in excess of one cal
endar year in payment to the United States 
of principal or interest on any loan made to 
such country by the United States pursuant 
to a program for which funds are appropri
ated under this Act. 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS-NAMES OF 
BORROWERS 

SEc. 519. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act shall 
be available to any international financial 
institution whose United States governor or 
representative cannot upon request obtain 
the amounts and the names of borrowers 
for all loans of the international financial 
institution, including loans to employees of 
the institution, or the compensation and re
lated benefits of employees of the institu
tion. 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS-DOCUMENTATION 

SEc. 520. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act shall 
be available to any international financial 
institution whose United States governor or 
representative cannot upon request obtain 
any document developed by or in the posses
sion of the management of the internation
al financial institution, unless the United 
States governor or representative of the in
stitution certifies to the Committees on Ap
propriations that the confidentiality of the 
information is essential to the operation of 
the institution. 

COMMERCE AND TRADE 

SEc. 521. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act for 
direct assistance and none of the funds oth
erwise made available pursuant to this Act 
to the Export-Import Bank and the Over
seas Private Investment Corporation shall 
be obligated or expended to finance any 
loan, any assistance or any other financial 
commitments for establishing or expanding 
production of any commodity for export by 
any country other than the United States, if 
the commodity is likely to be in surplus on 
world markets at the time the resulting pro
ductive capacity is expected to become oper
ative and if the assistance will cause sub
stantial injury to United States producers of 
the same, similar, or competing commodity: 
Provided, That such prohibition shall not 
apply to the Export-Import Bank if in the 
judgment of its Board of Directors the bene
fits to industry and employment in the 
United States are likely to outweigh the 
injury to United States producers of the 
same, similar, or competing commodity. 

SURPLUS COMMODITIES 

SEc. 522. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall instruct the United States Executive 
Directors of the International Bank for Re
construction and Development, the Interna
tional Development Association, the Inter
national Finance Corporation, the Inter
American Development Bank, the Interna
tional Monetary Fund, the Asian Develop
ment Bank, the Inter-American Investment 
Corporation, the Mrican Development 
Bank, and the Mrican Development Fund 
to use the voice and vote of the United 
States to oppose any assistance by these in
stitutions, using funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, for the pro
duction or extraction of any commodity or 
mineral for expryrt, if it is in surplus on 
world markets and if the assistance will 

cause substantial injury to United States 
producers of the same, similar, or competing 
commodity. 

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 523. For the purposes of providing 
the Executive Branch with the necessary 
administrative flexibility, none of the funds 
made available under this Act for "Agricul
ture, rural development, and nutrition, De
velopment Assistance", "Population, Devel
opment Assistance", "Child Survival Fund", 
"Health, Development Assistance", "Inter
national AIDS Prevention and Control Pro
gram", "Education and human resources de
velopment, Development Assistance", "Pri
vate Sector, environment, and energy, De
velopment Assistance", "Science and tech
nology, Development Assistance", "Sub-Sa
haran Mrica, Development Assistance", 
"Southern Mrica, Development Assistance", 
"International organizations and pro
grams", "American schools and hospitals 
abroad", "Trade and development pro
gram", "International narcotics control", 
"Economic support fund", "Peacekeeping 
operations", "Operating expenses of the 
Agency for International Development", 
"Operating expenses of the Agency for 
International Development Office of In
spector General", "Anti-terrorism assist
ance", ["Military Assistance",] "Foreign 
Military Credit Sales", "International mili
tary education and training", "Inter-Ameri
can Foundation", "African Development 
Foundation", "Peace Corps", or "Migration 
and refugee assistance", shall be available 
for obligation for activities, programs, 
projects, type of materiel assistance, coun
tries, or other operation not justified or in 
excess of the amount justified to the Appro
priations Committees for obligation under 
any of these specific headings for the cur
rent fiscal year unless the Appropriations 
Committees of both Houses of Congress are 

. previously notified fifteen days in advance: 
Provided, That the President shall not 
enter into any commitment of funds appro
priated for the purposes of [chapter 2 of 
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
or of funds appropriated for the purposes 
of] section 23 of the Arms Export Control 
Act for the provision of major defense 
equipment, other than conventional ammu
nition, not previously justified to Congress 
or 20 per centum in excess of the quantities 
justified to Congress unless the Committees 
on Appropriations are notified fifteen days 
in advance of such commitment: Provided 
further, That this section shall not apply to 
any reprogramming for an activity, pro
gram, or project under chapter 1 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 of less 
than 20 per centum of the amount previous
ly justified to the Congress for obligation 
for such activity, program, or project for 
the current fiscal year. 

CONSULTING SERVICES 

SEc. 524. The expenditure of any appro
priation under this Act for any consulting 
service through procurement contract, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to 
those contracts where such expenditures 
are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where other
wise provided under existing law, or under 
existing Executive order pursuant to exist
ing law. 

PROHIBITION ON ABORTION LOBBYING 

SEc. 525. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be used to lobby for 
abortion. 
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LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

SEc. 526. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law or of this Act, none of the 
funds provided for "International Organiza
tions and Programs" shall be available for 
the United States proportionate share for 
any programs for the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, the Southwest African Peo
ples Organization, Libya, Iran, or, at the dis
cretion of the President, Communist coun
tries listed in section 620(f) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. 

UNITED NATIONS VOTING RECORD 

SEC. 527. <a> Not later than January 31 of 
each year, or at the time of the transmittal 
by the President to the Congress of the 
annual presentation materials on foreign as
sistance, whichever is earlier, the President 
shall transmit to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the President of the 
Senate a full and complete report which as
sesses, with respect to each foreign country, 
the degree of support by the government of 
each such country during the preceding 
twelve-month period for the foreign policy 
of the United States. Such report shall in
clude, with respect to each such country 
which is a member of the United Nations, 
information to be compiled and supplied by 
the Permanent Representative of the 
United States to the United Nations, con
sisting of a comparison of the overall voting 
practices in the principal bodies of the 
United Nations during the preceding twelve
month period of such country and the 
United States, with special note of the 
voting and speaking records of such country 
on issues of major importance to the United 
States in the General Assembly and the Se
curity Council, and shall also include a 
report on actions with regard to the United 
States in important related documents such 
as the Non-Aligned Communique. A full 
compilation of the information supplied by 
the Permanent Representative of the 
United States to the United Nations for in
clusion in such report shall be provided as 
an addendum to such report. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth
erwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to finance di
rectly any assistance to a country which the 
President finds, based on the contents of 
the report required to be transmitted under 
subsection (a), is engaged in a consistent 
pattern of opposition to the foreign policy 
of the United States. 

<c> The report required by subsection <a> 
of this section shall be in the identical 
format as the "Report to Congress on 
Voting Practices in the United Nations" 
which was submitted pursuant to Public 
Law 99-190 and Public Law 98-164 on June 
6, 1986. 
LOANS TO ISRAEL UNDER ARMS EXPORT CONTROL 

ACT 

SEc. 528. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, Israel may utilize any loan 
which is or was made available under the 
Arms Export Control Act and for which re
payment is or was forgiven before utilizing 
any other loan made available under the 
Arms Export Control Act. 
PROHIBITION AGAINST UNITED STATES EMPLOY

EES RECOGNIZING OR NEGOTIATING WITH PLO 

SEC. 529. In reaffirmation of the 1975 
memorandum of agreement between the 
United States and Israel, and in accordance 
with section 1302 of the International Secu
rity and Development Cooperation Act of 
1985 <Public Law 99-83), no employee of or 
individual acting on behalf of the United 

States Government shall recognize or nego
tiate with the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation or representatives thereof, so long as 
the Palestine Liberation Organization does 
not recognize Israel's right to exist, does not 
accept Security Council Resolutions 242 and 
338, and does not renounce the use of ter
rorism. 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUNDS FOR ISRAEL 

SEc. 530. The Congress finds that progress 
on the peace process in the Middle East is 
vitally important to United States security 
interests in the region. The Congress recog
nizes that, in fulfilling its obligations under 
the Treaty of Peace Between the Arab Re
public of Egypt and the State of Israel, done 
at Washington on March 26, 1979, Israel in
curred severe economic burdens. Further
more, the Congress recognizes that an eco
nomically and militarily secure Israel serves 
the security interests of the United States, 
for a secure Israel is an Israel which has the 
incentive and confidence to continue pursu
ing the peace process. Therefore, the Con
gress declares that it is the policy and the 
intention of the United States that the 
funds provided in annual appropriations for 
the Econoinic Support Fund which are allo
cated to Israel shall not be less than the 
annual debt repayment (interest and princi
pal) from Israel to the United States Gov
ernment in recognition that such a principle 
serves United States interests in the region. 

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS 

SEc. 531. Ceilings and earmarks contained 
in this Act shall not be applicable to funds 
or authorities appropriated or otherwise 
made available by any subsequent Act 
unless such Act specifically so directs. 

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT ON FUNDING FOR 
LEBANON 

SEc. 532. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to 
this Act for the "Economic Support Fund" 
or for "Foreign Military Credit Sales" shall 
be obligated or expended for Lebanon 
except as provided through the regular noti
fication procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

NOTIFICATION CONCERNING AIRCRAFT IN 
CENTRAL AMERICA 

SEc. 533. <a> During the current fiscal 
year, the authorities of part II of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms 
Export Control Act may not be used to 
make available any helicopters or other air
craft for military use, and licenses may not 
be issued under section 38 of the Arms 
Export Control Act for the export of any 
such aircraft, to any country in Central 
America unless the Committees on Appro
priations, the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate are notified in writing at least 15 
days in advance. 

(b) During the current fiscal year, the Sec
retary of State shall promptly notify the 
committees designated in subsection (a) 
whenever any helicopters or other aircraft 
for military use are provided to any country 
in Central America by any foreign country. 

GUATEMALA-RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

SEc. 534. Funds provided in this Act for 
Guatemala may not be provided to the Gov
ernment of Guatemala for use in its rural 
resettlement program, except through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com
mittees on Appropriations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

SEc. 535. <a> It is the policy of the United 
States that sustainable economic growth 

must be predicated on sustainable use of 
natural resources. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall instruct the United States 
Executive Directors of the Multilateral De
velopment Banks <MOB's) to-

< 1 > promote the adoption of internal 
guidelines requiring the use of least-cost 
planning techniques in evaluating proposed 
energy loans, and consider refusal to sup
port power generation, utilization or energy 
sector loans unless cost-effective conserva
tion measures have been fully evaluated and 
considered; 

<2> encourage each MOB to offer techni
cal assistance to borrower nations in prepar
ing national energy plans. Special emphasis 
shall be given to least-cost analysis in 
making decisions on energy use and develop
ment, and such analyses shall take into ac
count all demand-side as well as supply-side 
options; 

(3) promote expansion of MOB expertise 
in the areas of energy conservation and re
newable energy sources; 

<4> promote the adoption of lending strat
egies which place increased emphasis on 
energy conservation and efficiency as op
posed to merely increasing generating ca
pacity; 

(5) promote adoption of policies which 
minimize emissions of greenhouse gases; 

<6> promote the adoption of lending strat
egies that place increased emphasis on 
energy efficient transportation programs. 
Such strategies shall consider alternatives 
to conventional mechanized transport such 
as nonmotorized vehicles, public transport 
and increased energy and cost efficiency of 
transportation systems; and 

(7) promote the use of existing and the de
velopment of new mechanisms to promote 
conservation of biological diversity. Existing 
resources to be consulted shall include but 
not be limited to Conservation Data Cen
ters. 

fbJ The Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Secretary of State, in cooperation with the 
Administrator of the Agency for Interna
tional Development, shall conduct bilateral 
and multilateral discussions with other 
members of the MDB's to further strengthen 
the environmental performance of each 
bank. These discussions shall include, but 
not be limited to organizational, adminis
trative and procedural arrangements to 
remove impediments to the efficient and ef
fective management of assistance programs 
necessary to protect and ensure the sustain
able use of natural resources and to carry 
out such assistance programs in consulta
tion with a.tfected local communities. 

[<b>] (c) The Adlninistrator of the 
Agency for International Development 
shall-

(1) in the submission of future "early 
warning system" reports, as required by the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1988, 
make use of resources that promote the con
servation of biological diversity, such as 
Conservation Data Centers; 

(2) submit a report to the Cominittees on 
Appropriations, by January 15, 1989, on the 
Agency's activities and practices which en
courage or discourage the use of renewable 
energy technologies overseas, and on ways 
to correct or refocus those efforts. This 
report shall include but is not limited to 
Agency activities which could be directed to 
develop a stronger interface with the pri
vate sector through the establishment of a 
United States Renewable Energy Industry 
Advisory Council; 
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< 3 > issue guidance to all Agency missions 

stating that renewable energy resources and 
conservation are to be the centerpiece of its 
energy efforts, and meeting energy needs 
through these means shall be discussed in 
every Country Development Strategy State
ment; and 

(4) take steps to implement recommenda
tions set forth by a report of the Committee 
on Health and Environment on opportuni
ties for the Agency to assist" developing 
countries in the proper use of agricultural 
and industrial chemicals. 

PROHIBITION CONCERNING ABORTIONS AND 
INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATION 

SEc. 536. None of the funds made available 
to carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, may be used to pay 
for the performance of abortions as a 
method of family planning or to motivate or 
coerce any person to practice abortions. 
None of the funds made available to carry 
out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, may be used to pay for 
the performance of involuntary sterilization 
as a method of family planning or to coerce 
or provide any financial incentive to any 
person to undergo sterilizations. None of 
the funds made available to carry out part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, may be used to pay for any bio
medical research which relates in whole or 
in part, to methods of, or the performance 
of, abortions or involuntary sterilization as 
a means of family planning. None of the 
funds made available to carry out part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, may be obligated or expended for 
any country or organization if the President 
certifies that the use of these funds .by any 
such country or organization would violate 
any of the above provisions related to abor
tions and involuntary sterilizations. The 
Congress reaffirms its commitments to Pop
ulation, Development Assistance and to the 
need for informed voluntary family plan
ning. 

AFGHANISTAN-HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE 

SEc. 537. Not less than $45,000,000 of the 
aggregate amount of funds appropriated by 
this Act, to be derived in equal parts from 
the funds appropriated to carry out the pro
visions of chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, and chapter 4 of 
part II of that Act, shall be available for the 
provision of food, medicine, or other hu
manitarian assistance to the Afghan people, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law. 

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS
DOCUMENTATION 

SEc. 538. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act shall 
be available to a private voluntary organiza
tion which fails to provide upon timely re
quest any document, file, or record neces
sary to the auditing requirements of the 
Agency for International Development, nor 
shall any of the funds appropriated by this 
Act be made available to any private volun
tary organization which is not registered 
with the Agency for International Develop
ment. 

EL SALVADOR-INVESTIGATION OF MURDERS 

SEc. 539. Of the amounts made available 
by this Act for military assistance and fi
nancing for El Salvador under chapter [s 2 
and] 5 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 and under the Arms Export 
Control Act, $5,000,000 may not be expend
ed until the President reports, following the 
conclusion of the Appeals process in the 
case of Captain Avila, to the Committees on 

Appropriations that the Government of El 
Salvador has <1 > substantially concluded all 
investigative action with respect to those re
sponsible for the January 1981 deaths of 
the two United States land reform consult
ants Michael Hammer and Mark Pearlman 
and the Salvadoran Land Reform Institute 
Director Jose Rodolfo Viera, and <2> pur
sued all legal avenues to bring to trial and 
obtain a verdict of those who ordered and 
carried out the January 1981 murders. 

REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT 

SEc. 540. It is the sense of the Congress 
that all countries receiving United States 
foreign assistance under the "Economic 
Support Fund", "Foreign Military Credit 
Sales", "Military Assistance", "Internation
al Military Education and Training", the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954 <Public Law 480), develop
ment assistance programs, or trade promo
tion programs should fully cooperate with 
the international refugee assistance organi
zations, the United States, and other gov
ernments in facilitating lasting solutions to 
refugee situations. Further, where resettle
ment to other countries is the appropriate 
solution, such resettlement should be expe
dited in cooperation with the country of 
asylum without respect to race, sex, reli
gion, or national origin. 

IMMUNIZATIONS FOR CHILDREN 

SEc. 541. <a> The Congress finds that-
<1> the United Nations Children's Fund 

<UNICEF> reports that four million chil
dren die annually because they have not 
been immunized against the six major child
hood diseases: polio, measles, whooping 
cough, diphtheria, tetanus, and tuberculo
sis; 

<2> at present less than 20 percent of chil
dren in the developing world are fully im
munized against these diseases; 

(3) each year more than five million addi
tional children are permanently disabled 
and suffer diminished capacities to contrib
ute to the economic, social and political de
velopment of their countries because they 
have not been immunized; 

<4> ten million additional childhood 
deaths from immunizable and potentially 
immunizable diseases could be averted an
nually by the development of techniques in 
biotechnology for new and cost-effective 
vaccines; 

(5) the World Health Assembly, the Exec
utive Board of the United Nations Chil
dren's Fund, and the United Nations Gener
al Assembly are calling upon the nations of 
the world to commit the resources necessary 
to meet the challenge of universal access to 
childhood immunization by 1990; 

<6> the United States, through the Cen
ters for Disease Control and the Agency for 
International Development, joined in a 
global effort by providing political and tech
nical leadership that made possible the 
eradication of smallpox during the 1970's; 

(7) the development of national immuni
zation systems that can both be sustained 
and also serve as a model for a wide range of 
primary health care actions is a desired out
come of our foreign assistance plicy; 

<8> the United States Centers for Disease 
Control headquartered in Atlanta is unique
ly qualified to provide technical assistance 
for a worldwide immunization and eradica
tion effort and is universally respected; 

(9) at the 1984 Bellagio Conference it was 
determined that the goal of universal child
hood immunization by 1990 is indeed achiev
able; 

(10) the Congress, through authorizations 
and appropriations for international health 

research and primary health care activities 
and the establishment of the Child Survival 
Fund, has played a vital role in providing 
for the well-being of the world's children; 

< 11 > the Congress has expressed its expec
tation that the Agency for International 
Development will set as a goal the immuni
zation by 1990 of at least 80 percent of all 
the children in those countries in which the 
Agency has a program; and 

< 12) the United States private sector and 
public at large have responded generously 
to appeals for support for national immuni
zation campaigns in developing countries. 

<b><1> The Congress calls upon the Presi
dent to direct the Agency for International 
Development, working through the Centers 
for Disease Control and other appropriate 
Federal agencies, to work in a global effort 
to provide enhanced support toward achiev
ing the goal of universal access to childhood 
immunization by 1990 by-

<A> assisting in the delivery, distribution, 
and use of vaccines, including-

(i) the building of locally sustainable sys
tems and technical capacities in developing 
countries to reach, by the appropriate age, 
not less than 80 per centum of their annual
ly projected target population with the full 
schedule of required immunizations, and 

<U> the development of a sufficient net
work of indigenous professionals and insti
tutions with responsibility for developing, 
monitoring, and assessing immunization 
programs and continually adapting strate
gies to reach the goal of preventing immuni
zable diseases; and 

(B) performing, supporting, and encourag
ing research and development activities, 
both in the public and private sector, that 
will be targeted at developing new vaccines 
and at modifying and improving existing 
vaccines to make them more appropriate for 
use in developing countries. 

<2> In support of this global effort, the 
President should appeal to the people of the 
United States and the United States private 
sector to support public and private efforts 
to provide the resources necessary to 
achieve universal access to childhood immu
nization by 1990. 

ETHIOPIA-FORCED RESETTLEMENT, 
VILLAGIZATION 

SEc. 542. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be made available for any 
costs associated with the Government of 
Ethiopia's forced resettlement or villagiza
tion programs. 

SUDAN, SOMALIA, GABON, AND JAMAICA 
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 543. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be obligated or expended 
for Sudan, Gabon, Jamaica or Somalia 
except as provided through the regular noti
fication procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND 
ACTIVITY 

SEc. 544. For the purpose of this Act, 
"program, project, and activity" shall be de
fined at the Appropriations Act account 
level and shall include all Appropriations 
and Authorizations Acts earmarks, ceilings, 
and limitations with the exception that for 
the following accounts: Economic Support 
Fund; [Military Assistance;] and Foreign 
Military Credit Sales, "program, project, 
and activity" shall also be considered to in
clude country, regional, and central pro
gram level funding within each such ac
count; for the functional development as
sistance accounts of the Agency for Interna-
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tional Development "program, project, and 
activity" shall also be considered to include 
central program level funding, either as (1) 
justified to the Congress, or (2) allocated by 
the executive branch in accordance with a 
report, to be provided to the Committees on 
Appropriations within thirty days of enact
ment of this Act, as required by section 
653(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended. 

CHILD SURVIVAL AND AIDS ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 545. Of the funds made available by 
this Act and appropriated for [the] "Sub
Saharan Africa, Development Assistance", 
the "Child Survival Fund" and "Health, De
velopment Assistance", up to $6,000,000 may 
be used to reimburse United States Govern
ment agencies, agencies of State govern
ments, and institutions of higher learning 
for the full cost of employees detailed or as
signed, as the case may be, to the Agency 
for International Development for the pur
pose of carrying out child survival activities 
and activities relating to research on, and 
the treatment and control of, acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome in developing 
countries: Provided, That personnel which 
are detailed or assigned for the purposes of 
this section shall not be included within any 
personnel ceiling applicable to any United 
States Government agency during the 
period of detail or assignment. 

INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK
COORDINATION OF PROJECTS 

SEc. 546. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall instruct the United States Executive 
Director of the Inter-American Develop
ment Bank to work with the representa
tives, and with the ministries from which 
they receive their instructions, of other 
donor nations to the Inter-American Devel
upment Bank, to develop a coordinated eco
nomic development program for the assist
ance activities of the Bank. Such program 
should be developed in cooperation with the 
Department of State and the Agency for 
International Development to ensure that 
the bilateral economic assistance programs 
of the United States are effectively coordi
nated with the activities of the Inter-Ameri
can Development Bank. 

CHILE-LOANS FROM MULTILATERAL 
DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTIONS 

SEc. 547. (a) It is the sense of Congress 
that pursuant to section 701 of the Interna
tional Financial Institutions Act of 1977, the 
United States Government should oppose 
all loans to Chile from international finan
cial institutions, except for those for basic 
human needs, until-

( 1) the Government of Chile has ended its 
practice and pattern of gross abuse of inter
nationally recognized human rights; 

(2) significant steps have been taken by 
the Government of Chile to restore democ
racy, including-

<A> the implementation of political re
forms which are essential to the develop
ment of democracy, such as the legalization 
of political parties, the enactment of elec
tion laws, the establishment of freedom of 
speech and the press, and the fair and 
prompt administration of justice; and 

<B> a precise and reasonable timetable has 
been established for the transition to de
mocracy. 

(b) [None] Except as otherwise specified 
in this Act, none of the funds made avail
able by this Act for the "Economic Support 
Fund" or for title III shall be obligated or 
expended for Chile. 

COMMODITY COMPETITION 

SEc. 548. None of the funds appropriated 
by this or any other Act to carry out chap
ter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 shall be available for any testing or 
breeding feasibility study, variety improve
ment or introduction, consultancy, publica
tion, conference, or training in connection 
with the growth or production in a foreign 
country of an agricultural commodity for 
export which would compete with a similar 
commodity grown or produced in the United 
States: Provided, That this section shall not 
prohibit: 

( 1) activities designed to increase food se
curity in developing countries where such 
activities will not have a significant impact 
in the export of agricultural commodities of 
the United States; or 

(2) research activities intended primarily 
to benefit American producers. 

PROHIBITION OF FUNDING RELATED TO 
COMPETITION WITH UNITED STATES EXPORTS 

SEc. 549. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to the Agency for International De
velopment, other than funds made available 
to carry out Caribbean Basin Initiative pro
grams under the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States, 19 U.S.C. 1202, schedule 8, 
part I, subpart B, item 807.00, shall be obli
gated or expended-

(!) to procure directly feasibility studies 
or prefeasibility studies for, or project pro
files of potential investment in, the manu
facture, for export to the United States or 
to third country markets in direct competi
tion with United States exports, of import
sensitive articles as defined by section 
503(c)(l) <A> and <E> of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 2463(c)(l) <A> and <E»; or 

<2> to assist directly in the establishment 
of facilities specifically designed for the 
manufacture, for export to the United 
States or to third country markets in direct 
competition with United States exports, of 
import-sensitive articles as defined in sec
tion 503(c)(l) (A) and <E> of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 <19 U.S.C. 2463<c><l> <A> and (E)). 

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO 
CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

SEc. 550. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to 
this Act shall be obligated to finance indi
rectly any assistance or reparations to 
Angola, Cambodia, Cuba, Iraq, Libya, the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam, South 
Yemen, Iran, or Syria unless the President 
of the United States certifies that the with
holding of these funds is contrary to the na
tional interest of the United States. 

ASSISTANCE FOR LIBERIA 

SEc. 551. (a) Funds appropriated by this 
Act under the heading ["Military Assist
ance"] "Foreign Military Credit Sales" or 
"Econ01nic Support Fund" may be made 
available for assistance for Liberia only if 
the Secretary of State certifies to the Con
gress that the Government of Liberia-

( 1) has taken significant steps to: reduce 
extra-budgetary expenditures; reduce bor
rowing from any source <whether local or 
foreign) in anticipation of future tax re
ceipts, profit sharing, maritime revenues, or 
other revenues; reduce the use of off-shore 
funds for the financing of domestic expendi
tures; and reduce the extent to which public 
expenditures exceed allocations; 

(2) has ceased diverting and misusing 
United States assistance, and has paid all 
amounts owed to the local currency ac
counts <established pursuant to the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954) for the shortfalls in its pay-

ments for the fiscal years 1983 and 1984; 
and 

(3) is making significant progress toward
<A> permitting all political parties to 

freely organize, assemble, and disseminate 
their views as provided for by the Liberian 
constitution; 

<B> respecting constitutional guarantees 
of freedom of the press and freedom of 
speech; 

<C> maintaining the independence of the 
legislative branch in accordance with the Li
berian constitution; 

(D) establishing and maintaining an inde
pendent judiciary; 

(E) providing full access to all political 
prisoners by internationally respected 
human rights organizations for the purpose 
of investigating human rights abuses; 
[and] 

(F) improving the human rights situation; 
and 

fGJ satisfying Liberia's undisputed debts 
to United States citizens. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated in this 
Act shall be obligated or expended for Libe
ria except as provided through the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations. 

(C) The requirements of this section are in 
addition to any other statutory require
ments applicable to assistance for Liberia. 

RECIPROCAL LEASING 

SEc. 552. Section 61(a) of the Arms Export 
Control Act is amended by striking out 
"1988" and inserting in lieu thereof "1989". 

LIMITATION ON DEFENSE EQUIPMENT 
DRAWDOWN 

SEc. 553. Defense articles, services and 
training drawn down under the authority of 
section 506(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, shall not be furnished to a recipient 
unless such articles are delivered to, and 
such services and training initiated for, the 
recipient country or international organiza
tion not more than one hundred and twenty 
days from the date on which Congress re
ceived notification of the intention to exer
cise the authority of that section: Provil/,ed, 
That if defense articles have not been deliv
ered or services and training initiated by the 
period specified in this section, a new notifi
cation pursuant to section 506(b) of such 
Act shall be provided, which shall include 
an explanation for the delay in furnishing 
such articles, services, and training, before 
such articles, services, or training may be 
furnished. 
NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 554. Prior to providing excess Depart
ment of Defense articles in accordance with 
section 516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, the Department of Defense shall 
notify the Committees on Appropriations to 
the same extent and under the same condi
tions as are other committees pursuant to 
subsection (c) of that section: Provided, 
That such Committees shall also be in
formed of the original acquisition cost of 
such defense articles. 

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT 

SEc. 555. [Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be obligated unless an Act author
izing the appropriation of such funds has 
been enacted.] Except as otherwise speci
fied in this Act, funds appropriated by this 
Act may be obligated and expended notwith
standing section 10 of Public Law 91-672 
and section 15 of the State Department 
Basic Authorities Act of 1956. 
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NOTIFICATION CONCERNING EL SALVADOR 

SEc. 556. <a> The Congress expects that
(1) the Government of El Salvador and 

the armed opposition forces and their politi
cal representatives will be willing to pursue 
a dialogue for the purposes of achieving an 
equitable political settlement of the con
flict, including free and fair elections; 

(2) the elected civilian government will be 
in control of the Salvadoran military and se
curity forces, and those forces will comply 
with applicable rules of international law 
and with Presidential directives pertaining 
to the protection of civilians during combat 
operations, including Presidential directive 
C-111-03-984 <relating to aerial fire sup
port>; 

<3> the Government of El Salvador will 
make demonstrated progress, during the 
period covered by each report pursuant to 
subsection (b), in ending the activities of the 
death squads; 

<4> the Government of El Salvador will 
make demonstrated progress, during the 
period covered by each report pursuant to 
subsection (b), in establishing an effective 
judicial system; and 

<5> the Government of El Salvador will 
make demonstrated progress, during the 
period covered by each report pursuant to 
subsection (b), in implementing the land 
reform program. 

(b) REPORTS.-On April 1, 1989, and Sep
tember 30, 1989, the President shall report 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, the Committees on Appropriations 
and the chairman of the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate on the extent 
to which the objectives described in subsec
tion <a> are being met. With respect to the 
objective described in paragraph <4> of that 
subsection, each :report shall specify the 
status of all cases presented to the Salvador
an courts involving human rights violations 
against civilians by members of the Salva
doran security forces, including military of
ficers and other military personnel and civil 
patrolmen. 

NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS ON DEBT RELIEF 
AGREEMENTS 

SEc. 557. The Secretary of State shall 
transmit to the Appropriations Committees 
of the Congress and to such other Commit
tees as appropriate, a copy of the text of 
any agreement with any foreign govern
ment which would result in any debt relief 
no less than thirty days prior to its entry 
into force, other than one entered into pur
suant to this Act, together with a detailed 
justification of the interest of the United 
States in the proposed debt relief: Provided, 
That the term "debt relief" shall include 
any and all debt prepayment, debt resched
uling, and debt restructuring proposals and 
agreements. 

MIDDLE EAST REGIONAL COOPERATION 
SEc. 558. Middle East regional cooperative 

programs which have been carried out in ac
cordance with section 202(c) of the Interna
tional Security and Development Coopera
tion Act of 1985 shall continue to be funded 
at a level of not less than $5,000,000 from 
funds appropriated under the heading "Eco
nomic Support Fund": Provided, That [of 
this amount up to $500,000 shall be made 
available for scholarships for support of Is
raeli students studying in institutions of 
higher education in Arab countries and up 
to $500,000 shall be made available for 
scholarships for support of Arab students 
studying in institutions of higher education 
in Israel: Provided further, That such schol
arships shall be called "Arab-Israeli Peace 

Scholarships") the provisos contained in 
section 564 of the Foreign Operations, 
Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 1988, are hereby re
pealed. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE PEOPLE OF LEBANON 
SEc. 559. The Congress recognizes that the 

people of Lebanon have suffered greatly 
during much of the past two decades from 
the effects of natural disasters and civil 
strife. The Congress further recognizes that 
assistance provided through nongovernmen
tal organizations has had a significant 
impact in mitigating the adverse conse
quences of these unfortunate events on the 
Lebanese people. Therefore, [up to] not 
less than $5,000,000 of the funds appropri
ated by this Act to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 shall be made available to 
provide assistance for the people of Leba
non. Such assistance shall be made available 
only through the United Nations Children's 
Fund, indigenous nongovernmental organi
zations, or international organizations, and 
shall be provided in accordance with the 
general authorities contained in section 491 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

MEMBERSHIP DESIGNATION IN ASIA:ri 
DEVELOPMENT BANK 

SEc. 560. It is the Sense of the Congress 
that the United States Government should 
use its influence in the Asian Development 
Bank to secure reconsideration of that insti
tution's decision to designate Taiwan <the 
Republic of China> as "Taipei, China". It is 
further the Sense of the Congress, that the 
Asian Development Bank should resolve 
this dispute in a fashion that is acceptable 
to Taiwan <the Republic of China). 

DEJ>LETED URANIUM 
SEc. 561. None of the funds provided in 

this or any other Act may be made available 
to facilitate in any way the sale of M-833 
antitank shells or any comparable antitank 
shells containing a depleted uranium pene
trating component to any country other 
than <1> countries which are members of 
NATO, [or] (2) countries which have been 
designated as a major non-NATO ally for 
purposes of section 1105 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1987 or, (3) countries for which repayment, 
in whole or in part, of foreign military cred
its provided in fiscal year 1988 is forgiven. 

EARMARKS 
SEc. 562. Funds appropriated by this Act 

which are earmarked may be reprogrammed 
for other programs within the same account 
notwithstanding the earmark if compliance 
with the earmark is made impossible by op
eration of any provision of this or any other 
Act or if the President determines that the 
recipient for which funds are earmarked has 
significantly reduced its military or eco
nomic cooperation with the United States 
since enactment of the Foreign Operations, 
Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 1988: Provided, That 
any such reprogramming shall be subject to 
the regular notification procedures of the 
Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That assistance that is repro
grammed pursuant to this section shall be 
made available under the same terms and 
conditions as originally prov-ided. 

HAITI 
SEc. 563. <a> SusPENSION OF AssiSTANCE.

During fiscal year 1989, none of the funds 
made available by this Act or by any other 
Act or joint resolution may be obligated or 
expended to provide United States assist-

ance <including any such assistance appro
priated and previously obligated) for Haiti 
<other than the assistance described in sub
section (b) of this section) unless the demo
cratic process set forth in the Haitian Con
stitution approved by the Haitian people on 
March 29, 1987, especially those provisions 
rela~ing to the provisional Electoral Coun
cil, is being fully and faithfully adhered to 
by the Government of Haiti. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-The term "United States 
assistance" does not include-

<1) assistance under chapter 1 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 insofar 
as such assistance is provided through pri
vate and voluntary organizations or other 
nongovernmental agencies; 

<2> assistance which involves the dona
tions of food or medicine; 

(3) disaster relief assistance (including any 
assistance under chapter 9 of part I of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961>; 

(4) assistance for refugees; 
(5) assistance under the Inter-American 

Foundation Act; 
(6) assistance necessary for the continued 

financing of education for Haitians in the 
United States; 

<7> assistance provided in order to enable 
the continuation of migrant and narcotics 
interdiction operations; [or] 

<8> activities under the National Endow
ment for Democracy [Act.] Act; 

(9) assistance under title rv; chapter 2 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(relating to the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation); or 

(10) assistance under the Peace Corps Act. 
(C) OTHER SANCTIONS.-It is the sense Of 

the Congress that, in order to further en
courage the Government of Haiti to adhere 
to the constitutionally mandated transition 
to democracy, the President should-

(1) suspend Haiti's eligibility for benefits 
under the Caribbean Basin Economic Re
covery Act; and 

(2) seek international cooperation to en
courage such adherence by the Government 
of Haiti through the imposition of an inter
national arms embargo and comprehensive 
trade and financial sanctions. 

(d) EFFECT ON FISCAL YEAR 1988 PRO
GRAMS.-Assistance may be provided for 
Haiti during fiscal year 1988 under title rv; 
chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, or under the Peace Corps Act 
notwithstanding section 569 of the Foreign 
Operations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 1988. 

ASSISTANCE FOR PANAMA 
SEc. 564. <a> Unless the President certifies 

to Congress that-
<1> the Government of Panama has dem

onstrated substantial progress in assuring ci
vilian control of the armed forces [has been 
demonstrated] and that the Panama De
fense Forces and its leaders have been re
moved from non-military activities and in
stitutions; 

<2> an impartial investigation into allega
tions of illegal actions by members of the 
Panama Defense Force is being conducted; 

(3) a satisfactory agreement has been 
reached between the governing authorities 
and representatives of the opposition forces 
on conditions for free and fair elections; and 

<4> freedom of the press and other consti
tutional guarantees, including due process 
of law, are restored to the Panamanian 
people; 
then no United States assistance <including 
any such assistance appropriated and previ
ously obligated) shall be obligated or ex-
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pended for [programs, projects or activities 
which assist or lend support for the Noriega 
regime or ministries of government under 
the control of the Noriega regime] Panama 
in this fiscal year and any fiscal year there
after, and none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this Act, or any 
other Act, shall be used to finance any par
ticipation of the United States in joint mili
tary exercises conducted in Panama during 
the fiscal year 1989. 

<b> It is the sense of the Congress that if 
the conditions described in paragraphs < 1 > 
through. <4> of subsection <a> have been cer
tified as having been met, then not only will 
United States assistance be restored, but in
creased levels of such assistance should be 
considered for Panama. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
"United States assistance" means assistance 
of any kind which is provided by grant, sale, 
loan, lease, credit, guaranty, or insurance, or 
by any other means, by any agency or in
strumentality of the United States Govern
ment, including-

< 1 > assistance under the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 (including programs under 
title IV of chapter 2 of part I of such Act>; 

<2> sales, credits, and guarantees under 
the Arms Export Control Act; 

(3) sales under title I or III and donations 
under title II of the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 of 
nonfood commodities; 

(4) other financing programs of the Com
modity Credit Corporation for export sales 
of nonfood commodities; 

< 5 > financing under the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945; and 

(6) assistance provided by the Central In
telligence Agency or assistance provided by 
any other entity or component of the 
United States Government if such assist
ance is carried out in connection with, or for 
purposes of conducting, intelligence or intel
ligence-related activities except that this 
shall not include activities undertaken 
solely to collect necessary intelligence; 
except that the term "United States assist
ance" does not include <A> assistance under 
chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 insofar as such assistance is pro
vided through private and voluntary organi
zations or other nongovernmental agencies, 
<B> assistance which involves the donations 
of food or medicine, <C> disaster relief as
sistance (including any assistance under 
chapter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961>, <D> assistance for refugees, <E> 
assistance under the Inter-American Foun
dation Act, <F> assistance necessary for the 
continued financing of education for Pana
manians in the United States, or < G > assist
ance made available for termination costs 
arising from the requirements of this sec
tion. 

<d> The Secretary of Treasury shall in
struct the United States Executive Directors 
to the International Financial Institutions 
<the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, the International Fi
nance Corporation, and the Inter-American 
Development Bank> to vote against any loan 
to Panama, unless the President has certi
fied in advance that the conditions set forth 
in subsection <a> of this section have been 
met. 
ELIMINATION OF THE SUGAR QUOTA ALLOCATION 

OF PANAMA 
SEc. 565. (a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstand

ing any other provision of law, no sugars, 
sirups, or molasses that are products of 
Panama may be imported into the United 
States after the date of enactment of this 

Act during any period for which a limitation 
is imposed by authorities provided under 
any other law on the total quantity of 
sugars, sirups, and molasses that may be im
ported into the United States: Provided, 
That such products may be imported after 
the beginning of the last week of any quota 
year if the President certifies that for the 
entire duration of the quota year, freedom 
of the press and other constitutional guar
antees, including due process of law, have 
been restored to the Panamanian people. 

(b) REALLOCATION OF QUOTA AMOUNTS.
For any quota year for which the President 
does not certify for the entire duration of 
the quota year, freedom of the press and all 
other constitutional guarantees, including 
due process of law, have been restored to 
the Panamanian people, no later than the 
last week of such quota year, the United 
States Trade Representative shall reallocate 
among other foreign countries the quantity 
of sugar, sirup, and molasses products of 
Panama that could have been imported into 
the United States before the date of enact
ment of this Act under any limitation im
posed by other law on the total quantity of 
sugars, sirups, and molasses that may be im
ported into the United States during any 
period. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.-The provisions Of sub
sections <a> and (b), and the amendments 
made by subsection <c> of section 571 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs, Appropriations Act, 
1988, shall cease to apply if the President 
certifies to Congress pursuant to section 
564<a> of this Act. 

STINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION 
SEC. 566. (a) PROHIBITION.-Except as pro

vided in subsection (b), no Stinger antiair
craft missiles may be provided, directly or 
indirectly, by sale, lease, grant or otherwise, 
during fiscal year 1989 to any country in the 
Persian Gulf region. · 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Notwithstanding the pro
hibition in subsection <a>. such missiles may 
be provided to Bahrain if the President cer
tifies to Congress that-

(1 > such missiles are needed by the recipi
ent country to counter an immediate air 
threat and/or to contribute to the protec
tion of United States personnel, facilities or 
operations; 

<2> no other appropriate system is avail
able from the United States; 

<3> the recipient agrees to safeguards as 
required in the Letter of Offer and Accept
ance by the United States Government to 
protect against diversion; and 

(4) the recipient country has agreed to a 
United States buyback of all the remaining 
missiles and components which have not 
been destroyed or fired in order to return 
them to the possession and control of the 
United States when another United States 
air defense system which meets the military 
requirements can be made available or not 
more than 18 months from the date of en
actment of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appro
priations Act, 1988. 

(C) NOTIFICATION.-Before issuing any 
letter of offer to sell or provide Stinger mis
siles <without regard to the amount of the 
sale or transfer> the President shall notify 
the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and the Majority Leader of the Senate. 
Any such notification shall contain the in
formation required in a certification under 
section 36<b> of the Arms Export Control 
Act. 

(d) ILLEGAL ACQUISITION.-Before issuing 
any letter of offer to sell any defense article 

or defense service to Qatar, Qatar shall have 
returned all Stinger antiaircraft missiles il
legally acquired or purchased. The President 
shall notify the Committees on appropria
tions and the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate when all such missiles have been re
turned. 

OPPOSITION TO ASSISTANCE TO TERRORIST 
COUNTRIES BY INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN
STITUTIONS 
SEc. 567. (a) INSTRUCTIONS FOR UNITED 

STATES EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS.-The Secre
tary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States Executive Director of each 
international financial institution to vote 
against any loan or other use of the funds 
of the respective institution to or for a 
country for which the Secretary of State 
has made a determination under section 6(j > 
of the Export Administration Act of 1979. 

(b) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "international financial insti
tution" includes-

< 1 > the International Bank for Recon
struction and Development, the Interna
tional Development Association, and the 
International Monetary Fund; and 

<2> wherever applicable, the Inter-Ameri
can Development Bank, the Asian Develop
ment Bank, the African Development Bank, 
and the African Development Fund. 

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO 
TERRORIST COUNTRIES 

SEc. 568. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, funds appropriated for bilater
al assistance under any heading of this Act 
and funds appropriated under any such 
heading in a provision of law enacted prior 
to fiscal year 1989-

(1) shall not be obligated or expended for 
assistance to a country listed in section 6(j > 
of the Export Administration Act of 1979 on 
the date of enactment of this Act or placed 
on that list thereafter, 

<2> if obligated before such date as assist
ance for such country, shall not disbursed, 
and 

(3) if expended before such date for assist
ance to be delivered to such country from 
the United States or by United States na
tionals, then no such delivery shall be made, 
unless such assistance is for humanitarian 
purposes. 

MAINTENANCE OF MILITARY BALANCE OF 
EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN 

SEC. 569. (a) UNITED STATES POLICY.-The 
Congress intends that excess defense arti
cles be made available under this section 
consistent with the United States policy, es
tablished by section 620C of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961, of maintaining the 
military balance in the eastern Mediterrane
an. 

(b) MAINTENANCE OF BALANCE.-According
ly, the President shall ensure that, for each 
fiscal year, the ratio of-

< 1> the value of excess defense articles 
made available for Turkey under this sec
tion, to 

<2> the value of excess defense articles 
made available for Greece under this sec
tion, closely approximates the ratio of-

<A> the amount of military assistance and 
financing provided for Turkey, to 

<B> the amount of military assistance and 
financing provided for Greece. 

(C) EXCEPTION TO REQUIREM:ENT.-Subsec
tion <b> shall not apply if either Greece or 
Turkey ceases to be eligible to receive excess 
defense articles. 
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DETENTION OF CHILDREN 

SEC. 570. It is the sense of the Congress 
that the practice of detaining childr~n with
out charge or trial is unjust, inhumane, and 
is an affront to civilized principles. The 
Congress further believes that it should be 
the policy of the United States to make the 
ending of the practice of detaining children 
without charge or trial a matter of the high
est priority. Therefore, the Congress be
lieves the Secretary of State should convey 
to all international organizations that 
ending the practice of detaining children 
without charge or trial should be a policy of 
the highest priority for those organizations. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO MOZAMBIQUE 

SEc. 571. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, none of the funds appropri
ated or otherwise made available pursuant 
to this Act may be used to provide military 
assistance to Mozambique. 

RELATIVELY LEAST DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 

SEc. 572. During fiscal years 1990 and 
1991, the President may use the authority 
of paragraphs <A> and <B> of section 
124<c><l> of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 with respect to such aggregate 
amounts of principal and interest payable 
during each of these fiscal years as the 
President may determine, [except that that 
authority may be used with respect to a rel
atively least developed country only if] 
with respect to a country eligible for an 
International Monetary Fund Structural 
Adjustment Facility or Enhanced Structural 
Adjustment Facility, notwithstanding the 
limitation of section 124(c)(1J to relatively 
least developed countries, if-

< 1> an International Monetary Fund 
standby agreement is in effect with respect 
to that country; or 

<2> a structural adjustment program of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development or of the International 
Development Association is in effect with 
respect to that country; or 

(3) a structural adjustment facility or en
hanced structural adjustment facility with 
the International Monetary Fund is in effect 
with respect to that country. 

(RESOLUTION OF JAPANESE BEETLE PROBLEM 

[SEc. 573. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used to fund any pro
grams to assist in solving the Japanese 
beetle problem in the Azores. It is the sense 
of the Congress that this problem was cre
ated by the Department of Defense which 
should fund any program to resolve it. 

(HONDURAS-RAMIREZ CASE 

[SEc. 57 4. It is the sense of the Congress 
that, pursuant to the procedures contained 
in section <J> under the heading "Assistance 
for Central America" enacted in Public Law 
100-71, the Honduran Government appears 
to have made a reasonable and good faith 
settlement offer based on a factual analysis 
by third parties, and the owner of the prop
erty in question is strongly encouraged to 
accept the proposed settlement. Therefore, 
notwithstanding the provisions of such sec
tion, $10,000,000 of the Economic Support 
Funds made available by Public Law 100-71 
for Honduras but withheld from expendi
ture shall be available for expenditure upon 
enactment of this Act: Provided, That if a 
settlement is reached on the property in 
question, then the additional $10,000,000 
withheld from expenditure pursuant to 
such section shall then be available for ex
penditure.] 

CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION FOR SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

SEc. 575. Unless the fully printed final ver
sion of the fiscal year 1990 Congressional 
Presentation for Security Assistance Pro
grams is received by the Congress by March 
1, 1989, $10,000,000 of the funds appropri
ated by this Act for the [Military Assist
ance Program] Foreign Military Credit 
Sales shall be returned immediately to the 
General Fund of the United States Treas
ury. 

(SOUTH AFRICA-SCHOLARSHIPS 

[SEC. 576. Of the funds made available by 
this Act, not less than $20,000,000 shall be 
made available for scholarships for disad
vantaged South Africans: Provided, That 
these funds shall be made available in equal 
amounts from funds earmarked for Sub-Sa
haran Africa within the Economic Support 
Fund, and from funds made available for 
Sub-Saharan Africa, Development Assist
ance.] 

THIRD PARTY TRANSFER 

SEC. 577. [Section 3(d)(2)(A)] Section 3(dJ 
of the Arms Export Control Act is amend
ed-[by striking out "law" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "joint resolution, as provided 
for in sections 36(b)(2) and 36<b><3> of this 
Act".] 

(1) in paragraph (2)(AJ, by striking out 
"law" and inserting in lieu thereof "joint 
resolution, as provided tor in sections 
36(b)(2J and 36fb)(3J of this Act"; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by adding at the end 
thereof "Such consent shall become effective 
then only if the Congress does not enact, 
within the 30-day period after the President 
has given such consent, a joint resolution, 
as provided tor in section 36fc)(2J and 
36(c)(3J of this Act prohibiting the proposed 
transfer.". 

NARCOTICS CONTROL PROGRAM 

SEc. 578. (a)(l) Of the funds appropriated 
by this Act under the heading "Economic 
Support Fund" up to $61,000,000 [shall] 
may be made available only for Bolivia, Ec
uador, Jamaica, and Peru; but not more 
than $25 million shall be available to any 
one country. 

<2> Of the funds appropriated by this Act 
[to carry out the provisions of section 503 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 <relat
ing to the military assistance program)] 
under the heading Foreign Military Credit 
Sales, up to $16,500,000 [shall] may be 
made available only for Bolivia, Ecuador, 
Jamaica, and Colombia, but not more than 
$5 million shall be available for any one 
country. 

<3> Of the funds appropriated by this Act 
[to carry out the provisions of section 503 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,] 
under the heading Foreign Military Credit 
Sales, up to $3,500,000 [shall] may be made 
available in accordance with the general au
thorities contained in section 481(a) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, only for the 
procurement of weapons or ammunition for 
foreign law enforcement agencies, and para
military units organized for the specific pur
poses of narcotics enforcement, for use in 
narcotics control, eradication, and interdic
tion efforts, notwithstanding section 482<b> 
of such Act: Provided, That funds made 
available under this paragraph shall be 
made available only for Bolivia, Peru, Co
lombia, Ecuador, and for the regional air 
wing pursuant to sections 482 and 484 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and shall be 
in addition to amounts earmarked for the 
countries contained in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection. 

(4) Funds made available under this sub
section shall be available for obligation con
sistent with the provisions of section 481<h> 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 <relat
ing to International Narcotics Control) 
except as provided in paragraph <3> of this 
subsection. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth
erwise made available under this Act may be 
available for any country during any three
month period beginning on or after October 
1, 1988, immediately following a certifica
tion by the President to the Congress that 
the government of such country is failing to 
take adequate measures (including satisfy
ing the goals agreed to in applicable bilater
al narcotics agreements as defined in section 
481<h><2><A><ii) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961) to prevent narcotic drugs or 
other controlled substances <as listed in the 
schedules in section 202 of the Comprehen
sive Drug Abuse and Prevention Control Act 
of 1971 <21 U.S.C. 812)) which are cultivat
ed, produced, or processed illicitly, in whole 
or in part, in such country, or transported 
through such country from being sold ille
gally within the jurisdiction of such country 
to United States Government personnel or 
their dependents or from entering the 
United States unlawfully. 

<c> In making determinations with respect 
to Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru 
pursuant to section 481(h)(2)(A)(i)(l) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the Presi
dent shall take into account the extent to 
which the Government of each country is 
sufficiently responsive to United States 
Government concerns on coca control and 
whether the provision of assistance for that 
country is in the national interest of the 
United States. 

(d) If any funds appropriated by this Act 
for "Economic Support Fund," ["Military 
Assistance",] "International Military Edu
cation and Training", or "Foreign Military 
Credit Sales" are not used for assistance for 
the country for which those funds were al
located because that country has not taken 
adequate steps to halt illicit drug produc
tion or trafficking, those funds shall be re
programmed for additional assistance for 
those countries which have met their illicit 
drug eradication targets or have otherwise 
taken significant steps to halt illicit drug 
production or trafficking: Provided, That 
any such reprogramming shall be subject to 
the notification procedures of the Commit
tees on Appropriations. 

[(e)(l) Of the funds appropriated under 
title II of this Act for the Agency for Inter
national Development, up to $10,000,000 
should be made available for narcotics edu
cation and awareness programs (including 
public diplomacy programs), of the Agency 
for International Development, and up to 
$15,000,000 of the funds appropriated under 
title II of this Act should be made available 
for narcotics related economic assistance ac
tivities.] 

[(2)] feJ Section 481(i)(4)(E) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by-

<A> inserting "(vii) assistance for narcotics 
education and awareness activities under 
section 126 of this Act;" after "this Act," 
and 

(B) redesignating clause <vii> as clause 
<viii>. 

(f) In order to maximize the participation 
of other countries in the effort to promote 
international narcotics control, the Secre
tary of State is directed to urge the United 
Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control to de
velop a more comprehensive program for 
enlisting greater multilateral support for 
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coca control programs and related develop
ment activities in South America. 

(g}(l) Section 481<h><2><A><ii> of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(ii) A bilateral narcotics agreement re
ferred to in clause (i}(I) is an agreement be
tween the United States and a foreign coun
try whereby the foreign country agrees to 
undertake specific activities including, 
where applicable, efforts to reduce drug pro
duction, drug consumption, and drug traf
ficking within its territory, including activi
ties to address illicit crop eradication and 
crop substitution; drug interdiction and en
forcement; drug consumption and treat
ment; identification and elimination of illic· 
it drug laboratories; identification and elimi
nation of the trafficking of precursor chemi
cals for the use in production of illegal 
drugs; cooperation with United States drug 
enforcement officials; and, where applica
ble, participation in extradition treaties, 
mutual legal assistance provisions directed 
at money laundering, sharing of evidence, 
and other initiatives for cooperative drug 
enforcement.". 

(2) Section 585(c) of the Foreign Oper
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro
grams Appropriations Act, 1988 (as con
tained in Public Law 100-202) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(c) Beginning with certifications with re
spect to fiscal year 1989 and each subse
quent year, a country which in the previous 
year was designated a major drug producing 
or drug transit country may not be deemed 
as cooperating fully unless it has in place a 
bilateral narcotics agreement with the 
United States, or a multilateral agreement 
which achieves the objectives of this sec
tion.". 

(3) Section 48l<h><2><A)(i}(l) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by 
inserting "or multilateral agreement which 
achieves the objectives of this subsection,'' 
after "(ii))". 

(h) Section 481<h)(l) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting 
before "Subject" the following: "Not later 
than October 1 of each year, the Secretary 
of State shall submit a report to the Con
gress of those countries identified by the 
Secretary as being major drug producing or 
major drug transit countries (including the 
definition used to determine such drug tran
sit countries) for purposes of the withhold
ing requirements contained in subparagraph 
<A> of this paragraph and the certification 
requirements contained in paragraph <2> of 
this subsection.". 

fi) Section 481 fh)(2)(B) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking 
out "clause fAHii)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subparagraph fAHiHIIJ". 

TURKISH AND GREEK MILITARY FORCES ON 
CYPRUS 

SEc. 579. Any agreement for the sale or 
provision of any article on the United States 
Munitions List <established pursuant to sec
tion 38 of the Arms Export Control Act> en
tered into by the United States after the en
actment of this section shall expressly state 
that the article is being provided by the 
United States only with the understanding 
that it will not be transferred to Cyprus or 
otherwise used to further the severance or 
division of Cyprus. The President shall 
report to Congress any substantial evidence 
that equipment provided under any such 
agreement has been used in a manner incon
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES 

SEc. 580. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, and subject to the regular no
tification requirements of the Committees 
on Appropriations, the authority of section 
23<a> of the Arms Export Control Act may 
be used to provide financing to Israel and 
Egypt and NATO and major non-NATO 
allies for the procurement by leasing <in
cluding leasing with an option to purchase) 
of defense articles from United States com
mercial suppliers, [not including Major De
fense Equipment (other than helicopters 
and other types of aircraft having possible 
civilian application),] if the President deter
mines that there are compelling foreign 
policy or national security reasons for those 
defense articles being provided by commer
cial lease rather than by government-to-gov
ernment sale under such Act. 

CAMBODIAN NON-COMMUNIST RESISTANCE 
FORCES 

SEc. 581. If the President makes available 
funds appropriated by this Act for the Cam
bodian non-Communist resistance forces, 
not to exceed $5,000,000 may be made avail
able for such pu:rpose, and such funds shall 
be derived from funds appropriated under 
[the headings "Military Assistance"] mili
tary assistance and "Economic Support 
Fund", and shall be made available notwith
standing any other provision of law: Provid
ed, That funds made available for this pur
pose shall be obligated in accordance with 
the provisions of section 906 of the Interna
tional Security and Development Coopera
tion Act of 1985 <Public Law 99-83). 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN CUBA 

SEc. 582. [The Congress finds that-
[<1) the United Nations Human Rights 

Commission was established by the Econom
ic and Social Council in 1946 to investigate 
and make recommendations concerning the 
violation of human rights and fundamental 
freedOins; 

[(2) the United Nations, the United Na
tions Human Rights Commission, and the 
Chairman of the Commission are to be com
mended for Decision 1988/106 as interpret
ed by the Chairman which establishes a 
working group on Cuba to conduct an on
site investigation and prepare a report for 
consideration under agenda item 12(h) at 
the forty-fifth session of the Commission in 
1989; and 

[(3) the President, the Secretary of State, 
the Permanent Representative of the 
United States to the United Nations, and 
the Representative of the United States to 
the United Nations Human Rights Commis
sion are to be commended for their efforts 
to place Cuba on the agenda of the Commis
sion and are strongly encouraged to contin
ue to support and assist the Commission in 
its implementation of Decision 1988/106.] 
It is the sense of the Congress that-

(1) the United Nations, the United Na
tions Human Rights Commission, and the 
Chairman of the Commission are to be com
mended for Decision 1988/106 as interpreted 
by the Chairman which establishes a work
ing group on Cuba to conduct an on-site in
vestigation on Cuban human rights condi
tions and prepare a report for consideration 
under agenda item 12fh) at the 45th session 
of the Commission in 1989; 

(2) the President, the Secretary of State, 
the Permanent Representative of the United 
States to the United Nations, and the Repre
sentative of the United States to the United 
Nations Human Rights Commission are to 
be commended for their efforts to place Cuba 
on the agenda of the Commission and are 

strongly encouraged to continue to support 
and assist the Commission in its implemen
tation of Decision 1988/106; 

(3) the following countries are to be com
mended for their courageous support for an 
independent investigation of the human 
rights situation in Cuba under the auspices 
of the United Nations and consideration of 
Cuba under agenda item 12 at the 45th ses
sion of the Commission: Bangladesh, Bel
gium, Costa Rica, France, the Gambia, Fed
eral Republic of Germany, Ireland, Japan, 
Mozambique, Norway, the Philippines, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Portugal, Senegal, So
malia, Togo, the United Kingdom, and Ven
ezuela. 

(4) the following countries, despite over
whelming evidence of serious human rights 
abuses in Cuba, failed to support the efforts 
of the United States to establish an inde
pendent working group on Cuba and to pro
vide for consideration of the report of this 
group under agenda item 12, a noncon/iden
tial procedure reserved for countries with 
records of serious human rights violations: 
Algeria, Argentina, Botswana, Bulgaria, 
People's Republic of China, Colombia, 
Cyprus, Ethiopia, German Democratic Re
public, India, Iraq, Mexico, Nicaragua, Ni
geria, Pakistan, Peru, Rwanda, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
and Yugoslavia; 

(5) in accordance with section 574 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1988, 
the United States should continue to take 
into account whether countries support an 
independent investigation of human rights 
violations in Cuba under the auspices of the 
United Nations and consideration of Cuba 
under agenda item 12 at the 45th session of 
the Commission when considering bilateral 
assistance and the financial contribution to 
the United Nations; 

(6) the Congress strongly objects to the 
election of Cuba and Panama to the Com
mission and strongly urges the Secretary 
General and Chairman, and the other mem
bers of the Commission to insure that Cuba 
and Panama do not in any way interfere 
with the independence of the pending inves
tigation, the preparation of the resulting 
report, or the consideration of this report 
under agenda item 12fh) at the Commis
sion's 45th session. 

(DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE 

[SEc. 583. No funds appropriated under 
this Act shall be expended in any workplace, 
including a workplace within any Govern
ment or military force, that is not free of 
any illegal use or possession of controlled 
substances, which is made known to the 
Federal entity or official to which funds are 
appropriated under this Act. 

(CRIME-FREE WORKPLACE 

[SEc. 584. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be expended in any 
workplace, including a workplace within any 
Government or military force, that is not 
free of any illegal possession or use of con
trolled substances, or bribery, tax evasion, 
graft, or price fixing, which is made known 
to the Federal entity or official to which 
funds are appropriated under this Act.] 

ASSISTANCE FOR POLAND 

SEc. 585. Up to the equivalent of $500,000 
of the nonconvertible and convertible Polish 
currencies fa,fter satisfaction of preexisting 
commitments to use such currencies for 
other purposes specified by lawJ held by the 
United States which have been generated by 
the sale to Poland of United States agricul-
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tural products may be made available for 
the reconstruction, renovation, and mainte
nance of the Research Center on Jewish His
tory and Culture of the Jagiellonian Univer
sity of Krakow, Poland, established for the 
study of events related to the Holocaust in 
Poland: Provided, That such currencies shall 
be made available notwithstanding 31 
u.s.c. 1306. 

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE 
SEc. 586. All Agency tor International De

velopment contracts and solicitations, and 
subcontracts entered into under such con
tracts, shall include a clause requiring that 
United States marine insurance companies 
have a fair opportunity to bid for marine 
insurance when such insurance is necessary 
or appropriate. 

PAY RAISES 
SEc. 587. Such sums as may be necessary 

for fiscal year 1989 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

FAIR PRICING 
SEc. 588. (a) The last sentence of para

graph (3) of section 503(a) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the phrase "under para
graph (3)" the phrase "or from funds made 
available on a non repayable basis under sec
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act': and 
by inserting ajter '~rmed Forces of the 
United States" the phrase "(other than the 
Coast Guard)". 

(b) Section 515(d) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by striking out 
"October 1, 1982" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "October 1, 1989" and by striking 
out "including" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"excluding". 

(c) Section 43(b) of the Arms Export Con
trol Act is amended by striking out "and" at 
the end of paragraph (1), by striking out the 
period at the end of paragraph (2) and by 
inserting a semicolon in lieu thereof, and 
(30 by adding the following paragraphs at 
the end of the subsection: 

"( 3) such expenses are incurred by offices, 
activities, or other organizational elements 
of the Department of Defense dedicated 
solely to carrying out Junctions under this 
Act, or are actual out-of-pocket expenses 
(other than pay and allownaces) of person
nel temporarily detailed to carry out such 
junctions incurred while so detailed; and 

"(4) such expenses are not salaries a/mem
bers of the Armed Forces of the United 
States.". 

(d) Section 21(e) of the Arms Export Con
trol Act is amended-

(1) by inserting immediately before the 
semicolon at the end of paragraph (1)(A) "as 
specified in section 43(b) and section 43(c0 
of this Act"; 

(2) by inserting immediately before the 
semicolon at the end of paragraph (1)(C) 
"(except tor equipment wholly paid tor from 
funds transferred under section 503(a)(3) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or from 
funds made available on a nonrepayable 
basis under section 23 of this Act)"; 

(3) by repealing paragraph (1)(B) and re
lettering paragraphs (1)(C) and f1)(D) as 
paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(C), respectively; 
and 

(4) by striking out "paragraphs (1)(B) and 
(1)(C)" in subsection (e)(2) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "paragraph (1)(B)". 

(e) Paragraph (1) of section 21fh) of the 
Arms Export Control Act is amended by 
striking out "or" at the end of subparagraph 
fA), by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu 

thereof "; or", and by adding the following 
subparagraph at the end of the paragraph: 

"(C) in connection with sales of defense 
articles of a type that are also procured by 
the Department of Defense for its own use. ". 

(/) This section shall be effective on or 
after October 1, 1989. 

IRELAND 
SEc. 589. It is the sense of the Congress 

that of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the International Fund 
tor Ireland, the Board of the International 
Fund tor Ireland should give the greatest 
weight in the allocation of such funds to 
projects which will create permanent, full 
time jobs in the areas that have suffered 
most severely from the consequences of the 
instability of recent years. Areas that have 
suffered most severely from the consequences 
of the instability of recent years shall be de
fined as areas that have the highest rates of 
unemployment. 

SALES FROM STOCKS 
SEc. 590. Section 21 of the Arms Export 

Control Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(j)(1) In the case of a sale under subsec
tion (a)(1)(B) of this section, the President 
may contract tor the procurement of re
placement of major defense equipment if the 
eligible country or international organiza
tion provides the United States Government 
with a dependable undertaking as described 
in section 22(a) of this Act. 

"(2) The authority contained in paragraph 
(1) applies only to such extent or in such 
amounts as are provided in advance in ap
propriations Acts. 

"( 3) The payment for the replacement in 
kind of stock must be made by the foreign 
country no later than 5 years from the date 
of purchase.". 

NOTICE TO CONGRESS REGARDING POSSIBLE 
MISSILES SALES 

SEC. 591. (a) PRICE AND AVAILABILITY RE
PORTS.-Section 28 of the Arms Export Con
trol Act is amended-

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (aJ
(A) by striking out "or" ajter "$7,000,000 

or more" and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma, and 

(B) by inserting ", or of any missiles, rock
ets, or associated launchers or any artillery 
projectiles (without regard to the amount of 
the possible sale)," ajter "$25,000,000 or 
more"; and 

(2) in clause (2) of subsection (b)-
( A) by striking out "or" ajter "$7,000,000 

or more" and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma, and 

(BJ by inserting ", or of any missiles, rock
ets, or associated launchers or any artillery 
projectiles (without regard to the amount of 
the proposed sale)," ajter "$25,000,000 or 
more". 

(b) NOTIFICATIONS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
RECENT PRICE AND A VA/LABILITY REPORT LIST
ING.-

(1) SALES SUBJECT TO NOTIFICATION REQUIRE
MENT.-Paragraph (2) of this subsection ap
plies with respect to any letter or offer to sell 
any missiles, rockets, or associated launch
ers or any artillery projectiles (without 
regard to the amount of the sale) if, within 
the preceding 6 months, a listing has not 
been transmitted to the Congress pursuant 
to section 28 of the Arms Export Control Act 
with respect to that sale and if section 36(b) 
of that Act does not apply. 

(2) REQUIREMENT FOR NOTIFICATION.-Bejore 
issuing any letter of offer described in para
graph (1), the President shall notify the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations of the Senate. Any such notifica
tion shall contain the in/ormation required 
in a certification under section 36(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act. . 

(3) TIME FOR NOTIFICATION.-The notifica
tion required by paragraph (2) shall be sub
mitted not less than 30 days before the letter 
of otter is issued, unless the President states 
in the notification that an emergency exists 
which requires the proposed sale in the na
tional security interests of the United 
States. If the President states that such an 
emergency exists, he shall include a detailed 
justification for his determination, includ
ing a description of the emergency circum
stances which necessitate the immediate is
suance of the letter of offer and a discussion 
of the national security issues involved. 

This Act may be cited as the "Foreign Op
erations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989". 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to report to the Senate the bill 
recommended by the Committee on 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1989 
funding of foreign operations, export 
financing and other programs. I be
lieve the bill represents a thoughtful, 
balanced approach to the foreign 
policy needs of the United States and 
to the needs of our allies around the 
world. The bill also is responsive to 
the domestic needs of American tax
payers by providing support for our 
country's exports and new opportuni
ties for investment abroad. 

Mr. President, the foreign oper
ations bill for fiscal year 1989 provides 
for new budget authority of 
$14,310,030,307. It is $2,060,320 above 
the President's request, and within the 
2-percent growth ceiling permitted 
under the November budget summit 
agreement. The bill provides for 
$719,283,566 in new budget authority 
for the fiscal year 1988 enacted level, 
and is $10,187,641 over the recom
mended House level for fiscal year 
1989. 

Mr. President, the funding level rec
ommended by the Committee on Ap
propriations sends a strong signal to 
our allies that the United States is 
prepared to sustain its prior funding 
commitments, and where necessary, to 
respond positively to new challenges 
worldwide. I firmly believe that, al
though we now are living at a time of 
fiscal austerity, it is vital we find the 
resources necessary to strengthen our 
overseas presence and reenforce the 
image of the United States as a com
passionate, steadfast leader-a propo
nent of democratic ideals. 

Under title I of its bill, the commit
tee continues its strong support for 
the multilateral development banks 
and international organizations. As a 
demonstration of U.S. leadership, the 
committee is recommending an appro
priation of $70,915,283 to fund the 
general capital increase of the Inter
national Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development. This recapitalization 
will allow the Bank to continue its de
velopment initiatives in the Third 
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World. It also will permit the United 
States to continue to exercise its tradi
tional veto over any changes in the 
Bank's charter which it believes would 
adversely affect the objectives it has 
set for international development and 
environmental protection. 

If our contribution to the GCI is not 
approved, then I fear we will earn the 
shame and ridicule of our allies, as 
well as suffer a profound decline in 
our influence around the globe. The 
only other member countries of the 
World Bank which have failed to fund 
their share of the general capital in
crease are Vietnam, Yemen, Rwanda, 
Qatar, Libya, Mauritania, Romania, 
the United Arab Emirates, Cambodia, 
and Algeria-countries with whom the 
United States shares little common 
ground. 

Mr. President, today the World 
Bank is an indispensible instrument of 
macroeconomic change in the fight 
against poverty, hunger, and illiteracy 
around the world. It is an institution 
with which we, as Americans, have a 
special and unique relationship. It de
serves our leadership. I recommend, 
for the approval of my colleagues, full 
funding for the World Bank's general 
capital increase as contained in the 
committee bill. 

Under title II of its bill, the commit
tee has allocated resources sufficient 
to meet or exceed most of the initia
tives funded under our bilateral for
eign assistance program through the 
Agency for International Develop
ment. These initiatives include in
creases over the President's request 
for agriculture, rural development and 
nutrition assistance; population; 
health; international aids prevention 
and control; child survival; education 
and human resource development. In
creases to the fiscal 1988 funding level 
are recommended for the operating 
expenses of the Agency for Interna
tional Development, as well as the 
office of the AID Inspector General. 
The funding level for international 
disaster assistance would remain con
stant at $25,000,000. 

Mr. President, the concern felt by 
the American people over the worsen
ing economic conditions on the conti
nent of Africa also is reflected in the 
bill reported by the committee. Con
tinuing with the work we began last 
year, the committee recommends that 
an additional $500,000,000 be appropri
ated for sub-Saharan Africa develop
ment assistance and that an increase 
in funding be provided to the African 
Development Foundation. In addition, 
we ask that the President's decision to 
zero-out funds for the Southern Africa 
Development Coordination Council be 
reversed and that $50,000,000 be pro
vided to the countries of SADCC. 

Elsewhere, the committee's long
standing concern for the disadvan
taged remains strong and undaunted. 
Responding to the sharp increase in 

the number of displaced persons 
worldwide, the committee recommends 
a $21,950,000 increase in the funding 
for refugee assistance. The committee 
has provided specific funds within this 
account for Afghan refugee:-, South
east Asian refugees and those granted 
permission to emigrate from the 
Soviet bloc. In addition, we propose 
that $50,000,000 be added to the 
United States emergency refugee and 
migration assistance fund to provide 
assistance for the repatriation of 
Afghan refugees. 

The committee recommends addi
tional increases over fiscal 1988 fund
ing for the Inter-American Foundation 
and the Peace Corps. We also have 
agreed to the higher funding levels re
quested by the administration for the 
economic support fund, and the De
partment of State's programs in inter
national narcotics control, and anti
terrorism assistance. 

Under title III of its bill, the com
mittee recommends important changes 
in the way in which the United States 
disburses military assistance. For the 
first time, the committee recommends 
zero funding for the all-grant military 
assistance program. Instead, for rea
sons of programmatic efficiency and 
budgetary necessity, we propose a 
switch to an all-FMS, or foreign mili
tary sales, program in which the re
payment of military credits would be 
forgiven. This is being done in the 
belief that scarce military assistance 
funds will be maximized, and that re
cipient countries will receive the full 
benefit of the available funds. For 
fiscal year 1989, the committee recom
mends at all-FMS program of 
$4,779,260,000 which would bring title 
III to $5,797,849,000, an amount 
$125,840,000 below the President's re
quest, and $5,655,250 above the pro
posed House level. 

In addition, under title III, along 
with a $2,349 ceiling on per capita 
GNP to limit the eligibility of richer 
countries for grant military education 
and training, the committee recom
mends a $5,100,000 reduction in the 
President's request for the interna
tional military education and training 
program. Countries such as Austria, 
Finland, and Luxembourg could still 
participate in the IMET Program, but 
they would have to pay their own way. 

Mr. President, under title IV, export 
financing, the committee has demon
strated, once again, its sensitivity to 
the problems faced by American busi
ness overseas. It has allocated $705 
million in new budget authority for 
the Export-Import Bank. This amount 
is consistent with the President's re
quest and represents an important 
step in reversing the worsening trade 
deficit of the United States. The com
mittee also has recommended· the ap
propriation of funds for fiscal year 
1989 to continue operation of what 
has come to be known as the War-

chest. This source of funding to meet 
predatory financing by U.S. competi
tors was authorized in the Export
Import Bank Amendments of 1986 to 
enable the Eximbank to provide tied
AID credits through fiscal year 1989. 
Under the bill recommended by the 
committee, up to $110 million will be 
available in fiscal year 1989 in accord
ance with the procedures pursuant to 
which tied-AID credits were provided 
in fiscal years 1987 and 1988. This $110 
million appropriation is subject to the 
overall Eximbank direct lending limi
tation of $705 million for fiscal year 
1989. 

The committee is acutely aware of 
the importance of trade to the eco
nomic health of our country. Where 
there is no prosperity, there can be 
little prospect of increased levels of 
foreign assistance. If our country is to 
remain a leader in world affairs, then 
it must first cultivate overseas markets 
and then compete effectively. It is for 
this reason that the committee also 
heartily endorses the work of the 
trade and development program of the 
Agency for International Development 
and recommends the appropriation of 
$25 million for this important pro
gram. 

Mr. President, this, in summary, is 
the foreign operations bill reported by 
the committee. It is a good bill, one 
which I believe meets all the essential 
requirements of the Nation's foreign 
policy. It is a humanitarian bill, which 
exhibits both the quality and generous 
quantity of support for the poor which 
the world has come to expect of the 
United States. It is a fiscally responsi
ble bill, which reflects the terms of 
the bipartisan budget agreement 
reached between Congress and the ex
ecutive last November. It is an open 
bill, responsive to the will of the 
American taxpayer and sensitive to 
the needs of the country. Lastly, it is a 
bill which promotes peace and, I be
lieve, makes the world a safer place for 
ourselves and our children because it 
embodies the values of compassion 
and justice which we, as Americans, 
cherish. It is against this measure that 
I believe the true worth and potential 
of this bill should be judged. 

Mr. President, in response to the 
world's problems, $14.3 billion in for
eign assistance is insufficient. Yet, for 
individuals whose lives are touched by 
the generosity of the American spirit, 
it can mean the difference between 
hunger and hope, poverty and prosper
ity, healing and helplessness. During 
my 15 years as a member of the For
eign Operations Subcommittee, I have 
come to know, as well as any one 
charged with the many tasks of a U.S. 
Senator possibly could, the programs 
funded in this bill. I have seen the 
wondrous things which American dol
lal"s have brought to the far reaches of 
our planet, and the goodwill which has 
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been engendered because this power
ful country reached out to the power
less and promised hope. 

Mr. President, it is a privilege to rec
ommend this bill for the consideration 
of the Senate. I urge my colleagues to 
support our work and to approve fund
ing for foreign operations for fiscal 
year 1989. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii yields the floor. 
The Senator from Wisconsin, Senator 
KASTEN. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I 
would like to begin my remarks in sup
port of this legislation by commending 
the distinguished chairman of the For
eign Operations Subcommittee, Sena
tor INOUYE, for the extraordinarily co
operative fashion in which he moved 
this legislation through committee. 

For many, the notion that foreign 
assistance serves U.S. security needs is 
most easily understood in view of mili
tary assistance programs. When we 
provide for foreign governments in 
this way, we reduce a requirement for 
direct U.S. military presence. I regard 
most of the Foreign Aid Program as 
serving our security needs because 
much of the program, whether it is 
the Economic Support Fund, the 
Peace Corps, or the development as
sistance programs of the Agency for 
International Development, serves to 
provide stability in regions around the 
world. This stability is a condition 
which very much serves U.S. security 
interests. 

Mr. President, the first title of this 
legislation provides funding for the 
multilateral development banks, and 
for voluntary contributions to various 
international organizations. Included 
in our recommendation for this title is 
$1,494,000,000 in budget authority, 
and $2,428,000,000 in callable capital 
for the multilateral development 
banks. I highlight this callable capital 
because many argue that the Foreign 
Aid Program is not a balanced one, 
based on development assistance 
versus security assistance programs. 
When they claim this is true, they 
often do not include the amount pro
vided for callable capital. The result is 
a very misleading comparison, because 
callable capital provided in the bill di
rectly results in at least that amount 
of development assistance. Therefore, 
most calculations are billions of dol
lars short in their estimation of devel
opment assistance. 

Of special concern with respect to 
the MDBS this year is the first install
ment of the general capital increase 
for the World Bank. While this capital 
increase has generated some contro
versy, it is important to note that inso
far as appropriations for the activities 
concerned, we will actually provide 
less on a year-to-year basis in appro
priated dollars than we have in the 
past. While many have posed ques
tions on issues such as the environ-

ment, or World Bank support for vari
ous commodities which are in surplus 
and therefore compete with U.S. com
modities, we believe that much 
progress has been made in these areas. 
All but about 10 countries, including 
the United States, have subscribed to 
this general capital increase, and very 
frankly, I do not think that we want to 
be one of those 10 much longer. 

For programs involving internation
al organizations, we have once again 
highlighted child survival by increas
ing funding for UNICEF, with a spe
cial earmark for the so-called Child 
Hope Program, aimed at assisting the 
world's street children and youth. 
While in the past we have had some 
problems with the United Nations' En
vironmental Program, we are actually 
increasing its funding this year. We do 
so only because we have specifically 
earmarked those programs of UNEP 
which we believe are important and 
are run well. 

TITLE II 

Mr. President, title II of this legisla
tion provides for bilateral economic as
sistance. Included under this title are 
the functional development accounts 
of the Agency for International Devel
opment, the Africa Development 
Fund, the Peace Corps, and programs 
such as the Interamerican Founda
tion, the Africa Development Founda
tion, American schools and hospitals 
abroad, international narcotics control 
and United States refugee assistance. 
The committee recommends 
$6,289,000,000 for this title, including 
the budget request for the Economic 
Support Fund, through which we pro
vide our economic assistance to Israel, 
Egypt, Pakistan, and Turkey. 

The U.S. Military Assistance Pro
gram is funded through title III of 
this act, primarily through the For
eign Military Credit Sales Program 
and the International Military Educa
tion and Training Program. This year, 
we are not recommending any funding 
for the MAP Grant Program, but in
stead we recommend an all-forgiven or 
Grant FMS Program. This is entirely 
consistent with the administration's 
request and with actions this commit
tee has taken in prior years. The 
reason we provide the grant assistance 
under FMS rather than under the 
MAP account is because the basic au
thorities for FMS are more flexible. 

The final chapter of the legislation 
provides for the Export-Import Bank 
of the United States, the Trade and 
Development Program and the Trade 
Credit Insurance Program. The latter 
is an outgrowth of the Kissinger Com
mission, where we provide trade credit 
insurance through banking institu
tions for exports into Central America. 

The Trade and Development Pro
gram is a highly successful one which 
funds feasibility studies overseas using 
American technology, hopefully ensur
ing that major construction and other 

work will be done by American compa
nies. 

Finally, for the Export-Import Bank, 
which supports U.S. exports, we rec
ommend the budget request. It is the 
committee's intent to appropriate 
funds for fiscal year 1989 for the war 
chest authorized in the Export-Import 
Amendments of 1986. This will enable 
the Ex-Im Bank to provide tied aid 
credits under the war chest through 
fiscal year 1989. Specifically, the legis
lation provides up to $110,000,000 to 
be made available in fiscal year 1989 in 
accordance with procedures through 
which tied aid credits were provided in 
fiscal years 1987 and 1988. The $110 
million appropriation will be subject 
to the overall Ex-ImBank direct lend
ing limit for fiscal year 1989 of $705 
million. 

I conclude my remarks by noting 
that this will undoubtedly be the last 
legislation handled by the distin
guished senior Senator from Hawaii as 
either the chairman or ranking 
member of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee. Next year, it is antici
pated that he will move on to other re
sponsibilities. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii has served as either the chair
man or ranking member of the For
eign Operations Subcommittee for the 
last 16 years-10 as chairman, and 6 as 
ranking member. Throughout this 
time, Senator INOUYE has greatly dis
tinguished himself, and deserves com
mendation not only from his col
leagues in the Senate but also from his 
country and from the free world. He 
has always approached these very im
portant foreign policy questions in a 
bipartisan fashion with thoughtful
ness and competence. 

Mr. President, I also note the service 
of Richard Collins on this subcommit
tee since April 1974. Mr. Collins has 
always been very helpful to all mem
bers of the subcommittee regardless of 
their party or views, and his service 
will be greatly missed. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi, Senator 
STENNIS. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate will consider 
today this foreign assistance appro
priations bill and related programs ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1989. 
This bill, which provides roughly $14.3 
billion in total budget authority for 
fiscal year 1989, reflects the diligent 
care and able effort which our com
mittee has rendered. In particular, 
however, it is evidence of the hard 
work and excellent leadership of sub
committee Chairman INOUYE and the 
ranking minority member, Senator 
KASTEN. 
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I wish to compliment the highly 

skilled work of the staff of their sub
committee: Richard Collins, Rand 
Fishbein, Mrs. Mazie Mattson, Jim 
Bond, and Juanita Rilling. 

Mr. President, it is always fitting, I 
think, where the staff deserves it, to 
give due credit for the valuable staff 
members who help prepare and 
present these enormous bills carrying 
so many different angles and amend
ments. I appreciate them more and 
more as the years come and go. As the 
volume of the work that goes by the 
membership of this body grows rapid
ly, so does the work, even more rapidly 
perhaps, of the staff members. They 
rise to the occasion and render fine 
service. 

Mr. President, I will not be extensive 
in my remarks, but first and foremost, 
I am pleased to report that this bill, as 
recommended, is within the 302(b) al
location for budget authority and out
lays. Similarly, this bill complies with 
the budget summit agreement reached 
between the administration and the 
Congress on November 20, 1987, which 
has proved to be highly valuable. This 
was a running start right there when 
this was passed. It is some sound legis
lation in this complicated field. 

Second, the bill as reported to the 
Senate is only $2 million above the 
President's $14.3 billion request and 
approximately $11 million above the 
House-passed bill. 

Finally, I ask my colleagues to resist 
any further amendments adding addi
tional funds which would violate the 
bill's spending ceiling set by the com
mittee's 302(b) allocation. 

I do not recall anything, Mr. Presi
dent, that has been so valuable as 
these so-called changes and reforms in 
getting these bills put together on a 
satisfactory basis within the last few 
years. I refer again also to the summit 
agreement that I had the privilege of 
being involved with from beginning to 
end with the House Members, Senate 
Members, the Republicans, the Demo
crats, the incumbent administration, 
and other agencies of Government 
combined, actually did combine to
gether in good faith, in earnest effort, 
and came up with that agreement that 
has been so wisely used since then and 
proved to be such a contribution. 

My remarks, as I said, will be brief, 
but I firmly support this bill-and 
mean every word of it-and I ask that 
it be adopted so that we can proceed 
to conference with our House counter
parts in a timely manner, for it is my 
sincere desire to complete Senate 
action on all 13 regular appropriations 
bills as soon as possible. Continuing 
resolutions are going out of style. It is 
getting to be where they will not be in 
order. We restore the Senate to its rea
sonable approach and reasonable posi
tion. 

I hope that we can pass all of these 
appropriations bills as soon as possi
ble. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi yields the 
floor. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish 

to thank the distinguished chairman 
of the committee for his generous re
marks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments 
be agreed to en bloc and the bill, as 
thus amended, be regarded, for the 
purpose of amendment, as original 
text provided that no point of order 
shall have been considered to be 
waived by agreeing to this request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
came in in the midst of that request 
and did not hear it all. Do I under
stand it correctly that the request is, 
for among other things, the adoption 
of the committee amendments en 
bloc? 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes, this is to request 
that all the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have to object 
to that for the moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2517 

Mr. INOUYE. Then if I may, Mr. 
President, I send to the desk a series 
of amendments making technical and 
typographical corrections to H.R. 4637 
and ask unanimous consent that they 
be considered and adopted en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con
sent request? Hearing none, the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2517. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFlCER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 8, line 10, delete "$8,000,000" and 

insert in lieu thereof "$800,000"; 
On page 9, line 13, delete "$2,500,000"; 
On page 39, line 12, delete "on" and insert 

in lieu thereof "or": 
On page 118, lines 18 and 26, delete the 

comma after "sale)" in both places where it 
appears. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, these 
are very technical corrections we 
submit, and most of them are typo
graphical in nature. For example, on 
page 8, line 10, we delete "$8 million" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$800,000." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Without objection, the technical 
amendments are agreed to. 

The amendment <No. 2517) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Hawaii yield the 
floor? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2518 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the consideration of 
the amendment? 

Hearing none, the clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE) 

proposes an amendment numbered 2518. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following new provision: 
FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS 

SEc. . Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, the following amounts are 
hereby appropriated in lieu of amounts con
tained previously herein: for payment to the 
International Development Association, 
$952,876, 717; for "International Organiza
tions and Programs", $217,219,666, of which 
not more than $13,500,000 shall be made 
available for the International Atomic 
Energy Agency; for administrative expenses 
of the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, not to exceed $20,490,000: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, no funds shall be appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act for 
payment to the International Finance Cor
poration or for payment to the African De
velopment Bank: Provided further, That the 
authority contained in section 515 of this 
Act may not be exercised to deobligate and 
reobligate funds previously obligated for the 
"Economic Support Fund", notwithstanding 
the provisions of that section. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, when 
the Committee on Appropriations con
sidered its recommendation for fiscal 
year 1989 funding of foreign oper
ations, we did not have an official Con
gressional Budget scoring of the bill. 
In fact, CBO and the Senate Budget 
Committee had not reached an agree
ment on how they would score several 
accounts in the committee bill. There
fore, we could not determine what ad
justments might be necessary. 

We now have that CBO scoring, and 
it indicates that the bill recommended 
by the committee exceed the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee allocation 
by $14 million in budget authority and 
$32 million in budget outlays. 

The amendment at the desk, which I 
have submitted on behalf of the com
mittee, makes funding changes which 
are necessary to bring the bill into 
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compliance with the Budget Act. I ask 
that the amendment be adopted. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, Senate 
Budget Committee scoring of the for
eign operations appropriations bill as 
reported by the full appropriations 
committee shows that the bill is over 
its 302(b) budget authority allocation 
by $14 million and over its outlay 
target by $32 million. 

Nevertheless, the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, Sena
tor INOUYE, and the ranking minority 
member, Senator KAsTEN, have devel
oped an amendment which will bring 
their bill within their 302(b) alloca
tion. If this amendment is accepted by 
the Senate, the bill will be in compli
ance. 

Mr. President, I have a table from 
the Budget Committee showing the of
ficial scoring of the foreign operations 
appropriations bill as reported and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in
serted in the RECORD. 

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 4637-
FOREIGN OPERATIONS-SPENDING TOTALS 

[Senate reported, in billions of dollars] 

302(b) Bill Summary 
H.R. 4637, Senate Reported (new BA and 

Fiscal Year 1989 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

outlays) ................................................................ 13.4 5.2 
Enacted to date........................................................ 0.9 7.0 
Adjustment to conform mandatOIY programs to 

~~~~ga~j~f~~s:: : :: : : : : ::: ::::::::::: : ::::: : ::::::::::: ............ +.Fi" ............. +.(l) 
Bill total...................................................... 14.3 12.2 

Subcommittee 302(b) allocation.............................. 14.3 12.2 

Difference.................................................... +(1) +(1) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I have a 
copy of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I might ask the sponsor of 
the amendment what bearing this 
amendment would have, if adopted, on 
committee amendments? 

Mr. INOUYE. What this would 
have? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, what bearing 
would this amendment have? 

Mr. INOUYE. It would just reduce 
the amounts. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am unclear. If 
the committee amendments have yet 
to be adopted and the pending amend
ment would reduce the amounts of 
those committee amendments, is it not 
premature for this amendment to be 
considered at this point? 

Mr. INOUYE. When the committee 
amendments are submitted en bloc, ar
rangements would be made to make 
this applicable. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly have 
no objection to the Senator proceeding 
with this, but I do want to have a 
chance to--

Mr. INOUYE. Appropriate changes 
will be made to reflect this amend
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. All right. I will 
certainly not oppose the adoption of 
this amendment providing that when 
we get to the committee amendments 
the adoption of this amendment does 
not in any way prejudice full consider
ation of the committee amendments 
individually if necessary. 

Bill total above (+lor below(-) : Mr. INOUYE. I can assure my friend 

=~,lf..~::::: ::::::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::::::: :::::: :==t=~=!!==+=_(=;l of~~~tUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-

===== 

Summit Cap Summary tor from Hawaii and apologize for de-
International affairs spending in bill ......................... 13.3 11.2 laying his efforts, but I wanted to be 
Allocation under international affairs cap ................. __ 1_3.3 ___ 1_1.2 sure that consideration of the commit-

Difference.................................................... +( 1 ) +( 1 ) tee amendments would not be in any 

1 Less than $50 million. 
Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 
Source: Prepared by Senate Budget Committee Staff. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, among 
the many elements of this bill is fund
ing for the housing and other credit 
guarantee program reserve. This fund 
covers the legal obligations of the 
United States to make good on de
faults on guarantees extended under 
that program. Given the nature of this 
reserve, I believe, with the concur
rence of the Appropriations Commit
tee, that in the future, we should con
sider treating this program as a man
datory account. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee and agree that in the future, the 
housing and other credit guarantee 
program reserve should be treated as a 
mandatory. 
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way prejudiced by the adoption of this 
amendment at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2518) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. GRASS
LEY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
want to cooperate with the managers 
of the bill. As I understand it, the par
liamentary situation is that objection 
has been raised to approval of the 
committee amendments en bloc. Am I 
correct? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is cor
rect, yes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. So it would take 
unanimous consent to consider an
other amendment to the legislation. I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order to consider the amendment. 

Mr. KASTEN addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? The Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Is this the United Na
tions amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. KASTEN. I have had the oppor

tunity to review this question with a 
number of people at the State Depart
ment, and it turns out that Ambassa
dor Richard Williamson, who is in 
charge of this area, is opposed to this 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The question is 
whether I can get the amendment 
before the Senate at this time to give 
us an opportunity to present the argu
ments? 

Mr. KASTEN. Is the amendment 
before us? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request? 

Mr. KASTEN. I do not object to dis
cussing this amendment at this time. I 
am opposed to the amendment and I 
amhopeful-

Mr. KENNEDY. I am simply trying 
to notify Members of our intentions. I 
am glad to do what is appropriate. If 
the committee amendments had been 
accepted en bloc, it would now be ap
propriate to consider our amendment. 
But there has been objection to that. I 
would like to expedite the business of 
the Senate and work with the manag
ers. I know there may be some debate 
on this, but I would like to get the 
issue up now. If the leaders want to 
tell me when it would be approriate 
for me to offer this amendment I am 
glad to accommodate them. I am 
simply trying to move the whole proc
ess forward. If there had not been the 
singular objection to accepting the 
amendments en bloc, then this amend
ment would be in order. We can go on 
and enter into a time agreement with 
the Senator from Wisconsin, or what
ever way he wants to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. But I would like to 
see that we begin debate on substan
tive matters. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Certainly. 
Mr. INOUYE. As soon as this collo

quy is concluded, I will be calling for a 
short quorum to discuss this matter 
with Senator HUMPHREY. We hope to 
have this matter resolved and then 
take up the amendments en bloc. At 
that time the amendment of the Sena
tor from Massachusetts will be appro
priate. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the floor 
managers. As I say, I want the Mem
bers to have an opportunity to consid-
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er this amendment. I know there are 
some differences on it. I will be glad to 
accommodate the floor managers. 

Can we have an approximate idea 
when we might be able to do this? 
There are probably other Members 
who have amendments, too. Just as a 
point of information. 

Mr. INOUYE. I will suggest the ab
sence of a quorum which will last 
about 5 minutes at the most. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
withhold my unanimous-consent re
quest. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I a.Sk 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while 
both leaders are on the floor-this 
matter has been cleared with the Re
publican leader, and he is here to 
speak for himself if necessary-! ask 
unanimous consent that upon the dis
position of the D.C. appropriations 
bill, the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of the HUD appropriation bill, 
H.R. 4800. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

1\{r. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Republican leader. I sugge~t the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that upon the dis
position of the HUD appropriations 
bill the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of the Defense appropriation 
bill, H.R. 4781. 

The PRESiDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Republican leader. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the commit
tee amendments with the exception of 
amendments 1 and 2-these are 

amendments relating to the World 
Bank-be agreed to en bloc, that the 
bill as thus amended be regarded for 
the purpose of amendment as original 
text provided that no point of order 
shall have been considered to have 
been waived by agreeing to this re
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to en bloc, except committee 
amendments 1 and 2. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2519 

<Purpose: To modify the requirement that 
the report on voting practices in the 
United Nations must be in the identical 
format as previous such reports) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The Senator from Massachusetts 

will need consent on that. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY), for himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mrs. 
KAssEBAUM, Mr. PELL, and Mr. KERRY, pro
poses an amendment numbered 2519. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 63, line 11, strike out "be in the 

identical format as" and insert in lieu there
of "continue to include the same type of in
formation as is contained in". 

On page 63, line 14, add, after "June 6, 
1986," the following: "and shall be in a 
format to be developed in consultation with 
the appropriate congressional committees." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
send this amendment to the desk on 
behalf of myself, Senator KAsSEBAUM, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator PELL, and 
Senator KERRY, which modifies sec
tion 527(c) of H.R. 4637. 

As reported by the Appropriations 
Committee, subsection (c) requires 
that the administration's annual 
Report to Congress on Voting Prac
tices in the United Nations must be in 
the "identical format" as in previous 
years. 

Our amendment does not affect the 
fundamental purpose of section 527, 
which appropriately requires the State 
Department to submit an annual 
report on the role of the United States 
in the United Nations. 

What I am concerned about is the 
requirement of subsection (c), which 
mandates a rigid format for the report 
and which leads to serious misinter
pretation and misrepresentation of 

our actual performance at the United 
Nations. 

The subsection puts the State De
partment in a straitjacket. It forces 
the Department to use a highly ques
tionable methodology that rates other 
nations according to their so-called co
incidence of voting-how many times 
they vote with the United States 
during sessions of the General Assem
bly. Assistant Secretary of State of 
International Organizations, Richard 
S. Williamson, has acknowledged that 
questions remain about the methodol
ogy, and U.N. Ambassadors Jeane J. 
Kirkpatrick and Vernon A. Walters 
have both expressed concern about 
this calculation. On February 25, 
before a House Foreign Affairs sub
committee, Ambassador Walters testi
fied: 

I have serious reservations about the 
methodology used to measure coincidence of 
voting with the United States. 

There are several problems with the 
report in its present form which need 
to be addressed and rectified. 

The principal problem is that the 
report places excessive reliance on a 
raw percentage score that purports to 
show how often other nations agree 
with the United States, based on the 
total number of votes in a General As
sembly session. 

We are all familiar with the voting 
records used by interest groups in the 
United States to rate the performance 
of Members of Congress. The various 
groups use selected votes that reflect 
the importance of issues to the groups. 
None of the groups would be caught 
using as its base all the rollcall votes 
in Congress in a given year. 

But that is what subsection (c) re
quires. It forces the State Department 
to submit its U.N. report using all the 
votes indiscriminately, major and 
minor, as its base. 

The result is that issues of real im
portance to the United States are sub
merged in the overall calculation. 

In fact, the U.S. Mission to the 
United Nations determined that 32 of 
the 17 4 General Assembly votes in the 
1987 session were of special impor
tance to the United States. 

Yet the report treats all votes as of 
identical importance and minimizes 
the fact that many nations which 
differ with the United States on mat
ters less important to us, are willing to 
support us on issues we regard as criti
cal. 

This accommodation by other na
tions to U.S. interests was noted by 
former U.S. Permanent Representa
tive to the United Nations, Jeane J. 
Kirkpatrick, when she testified before 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
in March 1985: 

I would like to emphasize that our experi
ence shows that systematic, active U.S. ef
forts to identify issues of great concern to 
us, inform others about it, and lobby them 
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on it, pays dividends in the decisions that 
are finally adopted. 

A typical example of the distortions 
produced by such artificial scorekeep
ing is Western Samoa, which voted 
with us, according to the report, only 
23.2 percent of the time in 1987. Yet, 
when we look at the 32 important 
votes, an entirely different picture 
emerges-Western Samoa supported 
the United States 69 percent of the 
time. 

Of the 159 countries in the General 
Assembly, 117 receive higher scores on 
the important issues. As Ambassador 
Kirkpatrick told the Senate Appro
priations Committee in 1985: 

The only votes that can legitimately be 
read as a measure of support for the United 
States are those which we identified as im
portant to us, and on which we lobbied 
other nations. 

Another problem with the report is 
that its methodology ignores the fact 
that many significant U.N. issues are 
resolved by consensus. Of the 378 reso
lutions and decisions by the 42d Gen
eral Assembly, 229 were decided by 
consensus-without a recorded vote. 
This means that the report fails to 
take into account more than 60 per
cent of the decisions of that body. 

Many vital issues are resolved by 
consensus. During the 41st General 
Assembly in 1986, the issue of greatest 
importance to the United States was 
U.N. budget reform, and it was decided 
by consensus, without a recorded vote. 
During the 42d General Assembly in 
1987, consensus decisions included im
portant international issues relating to 
AIDS, crime, the ozone layer, and nar
cotics control. 

None of these successes for the 
United States is taken into account in 
the report's calculations. As Ambassa
dor Walters has stated, the rise in the 
number of decisions by consensus "re
flects an increasing tendency to work 
out agreements which are acceptable 
to all members." 

A further problem with the current 
format of the report is that the score
keeping procedure ignores abstentions 
and absences-two very important 
means by which nations register their 
approval or disapproval on sensitive 
issues. In many instances, countries 
that cannot actively support our posi
tion will decide to abstain or be absent 
in order to avoid voting against us. Yet 
the scorekeeping ignores these signifi
cant concessions. 

Contrary to the simplistic inferences 
planted by the current report, the 
United States is not isolated at the 
United Nations, and it is a serious mis
take to cast our performance in an "us 
against them" light. The United 
States supported 61 percent of the res
olutions and decisions taken by the 
General Assembly in 1987. Well over 
half the time, we were with the major
ity. 

Obviously, there are times when the 
United States must stand apart, and 
even stand alone if necessary. But on 
many U.N. votes, especially when we 
are in a small minority, it is simplistic 
to say that countries not voting with 
us are voting against us. 

For example, on December 11, 1987, 
the General Assembly voted on a reso
lution dealing with assistance to land
locked developing countries. The vote 
on that resolution was 152 countries in 
favor, and the United States against. 
Canada voted for the resolution. The 
United Kingdon voted for the resolu
tion. Israel voted for the resolution. 

The United States voted against the 
resolution, as I understand it, because 
the administration feels that "land
locked" is not a valid category for the 
consideration of economic develop
ment. Yet, in the annual report, 152 
countries are marked down as voting 
against us. Perhaps an argument can 
be made that landlocked countries do 
not have special development needs. 

Perhaps the United States could 
have developed into the powerful 
nation it is without being blessed with 
our Atlantic, gulf, and Pacific coasts. 
Perhaps we deserve credit for sticking 
to our guns at the United Nations. But 

· it is hard to assert that all the other 
nations of the world are pointing their 
guns at us, even though the annual 
report treats this vote that way. 

The "landlocked" vote is hardly an 
isolated example of what appears to be 
occasional aberrant U.S. voting pat
terns at the United Nations. On a vote 
dealing with external debt on Decem
ber 11, 1987, 154 countries-again in
cluding Canada, the United Kingdom, 
and Israel-voted for the resolution, 
while the United States voted alone in 
opposition. It is difficult to maintain 
that the rest of the world was voting 
against the United States in any 
meaningful way on this issue. 

Surprisingly often, in fact, the 
United States is a minority of one at 
the United Nations. Of 174 General 
Assembly votes in 1987, the United 
States stood alone on 34. On 26 other 
votes, we had the support of only one 
nation, and on 10 further votes, we 
had the support of only 2 other na
tions. 

Similarly, when African nations vote 
for strong measures against South 
Africa, it is more accurate to say that 
they are voting against apartheid than 
to say that they are voting against the 
United States. 

Yet, under current law, the State 
Department is prevented from draw
ing any such distinctions-all votes 
"against" us count the same in calcu
lating the artificial score, even if our 
vote, as in the case of South Africa, is 
opposed not only by the vast majority 
of other nations in the world, but also 
by a two-thirds of Congress and the 
vast majority of the American public. 

Finally, except for a brief introduc
tion, there is no qualitative analysis in 
the report. As Ambassador Walters 
has said: 

Vote tallies alone are not sufficient to 
measure the results of the General Assem
bly. The increased cooperation, reduced 
rhetoric, and behind-the-scenes help which 
characterized the 42nd General Assembly 
are difficult to capture in statistics. 

But unless these factors are cap
tured in some other way, the statistics 
are worth little. 

The U.N. report is of concern not 
only to U.S. officials but to members 
of the United Nations. The Secretary 
General of the United Nations re
ferred to the report in a recent address 
at Dartmouth College: 

• • • The analysis of General Assembly 
votes can easily be deceptive. It cannot be 
purely mathematical. The analysis most 
often quoted does not include consensus 
votes or absences and abstentions. • • • In 
consequence, this analysis makes the Gener
al Assembly seem much more hostile to the 
United States than it really is. 

It is not our intention on this 
amendment to stack the deck in favor 
of the United Nations or to make it 
look better than it actually is. 

Nor do we intend to prevent the 
report from using the kind of informa
tion that is now provided. We simply 
seek to modify the language to permit 
the inclusion of other relevant infor
mation, a presentation in a less biased 
manner, and-most important-a 
methodology which is reliable and 
which produces a fair and impartial 
analysis of U.S. performance at the 
United Nations. 

It should not be difficult for an ad
ministration, freed from the excessive 
constraints of the present statute, to 
come up with a report that tilts nei
ther toward U.N. bashing nor toward 
U.N. adulation. 

It is my hope that, with the modifi
cation of this highly artificial statuto
ry constraint, Members of Congress
both Democrats and Republicans-will 
work with the Department of State, 
our mission in New York, and experts 
familiar with methodologies, in an 
effort to create a nonpartisan, even
handed, accurate report. 

We need reliable information on 
how the United States is faring at the 
United Nations-especially since the 
report is an important part of the on
going debate over the role of the 
United States and our funding for the 
organization. 

As Assistant Secretary Williamson 
wrote as a private lawyer in 1986: 

While U.S. coverage of U.N. activities usu
ally is buried deep inside our newspapers 
and seldom commands notice on the net
work news, in New Delhi and Lagos and 
elsewhere throughout the world, the U.N. is 
front-page news daily. To the extent that 
the United States seriously wants to wage 
battle in the worldwide wars of ideas-and 
we must-the U.N. cannot be ignored. 
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Mr. President, I point out to the 

membership that we have included in 
our amendment on page 63, line 14, 
the following, "and shall be in a 
format to be developed in consultation 
with appropriate congressional com
mittees." 

It is our intent that the format of 
the report will not be the sole product 
of the Department of State but will be 
worked out in consultations with the 
appropriate committees. I think that 
this is the way to assure a balanced, 
accurate report which will present the 
true picture for the benefit of the 
American people and for the benefit 
of the world community. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
have the honor to rise in support of 
this amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
and our learned and able colleague 
across the aisle, the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. President, this is an issue of 
more than passing importance, at least 
in my view. 

I will do what I hope I not too often 
do, which is to ask the Senate to hear 
a somewhat extended narrative about 
how this report came about. I will 
start out by saying that I started it 
when I was the Permanent Represent
ative at the United Nations. I think I 
can help the Senate-! have not talked 
before on this matter in 12 years 
here-by explaining how the report 
got started, what it was intended to 
do, and what I think it can do if we 
will accept the amendment of the Sen
ators from Massachusetts and Kansas 
and of which I am a cosponsor. 

Let me begin, Mr. President, with a 
seemingly unrelated fact. You do not 
normally associate a job as representa
tive of the United Nations as having 
occupational hazards. There are. One 
morning you find that the front of 
your embassy has been blown off just 
at the time you normally would arrive. 
That is the least of it. The great 
hazard is that you will fall asleep in 
the middle of the speeches of the Gen
eral Assembly on a late afternoon. 

I once recall this stupor mounting to 
a critical mass and trying to resist it 
and thinking what to do, and I looked 
at the names of the different countries 
that are listed on either side of the 
podium. I began to make up acrostics 
and things like that. It was not work
ing. Then I suddenly had an idea. I 
asked myself "How many of these 
countries both existed in 1914 and had 
not had their form of government 
changed by violence since 1914?" I was 
thinking 1914 because the present cen
tury begins then, the movement 
toward such organizations as the 
League of Nations and the United Na
tions begins then. 

Mr. President, it was very interest
ing. Of the 148 members then, that 

would be about 155 now, there are 7 
which both existed in 1914 and have 
not had their form of government 
changed by violence since. They are 
members of the British Common
wealth, Sweden, and the United 
States. 

If you asked how many existed since 
1800 and had not had their form of 
government changed by violence since, 
then there would be two, the United 
States and Britain. 

One of the things that suggests, be
cause I quickly found it in trying to 
get hold of my work at the U.S. mis
sion, was that we have a tremendous 
experience of bilateral diplomacy. If 
you ever have the opportunity, as 
many Senators have had, and I hope 
all Americans might one day, to visit 
our Embassy in Paris, there in the 
garden in front is a wonderful statue. 
It is of Benjamin Franklin when he 
was our Ambassador to the Court of 
Louis XVI. Our bilateral relations go 
back into the Ancien regime as they 
say in French, the old regime, the 
Bourbons, King Louis. 

And inevitably in the State Depart
ment people come and they think in 
terms of how do you deal one country 
with another. We have learned treaty 
diplomacy in NATO for 40 years 
though with some difficulties even as 
we are dealing with a few like-minded 
countries. In all, we have had very 
little experience in multilateral diplo
macy. We did not join the League of 
Nations. The United Nations is some 
40 years old; our diplomacy is two cen
turies old. And paying attention to the 
United Nations was not something 
that has been much in favor in the 
last 25 years or 20 years since we lost 
our majority there. 

I had an experience then, Mr. Presi
dent, which will give you a very explic
it sense of what this report is about. I 
went to the United Nations as Presi
dent Ford's Ambassador in 1975. I had 
been Ambassador to India and re
turned to private life. President Ford 
asked me to come to the U .N and I did, 
not without reluctance. But the north
south issues were so important, and as 
I had been Ambassador to the largest 
nonaligned country, would I come, and 
I came. The world was in great eco
nomic difficulties at that time because 
of the aftermath of the Yom Kippur 
war of 1973, the war that led to the oil 
embargo, to the formation of OPEC, 
to the tremendous increases in oil 
costs for developing nations. There 
have been tremendous demands for 
the transfer of wealth north-south. 
Actually it happened south-south 
when the oil-producing countries sud
denly quadrupled their prices and 
their oil-poor neighbors had to pay 
the price, India more than any other, 
which had some oil but which is very 
little. 

In that context, that war was an im
portant war. It has changed the world. 
We still have the consequences of it. 

One evening I was having dinner, 
just the two of us, with the Egyptian 
Ambassador, a very fine diplomat and 
a very careful one. We were talking 
about the Egyptian-Israeli war, and he 
said, "You know, that would never 
have happened if the United States 
had not vetoed the Indian resolution 
in the Security Council." 

I thought, "Oh, my God, that hap
pened on my watch." 

I was our Ambassador to India. The 
United States had vetoed an Indian 
resolution having to do with the 
Middle East. I must have been asleep. 

I had not rushed up the Indian for
eign office and said: "Gentlemen, this 
is important to the world and to India. 
Don't veto our resolution. If you do 
there will be a war. The prices of oil 
for India will quadruple. There will be 
disaster everywhere. There will be 
bloodshed; economies ruined. It is not 
that important to you. It is very im
portant to us. Please don't do it." 

I did none of those things. 
I thought, "Oh, my God," and there 

I was in India most days thinking if 
there were something I could talk to 
the Government about. We just did 
not have that many relations, and I 
had missed the opportunity. 

And I said, "Can it be I could have 
prevented the Yom Kippur War?" 

"Oh, my God." 
I talked to our Secretary of State. I 

said, "Could it be that that is so, that 
our vetoing the Indian resolution was 
the cause of the war?" 

He said, "Yes, that was certainly one 
of the reasons." 

He did not give it the only reason. 
But, "Yes," Dr. Kissinger said, "That 
is one of the reasons." 

"Oh, my God," I felt even worse. 
And then I began very quiet inquir

ies. Had anybody in Washington told 
us in New Delhi that we were to veto 
an Indian resolution? 

And to my very considerable reliet. 
Mr. President, I found out no one had. 
What goes on in the United Nations 
and what goes on in capitals is com
pletely dissociated in our minds. I 
never told my Embassy. I could have 
done something-maybe I would have 
failed, but I certainly should have 
been put on the job. No one sought to 
do it. 

So, Mr. President, with the assist
ance of a very distinguished young po
litical scientist, Suzane Garment, who 
was then on the staff of the U.N. mis
sion. We sat down and we went 
through a list of the then 148 coun
tries, and we asked ourselves how im
portant are our relations and we had 
to list them. There were five catego
ries. One is if you sold them more 
than $100 million worth of goods; or, 
two, if they sold to you; three is if 
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they had any military importance; 
four is if you had any close ethnic re
lations; and five is any other reason 
you could think of. 

We found that about 50 countries in 
the world came under that heading, 
qualified one way or the other. We 
called them bilateral countries. Those 
are countries where their capital mat
ters. With the rest of those countries, 
two-thirds, we just do not have any re
lations, really, except at the United 
Nations, where they have one vote and 
we have one vote in the General As
sembly and where periodically they 
will be on the Security Council. There 
it really matters. 

And so we had an inspiration. We 
said: What do you say we call these 
countries multilateral countries, and 
we tell our Ambassador in their capital 
that the thing he or she should worry 
about is how that country votes at the 
United Nations. The U.N. voting proc
ess is one that begins with regional 
meetings of the nonaligned and then a 
big meeting of the nonaligned. By the 
time they get to New York it is all 
over. 

I said, among other things, it would 
give our ambassadors in Ouagadougou 
and such places, out-of-the-way places, 
something to do. They could call on 
their foreign minister and say, "Well, 
now, the Food and Agriculture Organi
zation meeting, the ILO meeting, the 
General Assembly is coming up. How 
are you planning to vote on this and 
how are you planning to vote on 
that?" 

And when you say, "vote," this was 
our inspiration, Mr. President. We 
said, "Let us keep voting records." 
That is what Americans are good at. 
We invented voting records. American 
political scientists invented them and 
Americans created them. We have 
been doing a lot of voting in this coun
try. That is not something everybody 
does a lot of. We are good at voting 
analysis. 

So we called down to the State De
partment and said, "How do the. voting 
records look for these countries?" And 
they said, "The what?" We said, "The 
voting records. How often has Zaire 
voted with us, against us, abstained?" 

They just did not know what we 
were talking about, because they only 
paid attention to one-on-one relations. 

We said, "Wait. For two-thirds of 
the countries in the world, the only re
lations we have which matter are mul
tilateral relations at the United Na
tions and its specialized agencies. And 
for those countries, the only kind of 
diplomacy they know is multilateral 
diplomacy." 

The multilateral system is the 
system that created them. The United 
Nations was the creator of one after 
another of those countries. In the 
Middle East, Lebanon is a creation of 
the mandate of the League of Nations. 

Israel. Jordan. Syria. Iraq. Does no 
one know where those countries come 
from? They come from the mandate 
system of the League, which was in
herited by the United Nations. 

So, finding that we had no records, 
we thought, well, that that sort of sty
mied us. But we were lucky. It turned 
out that at the Naval Academy, a 
young instructor of government had 
put the voting records of U.N. mem
bers on a computer to teach a class in 
international relations. And so we got 
a computer hookup in New York, and 
we began keeping records. In the State 
Department, the Office of Multilateral 
Diplomacy was opened. I think they 
had three persons, and probably still 
have three. We began keeping records. 
Among other things-! want to make 
it very clear about this-for our Am
bassadors to those countries, it gives 
them a measure of performance. They 
can say, if you want to put it that way, 
that "When we went out to Rumania, 
there was a voting record of 11.6 per
cent, and I worked hard and got it up 
to 12 or 14." Not perfect, but a little 
better. 

That "Poland has 9.7 percent, and I 
am going to try to make it 12;" that 
our good friends, our very good 
friends, in Kuwait-to whose ships, we 
rented our flag and on whose behalf 
we sent our men and women of the 
fleet into that harm's way-well, 
Kuwait has a walloping 11.2 percent 
voting record with us. What do you 
say that, after the next ship is sunk, 
we might try to get Kuwait up to, say, 
14 percent? A little sign of thanks for 
all your blood and treasure. 

Saudi Arabia, 12.4 percent. Next 
time we send them some AWACS, we 
might try to round it out to 13 per
cent. 

Now, I am making somewhat a jest, 
but not really. Not really. 

Mr. President, the voting records at 
the United Nations by most countries 
outside NATO measure on the ob
scene. The Soviets long ago estab
lished that there was a penalty for 
voting against them. We established 
no penalty, just apologies for them 
voting against us. 

The distinguished Republican 
leader, were he on the floor, would re
member an occasion not many years 
ago when he led a delegation to the 
People's Republic of China. At that 
time it was suddenly arranged that we 
would have a meeting with Deng Xiao
Ping. And the distinguished Republi
can leader, Mr. DoLE, was very gener
ous at the meeting. On a trip like that, 
he showed he would be a great Presi
dent. Every Senator had his say and 
tum to answer questions. 

I believe it was the case that it was 
my tum to ask the first question of 
Mr. Deng. So I called Washington and 
I said, "What is China's voting record 
at the United Nations with respect to 
us and with respect to the Soviet 

Union?" And back came an answer, be
cause we had this report. 

Now, Mr. President, I was then able 
to have the following exchange, which 
was reported in the press. Mr. Deng 
had said, "Relations between the 
United States and the People's Repub
lic are fine. They are peaceable. They 
are practical; positive. No great diffi
culties." 

And I said, "That is true. That is 
true." And I added, "We also know 
there are great difficulties between 
the People's Republic and the Soviet 
Union." But I said, "Mr. President, is 
it not also the case that when you look 
at the way the People's Republic votes 
in the United Nations, you vote as an 
ally of the Soviet Union and an an
tagonist of the United States?" 

Well, if I may say, that caused some 
scribbling among the note takers of 
the Chinese side. But it was true. And, 
therefore, it seems to me these records 
need to be kept. It needs to be known 
by other nations that we are keeping 
them. Mr. President, I would like to 
know-and this will be in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD SO it may come to the 
attention of the Department of 
State-if, just once since we have been 
putting American flags on the oil 
tankers of Kuwaiti billionaires, if just 
once somebody in our Embassy in 
Kuwait had called attention to the 
fact that Communist Romania has a 
slightly better voting record with us at 
the United Nations than Kuwait? Just 
once. 

I ask the question. As a matter of 
fact, I will ask it at the Foreign Rela
tions Committee the next time we 
have this issue before us. 

So, Mr. President, two points. One is 
that this report seems to me to be in
dispensable. It seems to me to remind 
us of the role of multilateral diploma
cy with two-thirds of the countries of 
the world for which that is the princi
pal forum of diplomacy and interna
tional relations. It is indispensable be
cause it reminds us just how squalid 
the degree of support is from those 
countries. They want our aid, they 
want our approbation, they want all 
those things. But they can never vote 
with us. They can only vote with the 
totalitarian nations. For shame. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
and the Senator from Kansas have 
said that they would like to see some 
qualitative measures in the report. I 
welcome that. I would hope my friend 
from Massachusetts might hear me 
say that when you get qualitative 
analysis it may be worse. But we need 
it. Face the facts. Live with the facts. 

I remember the evening when we 
voted to stop paying our dues to the 
United Nations, a treaty obligation. I 
was one of 11 people who said: No, we 
must pay, keep our commitments. 
Eleven people did on this floor. I have 
never been an enemy of the United 
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Nations. I have tried to be a realist 
about the United Nations. I have tried 
to say if we do not stand up for our
selves at the United Nations, the 
American people will pull out of the 
United Nations. I said that about 
UNESCO and we are gone. We left the 
ILO and we are back, thank God. We 
got their attention. 

But the countries of the world do 
not understand. As the Senator said, 
what happens at the United Nations is 
front-page news in Delhi. What is not 
front-page news is that we do not like 
it; that their government got them
selves in some difficulties with an
other government of some conse
quence when they always vote with 
the Soviet Union. Never vote with the 
democracies and call yourself a democ
racy? Objectively, which side are you 
on? 

I do not mind qualitative analysis. I 
would welcome it. And I would hope 
that it is understood that only by 
facing up to the problems do we stay 
where we belong, which is in these or
ganizations. The people who will 
excuse anything they do lay the 
groundwork for the people who want 
them to do nothing. 

We are now more than $300 billion 
in arrears at the United Nations. The 
Soviets are paid up. They know the 
value of the institution. I am not sure 
we do. 

But it was this voting practices 
report, which we started in 1975, 
which was meant to be a tool to learn 
how to use this system. I think the 
tool can be improved as any tool can. I 
think this has sometimes been mis
used, as any tool will be. I hope that 
our resolution will refine it and im
prove it and make it more effective in 
the future. 

Mr. President, I hope I have not 
kept the Senate too long on this 
matter, but we are talking about our 
relations with two-thirds of the na
tions of the world, relations which are 
primarily at the United Nations and 
the specialized agencies, organs there
of. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Wiscon
sin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Kansas wishes to speak 
on this issue. And I therefore would 
like to suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered by Mr. KENNEDY. 

Mr. President, it has been 5 years 
since Congress required the Secretary 
of State to transmit an annual report 
on U.N. voting practices. The require
ment was included in the 1984 Depart
ment of State authorization bill. Each 
of the last three continuing resolu
tions has contained detailed provisions 
regarding the report. In today's bill we 
are looking at the same language for 
the fourth time. This amendment 
opens the possibility of reviewing the 
statute and the report on U.N. voting 
practices. 

Senator KASTEN, who has been a pio
neer in providing the important infor
mation in this report, has indicated 
that the language in today's bill 
should be permanent. I believe it 
would be appropriate to develop lan
guage which does not require annual 
approval. 

This amendment does not affect the 
substance of the U.N. voting report 
nor its purpose-which was to provide 
a record of how the United States is 
doing at the United Nations. 

While it removes the requirement of 
"identical format," the amendment 
specifically states that the same type 
of information would be available in 
the report. The amendment would 
simply permit more flexibility in the 
format. 

As other Members are aware, ques
tions have been raised about the meth
odology of the report. The Depart
ment of State has appointed a task 
force to look into these questions and 
related issues. Some interesting sug
gestions have been made. I believe no 
one wishes to close the door on legiti
mate proposals for improving this 
report. 

It is noteworthy that both of our 
ambassadors to the United Nations in 
the past 5 years have pointed out limi
tations of this report. Ambassador 
Jeane Kirkpatrick stated in 1985 that 
the level of coincidence between the 
United States and others on all votes
as computed in the U.N. report
"cannot legitimately be regarded as re
flecting the level of support for the 
United States, any more than coinci
dence can be legitimately regarded as 
reflecting support for the Soviet 
Union." 

Moreover, Ambassador Vernon Wal
ters has cautioned Congress about the 
methodology used in this report. The 
data do not include the large number 
of important decisions which are made 
by consensus, without a recorded vote. 
In the most recent U.N. voting report, 
Ambassador Walters emphasizes that 
"the data in this report relate to a mi
nority of the activities at the U.N. 
General Assembly." 

Finally, a review of the rationale for 
the current law would be helpful. The 
law prohibits direct foreign aid to any 

country which the President finds, 
based on the contents of this report, is 
engaged in a consistent pattern of op
position to the foreign policy of the 
United States. The President has 
never made such a determination. 

Moreover, both Ambassadors Kirk
patrick and Walters have expressed 
concern about using U.N. voting pat
terns exclusive of other criteria for de
termining what countries should re
ceive our foreign aid. Both have point
ed out that "behavior in the United 
Nations is but one dimension of a 
country's relations with the United 
States. Economic, strategic, and politi
cal issues can be-and often are-more 
important to U.S. interests and poli
cies." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I must 
oppose this amendment. I understand 
what the Senator from Massachusetts 
is trying to do. Most issues are han
dled here in the Senate by consensus 
or through voice vote, but, nonethe
less, the various measures taken of our 
voting records by conservative or liber
al special interest groups, have a con
sistent pattern. 

It is important to this report that 
there is a certain amount of consisten
cy. I do not know what changes the 
Senator would like to make in the 
report or what some at the State De
partment want to make in the report, 
but it is important that we are able to 
look at a consistent pattern. 

The report is a sophisticated one, as 
the Senator from New York has point
ed out. We developed this idea while 
working from some of the concepts 
that the Senator from New York de
veloped with Ambassador Jeane Kirk
patrick to try to develop a consistent 
report. 

I am sorry that some countries and 
some supporters of the United Nations 
find this report objectionable, but 
clearly this can be resolved if voting 
habits in the United Nations are 
simply altered. We all recognize that 
countries cannot agree with the 
United States on all matters. What is 
more difficult to understand is when 
they vote against us when they do not 
have to. 

I also want to respond to the notion 
that the reason some countries' voting 
records are bad is that the administra
tion has not been persuasive enough 
about our policies and our positions. 

As the Senator from New York is 
aware and I believe the Senator from 
Massachusetts would be aware, nearly 
40 percent of the votes in the United 
Nations General Assembly involve 
some kind of condemnation of Israel 
or United States policy in Israel or 
issues related to the Palestinians. Not 
only does the Senate support the ad
ministration's position on these mat
ters, but all of us strongly feel that 
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this undue criticism of the United 
States, of Israel, and of our policy in 
the Middle East has to come to an end. 

The State Department attempted to 
change this report a few years ago for 
a number of the same reasons the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts is 
discussing today. That effort, frankly, 
was thwarted because people recog
nized that this report has to be con
sistent. I am also not satisfied that 
changes made by the State Depart
ment would be enough. I think that 
we need a consistent report, and I am 
hopeful that we will be able to defeat 
this amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFPICER. Is 

there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, let 

me mention briefly, and ask the Sena
tor from New York, who is certainly 
the most knowledgeable and can speak 
with the most authority on this issue, 
let me ask his views about certain, spe
cific changes that should be made in 
the format of the report. I would like 
to just highlight the charges that I 
hope would be included in a new 
format, just to get a reaction so that 
the legislative history will be clear. 

First, the report should explicitly 
take consensus decisions into account 
in a meaningful and advisable way. 

Second, the report should also incor
porate information about absences 
and abstentions since they also can re
flect important policy decisions. 

Third, the votes that are key to the 
United States should not be just limit
ed to 10 in number. They are limited 
to 10 now, not 9, not 11. This is so even 
though both the State Department 
and the U.S. delegation indicated that 
there were 32 key votes-as far as the 
United States is concerned-last year 
in the General Assembly. 

Fourth, the report should make a 
clear distinction between the impor
tant and the less important votes. 

Fifth, there should be room in the 
report for inore qualitative analysis, 
more narrative interpretation, more 
description of events and activities in 
the General Assembly-information 
that cannot be reflected by mere 
voting percentages. 

Finally, the report's redundancy 
should be eliminated. Two-thirds of 
the report presents the same 10 key 
issues in different formats. 

But none of these changes can be 
made so long as this legislation re
quires the report to be in the identical 
format used in prior reports. That is 
what this amendment would change. 
It would simply remove the strait
jacket and substitute a requirement 

for consultation with the appropriate 
committees in Congress. 

Will the Senator from New York 
agree with me that this would not be 
an all-inclusive list but that this list at 
least targets the principal concerns 
that have been stated by the Senator 
from New York, the Senator from 
Kansas, and myself, and also, I know, 
by the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, Senator PELL? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I most emphati
cally endorse the proposals of the Sen
ator from Massachusetts and, to be 
quite specific, three of them. The first 
is the most important, in the judg
ment of this Senator-! could be 
wrong, of course-the question of iden
tifying consensus votes. There are two 
things here. One is that the non
aligned, which make up two-thirds of 
the membership, make their decisions 
by consensus. They do not vote. Many 
of those countries have no experience 
in voting. It is not something indige
nous to their own politics. 

But also they have found that reach
ing agreement, as we many times do in 
this body, without having to stand up 
and be counted on very small details is 
a useful way to keep things moving 
and keep unity. 

I would hope that we pay more at
tention to consensus voting because I 
would hope we get more of that kind 
of voting in the General Assembly and 
other such places. That is to be en
couraged. Where we all agree, why do 
we not say we do not have to be specif
ically counted. There are too many 
places in the world where right now to 
be with the United States puts one at 
risk with some internal elements. 

So if you have votes by consensus, 
you have the outcome without the 
cost; you have the benefit without the 
cost. 

Second, I certainly think there 
should be more than 10 votes. Good 
heavens, there should be as many im
port.ant votes as there are important 
votes. This report is not a weekly fea
ture in the newspaper. This is part of 
serious matters of the world. If there 
are only 6 important votes, count 6, 
and if there are 60, count 60. There 
will usually be, in my judgment, about 
25. That is about the way it happens. 

Finally, qualitative analysis. I do not 
know why the State Department does 
not simply engage a panel of academ
ics to do an overview: How did it go 
this year? What shifted? Did anything 
change? Is the United Nations going to 
be stuck, as the distinguished manager 
on the Republican side said, on endless 
votes on South Africa, and Israel? If 
so, the organization will become irrele
vant pretty fast. Among other things, 
a qualitative analysis helps the mis
sion know how time is spent. 

Emphasizing consensus votes, having 
as many votes as are important and, 
qualitative analysis. I very much agree 
that if you do those things, you go to a 
second generation, a better report, one 
more widely read and more useful for 
our country and for our allies and our 
adversaries. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
again for his excellent statement and 
support for this amendment. 

Mr. President, I can understand that 
we are at about 7 minutes or 10 min
utes after 1. It might be worthwhile, 
since we have agreed to a vote, that we 
have a short quorum call. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 

to support the comments of my col
league from Wisconsin, the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, who, in
cidentally, is the author of the meas
ure before us. 

The reason the language appears in 
this bill in the first place is that the 
State Department originally attempt
ed to make changes to the report with
out any consultation with the Con
gress of the United States. 

While I would not argue that the 
report is flawless, I suppose, like all re
ports, one can find matters we can dis
agree with. I find it very difficult to 
support the Senator from Massachu
setts. 

I would most respectfully advise the 
Congress and the Senate that Assist
ant Secretary Williamson has appoint
ed a task force on this matter and has 
so informed the subcommittee, and I 
would therefore most respectfully sug
gest that we wait until specific recom
mendations are forwarded concerning 
changes in the report methodology. 
Then I believe we can make informed 
decisions on this matter. Until that 
time, I agree with my ranking 
member, the Senator from Wisconsin, 
that we ought not provide the State 
Department with carte blanche in this 
matter especially in view of this past 
performance. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2520 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2519 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 

KAsTEN] proposes an amendment numbered 
2520 to the Kennedy amendment: 

On page 63, line 14, at the end of the 
amendment, add the following: "Provided 
that any such changes are approved by leg
islation" 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I hope 
that this amendment will be accepted 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, so 
that we can put this issue aside. We 
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ought not to be giving the State De
partment carte blanche, as the Sena
tor from Hawaii said, in order to make 
changes that would not be consistent 
with our views and comments. Con
gress is the body which developed and 
enacted this report. I believe that 
before changes are made, the Congress 
needs to be consulted. So I hope that 
this amendment will be agreed to. If 
the amendment is agreed to, I think 
then we can go forward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
not troubled by having close congres
sional involvement and supervision. 
But is it the position of the Senator 
from Wisconsin that the existing 
format would be in effect until we leg
islate in this area? Wouldn't this make 
it possible for those who oppose any 
changes like the ones that have been 
proposed by the Senator from New 
York and myself effectively to block 
those changes? That is really a worse 
straitjacket because rather than a ma
jority, which is all we need today we 
would be in a position of having to end 
a filibuster which would require 60 
votes. 

I am glad to work with the Senator 
to try to work out a way of proceeding, 
but I am concerned about what hap
pens if we just say we are going to 
leave in place the existing format until 
we pass some legislation somewhere 
down the road. We may be deferring 
serious action on this issue for a long 
period of time. 

Mr. KASTEN. If the Senator will 
yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes; I will be glad 
to yield. 

Mr. KASTEN. The difficulty is that 
we do not know what specific changes 
would be proposed by the State De
partment. The Senator read a list of 
changes with which I do not think any 
of us would have any difficulty. There 
is currently a debate going on within 
the State Department on some of 
these issues however, and I do not 
know which changes on the Senator's 
list of six, or other lists we have seen, 
would be made. If they are going to 
make changes which obscure the con
sistency or which in any way diminish 
the impact of this report, I think the 
Congress would be concerned about it. 
So, the intent of my amendment is to 
leave the existing system in place 
unless and until the State Department 
shows us what changes they would 
like to make. 

What we do not want is for them to 
make changes without a process of 
which we are a part. There are some in 
the State Department and some at the 
United Nations who are not in favor of 
this report, and who continue to resist 
its compilation. That group is in the 
minority. The vast majority of people 
are in favor of the U.N. voting record 
report, and maybe we can work with 

them to improve it. I simply do not 
want the impact of the report to be so 
limited that it loses its effect. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
for his constructive comment. Let me, 
if I can, just clarify the situation-and 
I am not trying to flyspect the Senator 
from Wisconsin or to tie him into a 
straitjacket with regard to particular 
proposals. It would be helpful, on 
these general points that were raised, 
if I could review them, to know if they 
were basically satisfactory in terms of 
concept. If the Senator would work 
with us to try to work out something 
that would include these points or 
something related to these points, 
then I think we are very close to doing 
it and doing it expeditiously. I hope 
the Senate would perhaps even ap
prove certain changes before the end 
of this session. If it could be a matter 
of consensus, I think we may have re
solved the issue. 

Again, if the Senator from Wiscon
sin could give me his reaction to these 
proposals-to take the consensus deci
sions into account, to identify and in
clude information about absences and 
abstentions, and to eliminate mathe
matical restrictions on number of key 
issues. I think the Senator from New 
York said one year it might be 6, an
other year it might be 60, but prob
ably close to 25, important issues in a 
given year and that the report should 
make distinctions between important 
and less important issues, that there 
be room in the report for a narrative 
interpretation-that obviously would 
have to be worked out-and the elimi
nation of the redundancies. If those 
proposals were satisfactory in terms of 
concept, if they were at least support
ed by the Senator-we know that 
those matters have to be worked out, 
but at least in concept-we would 
much rather have the Senator from 
Wisconsin as well as the Senator from 
Hawaii working with us than forcing 
this issue. If those concepts were con
cepts that the Senator from Wisconsin 
might be able to support and would 
work with us, the Senator from New 
York and myself and the Senator from 
Kansas, then I would hope that the 
Senate would accept the amendment 
as amended by the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Let me say in re
sponse to the Senator, those concepts 
are ones that I believe are appropriate 
to be the subjects of discussion, and 
are the kinds that ought to be includ
ed in a United Nations voting record 
report. There is no reason why we 
have just 10 votes. That was an arbi
trary number of votes picked, frankly, 
by Jeane Kirkpatrick and myself when 
we discussed this legislation. In some 
years there may be just 6 votes which 
are important, other years there may 
be 12, but the key is that our Ambas
sador to the U.N. identifies those 

votes, and we just picked 10. We 
wanted to have a number of key votes. 

The points that the Senator listed 
are exactly the points that Secretary 
Williamson is trying to work through 
in consultation with Ambassador Wal
ters and others at the State Depart
ment. I simply do not want us to find 
ourselves in the position where the 
impact of the report is so diluted by 
being altered that the meaning of the 
report is gone. I do not think that is 
the Senator's intention. I know it is 
not the intention of the Senator from 
New York. So if this amendment is 
agreeable to the Senator, I would have 
no objection to the Kennedy amend
ment, as amended. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I do not want to be 
unduly demanding of the Senator 
from Wisconsin because I have a good 
deal of confidence in his good faith, 
having worked with him on a number 
of matters, but does the Senator see 
any matters of principle included in 
these proposals to which the Senator 
objects? 

Mr. KASTEN. No; I do not. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I ask my colleague 

from New York if he would not agree 
with me that it would be better to 
work together to include these 
changes in the report and to try to do 
it in an expedited way? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If I may say, as a 
general principle of this body, it is 
always best to have the Senator from 
Wisconsin on your side, and in the spe
cifics his assurance was forthcoming, 
explicit. He simply agreed with the 
Senator. I think he is right and I think 
what we have is an evolution of a doc
ument which one day ought to be kind 
of a yearbook of multilateral relations 
by the United States. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to the amendment 
of the Senator from Wisconsin. I hope 
that the Kennedy-Moynihan-Kasse
baum amendment will be amended as 
such. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KAsTEN]. 

The amendment <No. 2520) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, now 
that the amendment has been amend
ed by the Kasten amendment, I hope 
the Senate will accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on the Kennedy 
amendment, as amended. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment which is very technical 
in nature, and it has been cleared on 
both sides. I wonder if it would be 
agreeable that I ask unanimous con
sent the pending amendment which is 
awaiting clearance be set aside tempo
rarily. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would be con
strained, if we can get a time set for 
this. But we have been--

Mr. STEVENS. Three minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. If the floor manag

ers want to put this over until a time 
certain later on--

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
the Kennedy amendment, as amended 
by the Kasten amendment, be sched
uled for 2:15 this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2521 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be laid aside temporarily so that 
I might proceed with the amendment I 
have at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENs], 

for himself and Mr. FoRD, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2521. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert: 

SEC. . OLD EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING. 
(a) AccEPTANCE OF GIFTS OF MONEY AND 

PROPERTY.-The Director of the Office of 
Administration is authorized to-

(1) accept, hold, administer, utilize and 
sell gifts and bequests of property, both real 
and personal, and loans of personal proper
ty other than money; and 

(2) accept and utilize voluntary and un
compensated services; 
for the purpose of aiding, benefiting, or fa
cilitating the work of preservation, restora
tion, renovation, rehabilitation, or historic 
furnishing of the Old Executive Office 
Building and the grounds thereof. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FuND.-There is es
tablished in the Treasury a fund for use in 
accordance with the provisions of this sec
tion. Amounts of money and proceeds from 
the sale of property accepted under subsec
tion <a> shall be deposited in the fund, 
which shall be available to the Director of 
the Office of Administration. Such funds 
shall be held in trust by the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

(c) UsE OF FuND.-Property accepted pur
suant to this section or the proceeds from 
the sale thereof, shall be used as nearly as 

possible in accordance with the terms of the 
gift or bequest. The Director of the Office 
of Administration shall not accept any gift 
under this section that is expressly condi
tioned on any expenditure not to be met 
from the gift itself unless such expenditure 
has been approved by an Act of Congress. 

<d> TAXES.-For the purpose of the Feder
al income, estate, and gift tax laws, property 
accepted under this section shall be consid
ered as a gift, bequest, or devise to the 
United States. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 
we are offering this amendment to au
thorize the Office of Administration 
of the Executive Office of the Presi
dent to receive private donations to 
help preserve and restore the Old Ex
ecutive Office Building. 

My good friend, the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, Senator FoRD, has 
joined me in this. The need for this 
amendment came to our attention 
after the Rules Committee acted on 
another matter. Had we known the 
need for this amendment we would 
have included it in a bill that our com
mittee reported. 

Next year we will be celebrating the 
100th anniversary of the completion 
of the Old Executive Office Building. 
This building when completed in 1888 
housed the Department of State, the 
Department of War, the Department 
of Navy, and was at that time the larg
est office building in the world. It was 
the Pentagon of its time. It is still con
sidered to be one of the best examples 
of French second empire architecture 
in our country. 

The provisions of this amendment 
are all noncontroversial. They are por
tions of another bill that passed the 
Senate before. 

This Old Executive Office Building, 
we believe, is a rich expression of our 
architectural history, and preservation 
for its own sake would be fully justi
fied. However, it is also a historical 
treasure. It has been office to no less 
than four Presidents in their early ca
reers before they aspired to the trust 
of the Presidency. Both Theodore and 
Franklin Roosevelt, Dwight Eisenhow
er, and William Howard Taft all 
served in this building at some time in 
their careers as public servants. When 
it was completed in 1888, as I said, it 
housed several departments. 

I urge that this amendment be ac
cepted. I believe it has been cleared on 
both sides. 

I yield to my good friend from Ken
tucky, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let me as
sociate myself with the remarks of my 
good friend from Alaska, Senator STE
VENS. It is important, not only to this 
town, but to this country, for this to 
be preserved. The history, as he 
stated, of this office building is impor
tant, and it is something that I hope 
my colleagues will support without a 
rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. INOUYE. The amendment is ac
ceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

The amendment <No. 2521> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank the managers of the bill for 
their courtesy. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2522 

<Purpose: To reduce certain appropriations 
for consulting services) 

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYoR] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2522. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following: 

CONSULTING SERVICES 
SEc. . (a)(l) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Act, no department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United 
States Government receiving appropriated 
funds under this Act for fiscal year 1989, 
shall, during fiscal year 1989, obligate and 
expend funds for consulting services involv
ing management and professional services; 
special studies and analyses; technical as
sistance; and management review of pro
gram funded organizations; in excess of an 
amount equal to 85 percent of the amount 
obligated and expended by such depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality for such 
services during fiscal year 1987. 

<2> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, no department, agency, or in
strumentality of the United States Govern
ment receiving appropriated funds under 
this Act for fiscal year 1989, shall, during 
fiscal year 1989, obligate and expend funds 
for consulting services involving manage
ment and support services for research and 
development activities; engineering develop
ment and operational systems development; 
technical representatives; training; quality 
control, testing, and inspection services; spe-
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cialized medical services; and public rela
tions; in excess of an amount equal to 95 
percent of the amount obligated and ex
pended by such department, agency, or in
strumentality for such services during fiscal 
year 1987. 

<b> The Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget shall take such action as 
may be necessary, through budget instruc
tions or otherwise, to direct each depart
ment, agency, and instrumentality of the 
United States to comply with the provisions 
of section 1114 of title 31, United States 
Code. 

<c> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the aggregate amount of funds 
appropriated by this Act to any such depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality for fiscal 
year 1989 is reduced by an amount equal 
to-

<1> 15 percent of the amount expended by 
such department, agency, or instrumentali
ty during fiscal year 1987 for purposes de
scribed under subsection <a><l>; and 

(2) 5 percent of the amount expended by 
such department, agency, or instrumentali
ty during fiscal year 1987 for purposes de
scribed under subsection <a><2>. 

(d) As used in this section, the term "con
sulting services" includes any service within 
the definition of "Advisory and Assistance 
Services" in Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-120, dated January 4, 
1988. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I will 
take only a few moments this after
noon. This is one in a series of amend
ments that I am planning to propose 
to each of the appropriation bills that 
will come before the Senate. Already I 
have proposed one similar amendment 
to the Treasury Post Office bill. 
Today, I take the floor to propose an 
amendment to the Foreign Operations 
appropriation bill. 

Very basically, Mr. President, on 
June 13, our Subcommittee on Federal 
Services, held a hearing on govern
mentwide consulting. At this hearing 
we heard from the Deputy Director of 
OMB, Mr. Joseph Wright, Jr. At that 
hearing Mr. Wright basically-I do not 
like to use the word confessed-but he 
did state in the record that, first, the 
amount of consulting services used by 
the Federal Government is seriously 
understated; second, it has taken OMB 
much too long to revise its A-120 cir
cular which governs the procurement 
of consulting services; third, there is 
no consistency among the agencies of 
the Federal Government in terms of 
what they report as consulting con
tracts to the Federal Procurement 
Data System; fourth, Mr. Wright said 
"I do not see much progress. For ex
ample, in 1987, 50 percent of the con
sulting contracts throughout the Fed
eral Government were noncompetitive. 
In addition, over two-thirds of the con
tract awards in 1987 were for modifica
tions to existing contracts." 

On June 14, Mr. President, I re
ceived a letter from Mr. Wright as a 
followup to the hearing of the preced
ing day. Mr. Wright sent me a copy of 
a letter he had written as the chair
man of the President's Council on In
tegrity and Efficiency. This letter's 

subject matter was advisory and assist
ant services, also known as consult
ants. 

First, Mr. Wright stated to the mem
bers of the President's Council on In
tegrity and Efficiency, we are not 
doing a good job of reviewing this 
area: second, there is too little compe
tition and there are too many follow
on contracts; third, no good manage
ment information and financial ac
counting system exists to tell us how 
much we are spending; and fourth, 
.some of the inspectors general are not 
carrying out their responsibilities 
under section 1114(b) of Public Law 
97-258 to evaluate agency controls 
over consultant services. 

I ask unanimous consent to put the 
letter from Mr. Wright and also the 
letter that he sent to the members of 
the President's Council on Integrity 
and Efficiency in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, June 22, 1988. 
Hon. DAVID PRYOR, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR PRYOR: As a follow-up to 
the hearing you held last week, I have in
formed the Inspectors General of our dis
cussions on consultant services, and have 
asked them to see to it that they carry out 
their responsibilities under Section 1114(b) 
of P.L. 97-258 <see enclosure>. 

We intend to make sure that the IG's and 
agency procurement officials improve their 
management and control of this area-but I 
would again ask for your help in getting 
funds for our proposed new budget and 
management information system so we can 
have the information necessary to track 
consultant expenditures and provide the 
President and the Congress the necessary 
reports on how funds are being spent in this 
area. 

You will also see these expenditures ana
lyzed in each agency's annual report under 
the Financial Managers Integrity Act, and 
we will include a separate section devoted to 
consultant services in the "management 
report" the President sends to the Congress 
every year with his budget. 

If you have any questions, or suggestions, 
on our plan to follow-up on the points 
brought out in the recent hearing, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 
JosEPH R. WRIGHT, Jr., 

Chairman, President's Council on Integ
rity and Efficiency and Deputy Direc
tor. 

PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL ON INTEGRITY AND 
EFFICIENCY 

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS OF THE PRESI
DENT'S COUNCIL ON INTEGRITY AND EFFICIEN
CY 

From: Joseph R. Wright, Jr., Chairman. 
Subject: Advisory and Assistance Services. 

I testified yesterday before Senator 
Pryor's Subcommittee on Federal Services, 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee on 
the subject of advisory and assistance serv
ices. I said: 

We are not doing a good job of reviewing 
this area; 

there is too little competition and there 
are too many follow-on contracts; 

no good management information and fi
nancial accounting system exists to tell us 
how much we are spending; and, 

some of the IG's are not carrying out 
their responsibilities under Section 1114(b) 
of P.L. 97-258 to evaluate agency controls 
over consultant services <see attachment>. 

I told Senator Pryor that I would take a 
number of steps to tighten up our oversight 
and also said I would report back to the 
Committee in 90 days on areas of consulting 
services that need more careful review and 
where some savings could be made. I am 
asking Dick Kusserow to develop a PCIE 
task force to work with AI Burman at OMB, 
the Acting Administrator of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy, to see that this 
job gets done. I made the following addi
tional commitments: 

to require the agencies to include in their 
annual report to the President under the 
Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act 
an update of their compliance with Circular 
No. A-120, with attention to the quality of 
data they provide to the Federal Procure
ment Data System; 

to include a chapter in the President's 
annual Management Report on agency 
progress in this area; and, 

to ask the IG's to review agency controls, 
assess the accuracy of data, and review a 
sample of advisory and assistance services 
contracts to see that they are well justified 
and meet the criteria set by Circular No. A-
120. 

We need to give much more emphasis to 
this area and work together to see that 
some real improvements are made. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I also 
would like to read from a letter I re
ceived from the Agency for Interna
tional Development dated May 18, 
1988, from Herbert L. Beckington, in
spector general for AID. I read from 
the third paragraph: 

The report indicates, among other things, 
that the Agency has placed too much reli
ance on contractors to satisfy Foreign As
sistance Act <FAA> requirements rather 
than improving internal monitoring and 
evaluation efforts. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from the inspector 
general be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 

Washington, DC, May 18, 1988. 
Hon. DAviD PRYoR, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR PRYOR: I am writing in 
regard to your request to the Inspector 
General community for information relat
ing to the management of consultant serv
ices by Federal agencies. 

About 18 months ago, my office issued an 
audit report on A.I.D.'s Evaluation Pro
gram. The enclosed report may be of some 
interest to you, since the contractors, whose 
services are engaged under this program, 
fall within the definition of consulting serv
ices. 

The report indicates, among other things, 
that the Agency has placed too much reli-
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ance on contractors to satisfy Foreign As
sistance Act <FAA) requirements rather 
than improving internal monitoring and 
evaluation efforts. As a result, evaluation re
ports were often of low quality and were 
used primarily for purposes other than es
tablished by the FAA. For example, evalua
tions often did not compare actual project 
results with those anticipated, a specific ob
jective of the FAA. These conditions oc
curred because Agency policy and proce
dures were not clear on either how the FAA 
requirement was to be met or how evalua
tions were to be conducted. The audit esti
mated that the Agency could save about 
$2.5 million annually through more selec
tive use of outside contractors, while im
proving its internal management system. 

Please let me know if I can be of further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT L. BECKINGTON, 

Inspector GeneraL 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, when 

Mr. Joseph R. Wright of OMB states 
that agencies are underreporting the 
dollars being used for consultants, he 
is right. That figure in 1987, reported 
to us by AID, was $5.57 million. We 
did not accept this figure. We asked 
the General Accounting Office to do a 
run on what the Agency for Interna
tional Development is actually using 
for consulting services. The sum total 
of the 11 categories of consulting serv
ices was not $5.57 million but, rather, 
$345.157 million. 

My amendment is extremely simple. 
From category 4, the main category of 
consulting services, I will take, with 
this amendment, 15 percent, from this 
appropriation bill, returning it to the 
General Treasury. 

From category 7, those seven catego
ries of consulting contracts identified 
by the General Accounting Office, I 
will take 5 percent. The sum total 
would be something in the neighbor
hood of $46.8 million. This amend
ment would save an estimated $46 to 
$47 million. 

I think this is the only way we are 
going to begin to flush out and identi
fy the contractors and consultants 
used throughout our Federal system. 
Not only on this bill, I say to the dis
tinguished managers of the foreign op
erations appropriations bill, but also 
on all ensuring appropriations bills I 
will propose a similar measure to 
strike out consultant dollars where 
possible. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I 
concur with the intent, the spirit, and 
the thrust of the amendment suggest
ed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

The purpose is very simple: To have 
greater monitoring power over the ac
tivities of consultants and at the same 
time save a few dollars. In this case, I 
believe it is $46 million. 

However, initial inquiry would sug
gest that instead of saving money, we 
may find ourselves spending more 
money; because if AID is unable to 
hire consultants-and these consult
ants, for the most part, work over-

seas-we would have to direct-hire 
Americans in the United States, send 
them over there. When we do that we 
must include families, educational 
benefits, and so forth. 

Now knowing the full extent of the 
impact of this amendment, I would 
hope that the Senator would agree to 
this: I will accept the amendment, 
with the concurrence of the ranking 
minority member, and before we get 
into conference I will ask the State 
Department to submit to us-and I 
will share the report with the Sena
tor-what they consider to be the 
fiscal impact of the amendment on 
AID. Would that be all right? 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I re
spond to my distinguished friend from 
Hawaii by saying that I appreciate his 
accepting the amendment, as manager 
of the bill, with the caveat he has just 
mentioned. 

Let me also respectfully submit this: 
That even with my amendment, we 
would still be leaving to AID $298 mil
lion in their budget, using fiscal year 
1987 as a baseline, which it could use 
for consultant contracts. 

I hope that when the State Depart
ment and other interested parties 
bring this report to the distinguished 
chairman, this Senator from Arkansas 
may also have an opportunity to look 
at the report. 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator from Ar
kansas not only will look at the report 
but also will be given an opportunity 
to advise us of his thoughts on the 
report, before we get into conference. 

Mr. PRYOR. I appreciate that from 
the distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield for a 
question or two? 

Mr. PRYOR. I yield. 
Mr. EVANS. Do I correctly under

stand that the intent or the result of 
the Senator's amendment would be to 
reduce the appropriation to AID by 
some $46 million and return that to 
the Treasury? 

Mr. PRYOR. The Senator from 
Washington is correct. 

Mr. EVANS. And the intent of that 
is to reduce the incidence of the use of 
consultant services? 

Mr. PRYOR. The Senator from 
Washington is correct. 

Mr. EVANS. I wonder if the Senator 
from Arkansas could define for me, 
rather precisely, what we include as 
consultants' services, because I think 
we have a great deal of misunder
standing about what constitutes a con
sultant and what those consultants do 
and what services they provide. I 
would be interested in seeing what $46 
million worth of services, which may 
be valid and worthwhile, will not now 
be able to be carried forward by the 
AID Program. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I re
spond to my distinguished friend by 

saying that consulting services, in the 
amendment, would be defined by 
taking the new A-120 circular, pub
lished by the Office of Management 
and Budget, together with the 1984 
Cabinet Council on Management and 
Administration study, and using those 
two documents, we identify the uni
verse of consultant contracts. 

We also looking first at four catego
ries, and then at seven categories, and 
consultants fall under this language: 
management and professional services, 
special studies and analysis, technical 
assistance, and management reviews of 
program funded organizations. 

In addition, I say to my friend from 
Washington, we look at management 
and support services for research and 
development. We would look at techni
cal representatives. We look at study 
activity for quality control. We look at 
the area of public relations, etc. 

These are all embodied in the new 
A-120 regulation and the Cabinet 
study. That is the basis for the defini
tion which we utilize. 

Mr. EVANS. Does the Senator from 
Arkansas have some breakdown, in 
rough form at least? I think he said 
that there was about 300-plus million 
dollars worth of consultant services. 
How much of that would be for techni
cal services, how much for public rela
tions purposes, and how much for 
other things? 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if I 
could once again respond, I have all of 
the categories here listed. It is a 
rather lengthy document. I do not 
want to put all of this in the RECORD 
because it probably would cost more 
than my amendment is going to actu
ally save. So I would be glad to share 
this with the distinguished Senator 
from Washington if he would care to 
look at this. 

Let me back up just a moment, Mr. 
President, and again in answer to my 
friend. Yesterday in the Armed Serv
ices Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives, Chairman AsPIN held a 
hearing with the Inspector General on 
consultants. Chairman AsPIN asked 
the Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Defense how many consulting 
contracts do we have? Answer from 
the Inspector General: "I don't know, 
and no one knows." 

Chairman ASPIN asked the Inspector 
General how many consultants are 
there in Government that we are 
using and paying with taxpayers' dol
lars? Answer from the Inspector Gen
eral: "We don't know, and no one 
knows." 

I would not embarrass my good 
friend from Hawaii who is the manag
er of this bill and also my good friend 
by asking him to show me in this ap
propriations bill-1 am not going to 
ask him. 

Mr. INOUYE. Oh, please do. 
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Mr. PRYOR. But if he could show 

me in this appropriations bill that we 
are considering this afternoon-where 
is the bill-do we have that bill on our 
desk? Here it is-H.R. 4637. If anyone 
could show me where the consulting 
dollars in this bill might be found it 
would be a great victory. We do not 
have a line item for consultants. We 
do not have consultant fees broken 
down. We have no cap on consultants. 
We have no ceiling on what they can 
earn. And just as the buddy system in 
my opinion has taken over the Depart
ment of Defense, also we see a buddy 
system working throughout the vari
ous civilian agencies of our Federal 
Government. 

Mr. President, I have referred to 
some of these agencies as an open 
money sack, and I hate to say this-1 
have great respect for the Agency for 
International Development. But once 
again we found that open money sack. 
Once again we found these consulting 
contracts; 50 percent of them noncom
petitive. Many of them, two-thirds in 
fact, add-ons that continue these con
tracts out into the future and also 
probably about one-third of these con
tracts are unsolicited by the agencies 
of Government. 

So, what I am proposing to do is to 
flush this system out and at long last 
get some identification of who these 
people are, what they are doing for 
the Government and what is the justi
fication for them doing work for the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arkansas still has the 
floor, I do not want to pursue this for 
any great length of time, but I guess I 
rise a little defensive about consult
ants because in a long ago previous re
incarnation I support I would be clas
sified as a consultant. I was a profes
sional engineer and we had a profes
sional engineering business. When we 
were hired by a government, by a pri
vate industry, by an architect to do 
professional engineering services, it 
was an integral and necessary part of 
the design of the particular structure, 
and in the ultimate construction of 
that structure without the structural 
design there would be no structure, 
and yet we clearly would be classified 
under these governmental terms as a 
consultant. It was not competitive in 
terms of dollar competition. The fees 
were essentially fixed as they are in 
Government for those consultant serv
ices. The selection was on the basis of 
competence, on who could do the best 
job, who had the best ideas, and I 
think that price competition in that 
case in order to save money would 
have been deleterious to an extraordi
nary degree because engineers or ar
chitects can only work on the basis of 
the amount of time they put in and if 
you reduce the amount of time they 
can put in on appropriate design, it re
duces the amount of intelligent deci-

sionmaking they can make on that 
design. 

I just fear that, as we all unfortu
nately in this city are wary of anyone 
who comes wearing the hat of a con
sultant, we in our drive to trim off the 
edges instead cut deeply into some of 
the essential services and the very 
worthwhile services that are being car
ried out even by those who would be 
classified as consultants. 

Before I end let me just suggest that 
probably under technical services I a 
year ago in visiting Indonesia and vis
iting a small low-intensity irrigation 
project which was of enormous value 
to the people who lived in that par
ticular area, was visiting along with 
someone who would be classified as a 
technical consultant for the AID Pro
gram and yet if through an amend
ment like this we were ultimately to 
adopt a wringing out of consultant 
contracts and under technical services 
we were wringing out something simi
lar to that we would not be doing what 
in this Senator's view would be a serv
ice to either the AID Program or to 
the country. 

So I think it is just a measure of cau
tion that in the excellent end result 
that I am sure the Senator from Ar
kansas is attempting we not end up 
doing something that is unanticipated. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if I 
might respond to my distinguished 
friend, first, if this amendment is 
adopted we are going to still appropri
ate AID approximately $300 million to 
hire outside services. 

Second, as the distinguished Senator 
knows full well having been a former 
Governor, many times the only way 
that we could get the bureaucracy or 
the agencies or the departments of 
Government to reexamine themselves 
and to establish priorities is the power 
of the purse, to hold back their appro
priations. Sometimes we even cut their 
appropriations, sometimes freeze 
those appropriations, in order to make 
the agencies that serve the public 
decide what is most important. 

Today there is no incentive in the 
consulting contracts to decide what is 
important and what is not. 

As I said, many of these contracts 
are noncompetitive, two-thirds of 
them have add-ons, and I just think 
that this is the only way to get the at
tention of the agencies of our Federal 
system in order to make them focus on 
what is important. 

Mr. EVANS. I would certainly agree 
with the Senator from Arkansas in 
most of what he has just said with, I 
guess, two exceptions. As we both 
served together as Governors, I thor
oughly agree that it is important 
through the power of the purse to get 
better efficiency out of the bureauc
racy, but as Governors I am confident 
that we attempted to do that from the 
Governor's office, through our cabinet 
officers, and directly to the bureaucra-

cy and did not look with great favor on 
the legislature telling us what we had 
to do in running the executive branch 
of government. That is No.1. 

No.2, if we really want to get at non
competitive procurement, let us wait 
until the defense bill comes in front of 
us and there we have monumental ac
quisition of procurement in a noncom
petitive way, and that is where we 
could really do some business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I had 
not intended to participate further in 
the debate. This matter has been de
bated rather extensively. 

I would like to point out that at the 
present time most agencies if not all of 
them have their definitions of what 
consultants are or those who provide 
technical services. 

However, the major agency, the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
does not have an accepted definition 
of consultants. 

Second, we have not been required 
to set forth in our bills the differentia
tion between the different types of ac
counts. I can assure my friend from 
Arkansas that, in order to have a 
much more effective grip upon the ex
penditure of funds in AID, we initiated 
the special category of operating 
funds. So now we know what is being 
spent for personnel. 

But if the Senator's amendment is 
going to become the law of the land, I 
should point out that it would include 
activities such as AIDS research, pro
viding funds to universities to assist in 
rice cultivation, providing funds to sci
entific foundations on assisting for
eign lands on aquaculture. It is a 
broad amendment. 

That is why I suggested that we take 
this amendment and in the meantime 
call upon OMB and the State Depart
ment to provide us with a definition, 
because I do not think that the author 
of this amendment wanted to just 
bring this agency to a grinding halt. In 
fact, it would include much more than 
$300 million. Because I think the Sen
ator's amendment would cover such 
things as funds spent for AIDS re
search, funds spent for aquaculture re
search or agriculture research or 
insect infestation research and such. 

So I am still willing to accept this 
amendment if my ranking member is 
and we will take it to conference. In 
the meantime, we will ask the State 
Department and OMB to submit a 
report which I will share with the Sen
ator. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I gen
erally support the goals of the Senator 
from Arkansas on this matter, al
though I am concerned that the result 
of this amendment will be that rather 
than saving taxpayers' money, it will 
cost more. 
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I express this concern for the follow

ing reasons: the Agency for Interna
tional Development conducts a good 
deal of its action through the use of 
consultants. Many of these consult
ants are university-related, and some 
are experts from firms such as the na
tional rural electric cooperative, which 
the prior amendment would cut back. 
If, because of the Pryor amendment, 
the United States were required to put 
direct hires into the field to carry out 
its programs, the cost would in many 
cases double. This is because for every 
employee we put in the field, there are 
numerous costs for housing, education 
allowances, moving expenses, et 
cetera, which are estimated to total 
some $250,000 a year, per person. 

So, Mr. President, while I support 
the general thrust of the Pryor 
amendment, I do have some concern 
that its effect will be just the opposite 
of what is intended, so we will have to 
provide more assistance to fund expen
sive direct hires overseas rather than 
working through consultants to imple
ment these programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2522) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that no further 
amendments be in order to the Ken
nedy amendment, as amended by the 
Kasten amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2523 

(Purpose: To require that 25 percent of all 
Economic Support Funds made available 
to El Salvador be used in accordance with 
the provisions applicable to Development 
Assistance> 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf 
of Senator HATFIELD and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it will be in order to 
consider the amendment at this time. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 

KAsTEN], for Mr. HATFIELD, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2523. 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. . Not less than 25 percent of the 
Economic Support Funds made available for 
El Salvador by this Act shall be used for 
projects and activities in accordance with 
the provisions applicable to assistance under 
chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to 
thank the managers of the bill for ac
cepting this amendment, and would 
like to engage in a short colloquy with 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the subcommittee. 

The amendment we have just ac
cepted is intended to encourage the 
Agency for International Development 
to channel a higher percentage of eco
nomic support funds appropriated by 
this bill for El Salvador, for projects 
and activities which directly benefit 
the poor in what war-ravaged country. 
I understand that under the difficult 
economic and political conditions 
which exist there, balance of pay
ments economic assistance continues 
to be necessary. At the same time, I 
believe our AID Program needs to ad
dress more directly the needs of the 
poverty-striken people of El Salvador. 
I would therefore like to clarify with 
the gentleman from Wisconsin that 
this amendment will ensure that at 
least 25 percent of the ESF funds 
made available for El Salvador will be 
used for projects and activities which 
involve programs such as those in 
child and maternal health, access to 
clean water and shelter, basic educa
tion and agricultural production and 
nutrition. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, yes, I 
would like to assure my colleague that 
he has expressed my understanding of 
the effect of this amendment. I would 
like also to point out that the bill con
tains $68 million for development as
sistance, and that there is $40 million 
in Public Law 480 food aid in the Agri
culture appropriations bill for El Sal
vador. 

Mr. President, this amendment re
flects a compromise which was ap
proved by both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If there is no further debate, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2523) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2524 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator HELMs, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the Senate will consider 
the amendment at this time. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] 

for Mr. HELMs, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2424. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 

SEc. 590. Of the funds specified in this Act 
for Costa Rica under the heading Economic 
Support Fund, $20,000,000 shall be obligat
ed, but shall not be expended, except as pro
vided in the fourth proviso, until the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica and an American cit
izen, whose property and businesses in the 
vicinity of Limon Province, Costa Rica were 
affected by actions of the Government of 
Costa Rica (Junta de Administracion Por
tuaria y de Desarrollo Economico de laVer
tiente Atlantica, or JAPDEVA, an agency of 
the Government of Costa Rica> reach a set
tlement concerning compensation: Provided, 
That in order to facilitate such a settlement 
the Department of State shall select an in
dependent factfinder. The factfinder shall 
issue a report of his findings by December 
31, 1988: Provided Jurther, That if the two 
parties have not relched a full and final set
tlement of this matter, including a complete 
waiver of further claims and liabilities 
against the Governments of Costa Rica and 
the United States, by February 28, 1989, 
then the Department of State shall request 
that both parties submit the disagreement 
to binding international arbitration in ac
cordance with the rules of procedure of the 
Inter-American Commercial Arbitration 
Commission. The Commission shall select 
the arbitrators, and may appoint such ex
perts as it finds necessary in order to estab
lish a base of factual and financial informa
tion for the case: Provided further, That if 
the Government of Costa Rica refuses to 
agree to binding international arbitration, 
then the $2o,ooo;ooo shall be deobligated 
and immediately returned to the Treasury 
of the United States: Provided further, That 
if the United States citizen refuses to agree 
to binding international arbitration and re
fuses to agree that the award resulting from 
the arbitration will constitute a full and 
final settlement of any and all claims, liabil
ities and demands, including those which 
may be directed at the United States, its of
ficers, agents and employees, then the 
$20,000,000 shall be made available for ex
penditure to the Government of Costa Rica: 
Provided further, That arbitrators shall con
sider maintenance costs, interest costs, pro
fessional fee costs, land, business and asset 
valuations and all other matters they deem 
appropriate: Provided further, That nothing 
in this provision shall prevent the two par
ties prior to a final arbitration award from 
reaching a binding full and final written 
agreement outside the arbitration proceed
ings: Provided further, That funds previous
ly appropriated for the Economic support 
funds shall be used to pay for the reasona
ble costs of the activities of the factfinder, 
the International Arbitration Commission, 
the arbitrators and the experts appointed 
by the arbitrators. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this amendment pro
posed by Senator HELMs which seeks 
to withhold $20 million in economic 
support funds from Costa Rica pend
ing a resolution of a dispute between 
the Government of Costa Rica and an 
American citizen. The amendment at
tempts to establish a process whereby 
the two parties to the dispute might 
reach an amicable agreement on the 
matters in question. 

The central element in the proposed 
amendment is the establishment of an 
independent fact-finder who will de
termine, free of bias and external in-
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fluence, the precise basis of disagree
ment between the two parties. 

Mr. President, this procedure does 
not-and I repeat, does not-attempt 
to prejudge the facts of this case. Fur
ther, it does not preclude a negotiated 
settlement between the Government 
of Costa Rica and the American claim
ant, nor does it deny $20 million to 
Costa Rica. 

Mr. President, the only purpose of 
this amendment is to bring to as rapid 
a conclusion as possible a dispute 
which has lingered for at least 10 
years and which has clouded the busi
ness relationship of an American citi
zen and an agency of the Federal Gov
ernment of Costa Rica. Therefore, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment as a reasonable and 
thoughtful approach to a complicated 
foreign policy matter. 

As all of us are well aware, Senator 
HELMs would have presented this 
amendment in person if he were able 
to. He is presently indisposed and in 
the hospital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of
fered by Senator INOUYE and Senator 
KASTEN, as I understand, on behalf of 
the Senator from North Carolina, Sen
ator HELMs. This amendment would 
withhold $20 million in economic sup
port funds from Costa Rica until the 
government there and a private Amer
ican citizen, a Mr. J. Royal Parker, 
reach a settlement in an outstanding 
contract dispute. 

While I understand the motives 
behind the chairman and ranking mi
nority member offering this amend
ment, I strongly object to what at 
least has the appearance-! hope not 
the substance, but at least the appear
ance-of some strong-armed tactics by 
the principal author to get this 
amendment attached to the foreign 
operations appropriations bill. 

Furthermore I believe that, in light 
of Costa Rica's willingness to reach a 
settlement in this matter, the use of 
United States foreign aid funds to 
force it to compensate Mr. Parker is 
unnecessary. 

The facts in this case have already 
been presented, but I would like to lay 
them out in brief because I think they 
ought to be laid out. 

In 1976 and 1977, J. Royal Parker 
Associates was awarded and carried 
out a partially AID-financed contract, 
won in open competition to conduct a 
study on the means for establishing 
Costa Rica's first industrial free-port 
zone. 

In January of 1978, after the study 
was completed, Parker entered into a 
contract with a Government of Costa 
Rica agency-JAPDEVA, the Atlantic 
Zone Port and Economic Development 
Authority-for the establishment of 

Centraport, a joint venture company, 
50-percent owned by Costa Rica, or 
this agency of Costa Rica, and 50 per
cent by Parker. 

Then, in May 1978, just a few 
months later, the Costa Ricans an
nounced they would rescind the con
tract between this agency and J. Royal 
Parker Associates. 

I agree with the conclusions of the 
State Department that: First, Parker 
had a valid contract with this agency; 
second, he had suffered damages as a 
result of JAPDEVA's breach of con
tract; and, third, that Parker should 
be compensated for the expenses he 
incurred as a result of this contract 
with this agency. 

However, the RECORD will show, and 
the State Department concurs, con
trary to the claims of Mr. Parker's de
fender, the Senator from North Caro
lina, that this case has been dragged 
out by the Costa Rican Government 
and that this drastic action, the with
holding of $20 million of its United 
States aid, is necessary to get the at
tention of the Costa Ricans. 

I do not believe it is necessary. The 
State Department, in a letter to the 
chairman of the subcommittee, Sena
tor INOUYE, lists a number of recent 
developments in this case. In Febru
ary, the Costa Rican Government 
agreed to establish a commission to 
handle all the outstanding United 
States expropriation or investment 
disputes. And, I might add, this is ·not 
the only one. There are several more. 

I guess one has to raise the question, 
if we are going to do this for Mr. 
Parker, why not do it for everyone else 
out there who has a claim? If we are 
just going to do it for Costa Rica, how 
about all the other countries around 
the world? 

In May, the Costa Rican Minister of 
Public Works and Transportation flew 
to Washington with the sole purpose 
of discussing outstanding cases, includ
ing Parker's. 

On May 11, the Public Works Minis
ter sent a letter containing a settle
ment offer to Parker's attorney, a Mr. 
Scott Wilson. Mr. Wilson, to the 
knowledge of the State Department, 
has not yet responded to the settle
ment offer. So they have already at 
least agreed to go to a settlement. 

On June 20, at a meeting with our 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
for Finance and Development, the new 
Costa Rican Ambassador reaffirmed 
the Costa Rican Government's intent 
to make settlement offers. 

The State Department concludes in 
its letter to Chairman INOUYE that, 

In view of the above progress on these 
cases, this is the wrong time to withhold as
sistance to Costa Rica. 

The Department further concludes: 
We view the settlement offer which fol

lowed very shortly thereafter to be an ac
ceptance by the Government of Costa Rica 
of our point. Since the Government of 

Costa Rica complied with the United States' 
request and signalled a willingness to return 
to negotiations, the United States' response 
should not be a termination or suspension 
of assistance. 

If the Government of Costa Rica has 
demonstrated its good faith in trying 
to reach a settlement in the Parker 
case, why then resort to withholding 
$20 million of its foreign assistance. 

Why don't we use this method for 
Costa Rica's neighbors? For example, I 
am aware of a similar case pending 
against the Government of El Salva
dor. 

On November 13, 1986, the assets 
and property of the San Salvador 
Electric Light Company [CAESSl 
were seized by the Government of El 
Salvador. This is only a little over a 
year ago. 

CAESS is a publicly owned company 
with 83 percent of its shares owned in 
the United States and Canada. Leuca
dia National, headquartered in Salt 
Lake City, is the largest single share
holder, owning 44.3 percent of the 
shares. 

Last year, the Supreme Court of El 
Salvador ruled against the Salvadoran 
Government concerning its seizure 
without compensation of the assets 
and property of the United States 
firm. 

Despite this rule, in April of this 
year, the Salvadoran Attorney Gener
al asked that the Salvadoran Supreme 
Court reverse its ruling. 

In the meantime, negotiations con
tinue. 

To quote from a March 1, 1988, 
letter of Senators INOUYE, KAsTEN, and 
GARN to Secretary Shultz, "time is 
running out. Nothing is happening 
and we are very concerned a.bout it." 

Why, I might ask, is not an amend
ment offered to withhold $20 million 
of El Salvador's ESF funds pending 
resolution of the CAESS case? 

Why does not the intellectual 
author of the Parker amendment try 
to withhold aid for other countries 
against which private U.S. citizens 
have filed damages for expropriation 
of their property? 

I believe, Mr President, that some 
facts have to be brought out on the 
floor of the Senate regarding this spe
cial case. It is the fact that Mr. Park
er's lawyer is a Mr. Scott Wilson, a 
Washington attorney whose 
resume includes a period of time as 
counsel to Mr. HELMS on the Senate 
Agriculture Committee. 

Again, Mr. President, I point this 
out: The attorney for Mr. Parker was 
once the counsel to Senator HELMs on 
the Senate Agriculture Committee. 

I am not reading anything into it, 
but I believe that there is at least an 
appearance of a conflict of interest 
here, when a former staff person is at
torney to Parker and they come here 
and withhold $20 million VSF funds to 
the only true democracy in Central 
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America, the one that has been work
ing closely with us, the one that has 
all of the freedoms that we enjoy in 
this country and yet we are going to 
hold $20 million from that country 
just because of Mr. Parker's claims. 
Yet, as I pointed out, we are not doing 
it with El Salvador when there is a 
similar claim pending against El Salva
dor. 

If we are going to be serious about 
expropriation matters then we ought 
to apply the same principles to all 
such cases and not selectively choose 
particular cases because it strikes the 
fancy of a particular Member or be
cause, perhaps, we might not like the 
government of that country. Perhaps 
there are those that do not like what 
President Arias did in trying to seek a 
settlement of the Central American 
conflict, the Arias peace proposal. We 
have debated that a lot of times on 
this floor. 

But again I do not think it is proper 
for this Senate to single out one indi
vidual case, one individual country and 
say we are going to withhold $20 mil
lion from that country until they get 
to some kind of a settlement. 

I understand that the amendment 
does not say that they have to agree 
to Parker's demands. I guess the 
amendment only says that they have 
to reach some kind of a settlement. 
Well, I think they ought to reach a 
settlement. I think they ought to 
reach some kind of a settlement. 

Again, I just question why Costa 
Rica? Why $20 million from the one 
country in Central America that really 
has the governmental system, the 
democratic form of government we 
would like to see all of its neighbors 
have? Why Costa Rica, the one coun
try whose President has won the 
Nobel Peace Prize for his activities in 
trying to find a peaceful resolution of 
the conflict in Nicaragua. Why Costa 
Rica? Why not El Salvador? Why not 
dozens of other countries around the 
world where private American citizens 
have claims pending for expropriation 
matters? 

There are dozens of such cases and 
yet this one case is picked out whose 
attorney used to be a counselor to the 
Senator posing this amendment. 

Well, I said I do not want to read 
anything into it, but I believe these 
facts ought to be laid out before this 
Senate Chamber. Obviously, he is an 
attorney for this individual. Obviously, 
we know how attorneys work. That at
torney stands to make some money, 
one way or another, when the case is 
settled. The sooner it is settled, the 
faster he is going to get his money, I 
suppose. But I do not think it is right 
for us to have amendments like this 
withholding this money in cases like 
this for one individual. We are going 
to have attorneys and law firms 
around here coming up here all the 
time saying: Hey, withhold this money 

to this country, withhold this money 
to that country until-we do not have 
to say how we settle it but just get it 
to a settlement in a hurry. Of course, · 
because that is when the attorney gets 
paid. 

I point out, Mr. President, Costa 
Rica is moving ahead on this. The 
State Department has said so. I do not 
always agree with the State Depart
ment but I think in this case they are 
right. We just cannot single this one 
out. 

Well, again 1--
Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague 

yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. I am delighted to 

yield to my friend. 
Mr. SIMON. I know nothing about 

it. I knew nothing about this amend
ment until I heard it read on the floor 
just a moment ago. Two questions on 
it. One, is the State Department in op
position to this amendment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, they are. I have 
a letter from the State Department re
garding that. 

Mr. SIMON. Does either the Sena
tors from Iowa or the Senator from 
Hawaii or Wisconsin know whether 
the chairman of the Latin American 
Subcommittee, Senator DoDD, is aware 
of this? And is he supportive of this 
amendment? Does anyone have any 
idea? 

Mr. INOUYE. If the Senator will 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ADAMS). The Senator from Iowa has 
the floor. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I just respond to my 
friend from Illinois, I do not know the 
answer to that question. I yield to my 
friend, the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, without losing my 
right to the floor. I want to conclude 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if I 
may most respectfully point out to my 
colleagues, this amendment relating to 
Costa Rica and the problem with Mr. 
Parker does not set any precedent. As 
you are well aware, we have had an
other situation with Honduras involv
ing Mr. Ramirez, an American citizen. 
The committee decided to take steps 
to have identical language included in 
prior bills on Mr. Ramirez, because 
Mr. Ramirez, after many, many years 
of calling upon the Government of 
Honduras, could not get any response. 
Once we put the amendment in, nego
tiations began, and I am pleased to 
advise my colleagues that we believe 
that shortly negotiations should be 
concluded. 

In the case of El Salvador, no person 
requested this Honduras-type treat
ment. 

Senator GARN did call upon the com
mittee, and in response to Senator 
GARN's request, this is what we did. In 

our report on this measure, on page 
138, we say the following: 

SAN SALVADOR ELECTRIC LIGHT CO. 

The Committee wishes to see new invest
ment attracted to El Salvador and believes 
that the flight of capital must be stemmed 
in order to promote economic development 
in that country. These objectives are imped
ed by the uncertainty surrounding the sei
zure without compensation of the assets of 
property of the United States-owned San 
Salvador Electric Light Co. [CAESSl. The 
Committee is informed that the Supreme 
Court of Justice of El Salvador has recently 
ruled the Government's action in seizing 
CAESS is unconstitutional. The Committee 
is hopeful that the Government of El Salva
dor will now move promptly to reach a fair 
and equitable settlement for all concerned. 

This is the type of language we used 
first in the Honduras case; also in the 
Costa Rica case. When committee 
report language bears no fruit and if a 
request is forwarded, we may consider 
the Honduras-type language. But in 
the case of El Salvador, no request was 
made. The first step was taken to put 
into the committee report language 
suggesting, most respectfully, that the 
government sit down with a citizen of 
the United States to discuss this 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if I 
follow the chairman's comments on 
San Salvador in the report, I guess I 
have to ask why is there not report 
language in here concerning the situa
tion with Mr. Parker in Costa Rica? 
Why is there not just the report lan
guage in there like there is for Salva
dor? 

I yield without losing the floor, if I 
could. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. The committee had 
on similar occasions called on the 
State Department to bring this matter 
to the attention of Costa Rica. This 
has been pending for 10 years, and we 
believe the time has come for the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica to respond to 
the public claims of an American citi
zen. We believe that this amendment 
will just do that. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, before 
I yield to my friend from Connecticut, 
I just point out that it is my informa
tion and understanding that Secretary 
Peter McPherson, who is Deputy Sec
retary of the Treasury, will be travel
ing to Costa Rica this weekend and 
that the Parker case will be addressed 
at this time on July 8, 9, and perhaps 
July 10. So, again, I wonder if we are 
not rushing into something here that 
is being handled by the State Depart
ment? 

I know it has dragged on for a while. 
The State Department recognizes 
that. They believe he has a fair claim. 
I even think, from my reading of the 
history of this, that Mr. Parker has a 
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claim, but I also agree with the State 
Department in their letter to the 
chairman, dated June 22. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from the State De
partment be printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Oper

ations, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am responding to a 

request by your staff for the Department of 
State's position on points raised by Senator 
Helms about the Parker case in Costa Rica 
in his letter to you dated June 17. I would 
first like to respond to specific points con
tained in Senator Helms' letter, and then 
give you an update on the negotiations be
tween the Government of Costa Rica and 
Mr. Parker and the other U.S. citizen claim
ants. 

First, the issue of Mr. Parker's damages is 
not as clear-cut as one might infer from 
Senator Helms' letter. While the Depart
ment of State has taken the position that 
Mr. Parker has suffered damages due to the 
actions of a Costa Rican parastatal, we do 
not believe that those damages are nearly as 
high as stated in Senator Helms' letter. 
Since Mr. Parker indicated in 1985 a willing
ness to accept a settlement involving Costa 
Rican Government support for developed 
projects plus a $1 million settlement, the 
figure of $100 million in damages appears to 
be excessive. The Department identified a 
number of areas of uncertainty about Mr. 
Parker's claim to Mr. Parker's attorney in a 
letter dated April 9, 1987. 

Second, the Department of State did 
submit a report on the Parker case, as well 
as a separate report on two other important 
cases in Costa Rica <Bailey and Fyock>. I 
understand that your staff received it on 
June 20. The reports were done at the re
quest of your staff, as a follow-up to reports 
we sent over in April on the three claims 
listed in the Conference Report on the Con
tinuing Resolution. 

Third, we believe the record will show 
that, contrary to Senator Helms' assertion 
that the Department of State has ignored 
Mr. Parker's case, the Department of State 
and other Washington agencies have played 
a very strong supportive role in trying to 
reach settlements to all the Costa Rican 
cases. 

The Interagency Expropriation Group 
met twice in 1988 on the expropriation cases 
in Costa Rica. At both meetings, representa
tives from State, USTR, Treasury, Com
merce and AID found that the Costa Rican 
Government appears to be negotiating in 
good faith on these cases and that usa ac
tions against Costa Rica would be prema
ture. The view that good faith negotiations 
have taken place rests on a number of very 
encouraging developments on these cases 
which have taken place since Senator Helms 
offered a similar amendment last December. 
They include: 

In February, the Costa Rican Government 
agreed to set up a commission to handle all 
of the outstanding U.S. expropriations or in
vestment disputes in Costa Rica. U.S. Am
bassador Dean Hinton played a forceful role 
in convincing the Costa Rican Government 
to establish such a commission. The cre
ation of this commission was delayed due to 
the health problems of Vice President 

Dengo, who was charged with organizing it. 
Even so, the commission is now functioning, 
and is chaired by Minister of the Presidency 
Rodrigo Arias. One American, Mr. Thomas 
Fyock, has submitted his case to the com
mittee, and a settlement offer should be 
forthcoming very soon. Other U.S. citizens 
are working closely with the commission 
and will be formally submitting their cases 
soon. 

In May, Minister of Public Works and 
Transportation Constenla flew to Washing
ton with the sole purpose of discussing the 
outstanding cases, particularly Mr. Parker's. 
During his meetings with State and USTR, 
Minister Constenla said that the Govern
ment of Costa Rica recognizes its obligation 
to make fair settlement offers to all the 
Americans who have outstanding expropria
tion claims. Department of State officials 
impressed on Constenla the need for a 
timely resolution of the claims. · 

As a result of those meetings, on May 11 
Minister Constenla sent a letter containing 
a settlement offer to Mr. Parker's attorney, 
Scott Wilson. In the letter, Minister Con
stenia invited Mr. Wilson to go to San Jose 
at his convenience to discuss the proposal, 
and offered to cover the cost of Mr. Wilson's 
transportation. To our knowledge, Mr. 
Wilson has not responded to that settle
ment offer. 

On June 20, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for Finance and Development William 
B. Milam called in the new Costa Rica Am
bassador, Danilo Jimenez Veiga, to discuss 
the expropriation cases. Ambassador Jimen
ez reaffirmed the Costa Rican Govern
ment's intent to make settlement offers, 
and promised to convey the Department of 
State's strong concern about them to the 
members of the commission. 

In view of the above progress on these 
cases, this is the wrong time to withhold as
sistance to Costa Rica. The recent Costa 
Rican proposal followed directly from the 
Executive Branch's repeated urgings, at our 
May meetings with Minister Constenla, that 
serious negotiations on this dispute should 
resume, and that the best next step would 
be a settlement offer by Costa Rica. We 
view the settlement offer which followed 
very shortly thereafter to be an acceptance 
by the Government of Costa Rica of our 
point. Since the Government of Costa Rica 
complied with the United States' request 
and signalled a willingness to return to ne
gotiations, the United States' response 
should not be a termination or suspension 
of assistance. Such an action would call into 
question our good faith and would set an 
unfortunate precedent, not only for this dis
pute, but for others. 

In addition, the commission is working 
with several other Americans to settle their 
cases. Cutting off aid to Costa Rica could 
result in a decision by the Costa Rican Gov
ernment to terminate negotiations with 
these Americans. The progress these Ameri
cans have made should not be be jeopard
ized by cutting off aid to Costa Rica now, 
when the commission is working on settle
ment offers. 

I believe that the wisest course of action 
now would be to give the Costa Rican com
mission some time to make settlement 
offers to all of the U.S. citizens with expro
priation claims. If the Interagency Expro
priation Group sees no concrete evidence 
that settlements will be forthcoming, it will 
meet and make recommendations as to what 

the USG's next steps should be and will be 
glad to confer with you at that time. 

Sincerely, 
J. EDWARD Fox, 

Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs. 

Mr. HARKIN. The letter said that, 
"While the Department of State has 
taken the position that Mr. Parker has 
suffered damages due to the actions of 
a Costa Rican parastatal, we do not 
believe that those damages are nearly 
as high as stated in Senator HELMS' 
letter. Since Mr. Parker indicated in 
1985 a willingness to accept a settle
ment involving Costa Rican Govern
ment support for developed projects 
plus a $1 million settlement, the figure 
of $100 million in damages appears to 
be excessive. The Department identi
fied a number of areas of uncertainty 
about Mr. Parker's claim to Mr. Park
er's attorney," Mr. Scott Wilson, about 
whom I just referred who was a 
former counsel to Senator HELMs on 
the Agriculture Committee, "in a 
letter dated April9, 1987." 

I yield to the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague for 

yielding. 
First of all, let me commend my col

league from Iowa who has done exten
sive work on this. I listened to his com
ments, and he researched not only the 
particulars of this issue, but the prece
dents and correctly cites the case in El 
Salvador that is pending. 

I think it is important to note here 
that we are dealing with a country, 
Costa Rica, which has an independent 
judiciary. This is a democratic govern
ment with principles of separation of 
powers very much like our own. 

While I agree with my colleague 
from Iowa and others, who cite the 
merits of this particular case, as I read 
it, I think it is inappropriate for us to 
be using the vehicle of foreign assist
ance to try and jeopardize or compro
mise, if you will, a case in a country 
which will be handled adequately, in 
my view. 

I think he has a good case. I think 
he will ultimately prevail, but this is 
not a nation where you want to use 
the leverage of foreign assistance to 
achieve an independent judicial deci
sion involving the question of proper
ty. 

For us today to set the precedent of 
dealing with an ally, a democratic 
form of government, in this way. I 
think would be highly injurious. I can 
see a whole raft of such amendments 
being offered in some cases where a 
degree of legitimacy because the Gov
ernment or the nature of the Govern
ment we were dealing with was so for
eign to our own in terms of an inde
pendent judiciary and vehicles and 
mechanisms available to deal with 
these kinds of claims that we would 
have no other recourse, but I do not 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17187 
think we ought to begin down that The assistant legislative clerk called 
road. the roll. 

In this particular fact situation, we . Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, at there
are dealing with a democratic nation quest of Mr. SANFORD, I ask unanimous 
with an independent judiciary, with a consent that he be granted a leave of 
Presidency and a legislature that is far absence from the Senate for the day 
removed from the political process as pursuant to paragraph 2, rule VI, it 
it affects the judiciary. being for his attendance at a funeral. 

So I hope my colleagues will listen The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
and follow the advice of our colleague out objection, it is so ordered. 
from Iowa in this particular instance, Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
with all due respect to our colleague the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
who is unavoidably absent, Senator BRADLEY] and the Senator from North 
HELMs, in terms of this particular Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] are necessarily 
proposition. absent. 

Mr. President, 1 ask unanimous con- I also announce that the Senator 
sent I be able to proceed 1 additional from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 

because of illness. 
minute. Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I state Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
to the Senator from Connecticut, the WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
Chair will grant his request, but the HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
hour of 2:15 has arrived. Under the 
previous order of the Senate, there is a lina [Mr. HELMS], and the Senator 

from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
vote on the pending Kennedy amend- necessarily absent. 
ment. The Senator is recognized for 1 The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
minute. there any other Senators in the Cham-

Mr. DODD. I just suggest I think ber who desire to vote? 
maybe this colloquy we have had here The result was announced-yeas 93, 
today may serve the purpose. This nays o, as follows: 
issue has been raised. Expressions [Rollcall Vote No. 228 Leg.l 
have been made here on the floor 
about the legitimacy, as we see it, of YEAS-

93 

this particular matter. Having done =ong g~~~ 
that, I think this record will serve the Baucus Graham 
interests of those who feel they have Bentsen Gramm 
been injured by the actions of the ::~aman ~~=Y 
Costa Rican Government, use this par- Boren Hatch 
ticular record for the desired purposes, Breaux Hatfield 
but not have an amendment, if you ::n&:: Heflin 
will, to the foreign assistance legisla- Byrd :~~gs 
tion which would, as the Senator from Chafee Humphrey 
Iowa has pointed out so accurately, Chiles Inouye 
create a very unwise precedent for this g~~~an ~=~on 
Congress, Mr. President, I yield. conrad Kassebaum 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Cranston Kasten 
Chair will not cut off the Senator ~~~~ ~=~edy 
from Iowa in his rights, and he has Daschle Lautenberg 
every right to resume this matter after DeConcini Leahy 
the vote has occurred. The Chair will ~~~n ~:r 
be here, and I assume the Senator will Dole Matsunaga 
be on his feet. There is a pending Domenici McCain 
amendment. Durenberger McClure 

Right now the hour of 2:15 has ar- ::s :~~~~ell 
rived. There is a previous order of the Ford Metzenbaum 
Senate. The yeas and nays have been Fowler Mikulski 
ordered on Amendment No. 2519 of- Gam Mitchell 

Moynihan 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Reid 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Wirth 

fered by the Senator from Massachu NOT VOTING-7 
setts. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment, as amended, of the Sena
tor from Massachusetts. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Biden 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 

Hecht 
Helms 
Murkowski 

Sanford 

So the amendment <No. 2519), as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2524 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, prior 
to proceeding on the vote, the Senate 
was in discussion on an amendment 
that had been offered by the chair-

man of the subcommittee, Senator 
INOUYE, and the ranking member, Sen
ator KASTEN, on behalf of the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]. 

The amendment under discussion 
would withhold $20 million in econom
ic support funds from Costa Rica until 
the Government there and a private 
American citizen, Royal Parker, reach 
a settlement of an outstanding con
tract dispute. 

Mr. President, may we have order in 
the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's point is well taken. The 
Senate will be in order. The galleries 
will be in order. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
Again, Mr. President, this has to do 

with an issue of a contract dispute be
tween a private American citizen and 
the Government of Costa Rica, involv
ing a contract dispute. The facts in the 
case are not all that much in dispute. 

The State Department has agreed 
that there has been a valid contract, 
that Mr. Parker suffered damages, and 
that he should be compensated. But I 
repeat what my friend from Connecti
cut, the distinguished chairman of the 
authorizing subcommittee on Latin 
America, said. Here we have Costa 
Rica, which has a democratic form of 
government. It has an independent 
and functioning judiciary. They are 
moving ahead on resolving this case. 
Yet, we are now being asked to with
hold $20 million, which is about 25 
percent of their economic support 
money. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the 
Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's point is well taken. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
being asked to withhold $20 million, 
which is about 25 percent of the total 
ESF money to Costa Rica, to pressure 
them into reaching a settlement on 
this case. The amendment does not 
say how they have to settle, but it is 
pressuring them to settle. 

Again, here is a country with an in
dependent judiciary, a functioning 
democratic government. Obviously, 
these things take time. We are told 
this thing has been dragging on for 
about 10 years. My gosh, in the U.S. 
court system, if you had a contract dis
pute with the Government, it might 
take 15 years. These things take time. 

I also point out that the State De
partment is opposed to this amend
ment. I also point out that Peter 
McPherson, who is a Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury, will be traveling to 
Costa Rica this weekend; and the 
Parker case, the one we are talking 
about, will be addressed at that time. 
So progress is being made. 

Again, I say that there are some pe
ripheral things about this case that 
bother this Senator a great deal and 
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kind of raise some doubts in my mind 
as to why this amendment is on the 
floor. 

It turns out-I am not making any 
allegations, but I think the facts 
should be brought out-that the attor
ney for this Mr. Parker, Mr. Scott 
Wilson, was a former counsel to the 
proponent of this amendment, the 
main proponent, the Senator from 
North Carolina. He is the attorney for 
the guy, Mr. Parker, who wants the 
settlement. Obviously, the attorney is 
interested in getting a settlement as 
soon as possible, because that is when 
the attorney gets his money. So now 
we have an amendment here to speed 
up this process, to say, "We're not 
going to give you $20 million until you 
settle this case." 

Mr. President, if we are going to 
engage in that on the floor, I have 
here a list of all the outstanding un
settled disputes between American 
companies and/or American citizens 
and other countries, as of May 1, 1987. 

Mr. President, here is a list about 
three pages long of outstanding dis
putes. Are we going to say on each of 
these we are going to do the same 
thing? Why are we singling out Costa 
Rica, of all countries? Maybe you 
might want to single out Vietnam. 
Maybe you might want to single out 
Romania. You might single out Cuba, 
or you might single out Syria or 
Yemen or someplace like that which 
does not have a functioning judiciary. 

As I say, I question the appearances 
here, the appearances of this attorney 
working for Mr. Parker, having been a 
counsel here before. As I said, the ap
pearances are enough to raise some 
very serious doubts as to whether we 
should be doing this here. 

Mr. President, I strongly feel that 
because of our relations with Costa 
Rica, because of the leadership of 
President Arias, because of the kind of 
government it is-a free and open and 
democratic government-their judici
ary should be allowed to function. 

The State Department is moving 
ahead on this. For Senators who were 
not here before when I read this, I will 
read again from the letter sent on 
June 22 by the State Department to 
the subcommittee. Let me read this 
one paragraph: 

Since Mr. Parker indicated in 1985 a will
ingness to accept a settlement involving 
Costa Rican Government support for devel
oped projects plus a $1 million settlement, 
the figure of $100 million in damages ap
pears to be excessive. 

Well, again you ask yourself the 
question: If Mr. Parker, in 1985, was 
willing to settle for $1 million and sup
port for some developed projects and 
now he is claiming $100 million, you 
have to question what we are doing 
here. Are we, by implication, weighing 
in on the side of Mr. Scott Wilson, the 
attorney for Mr. Parker, in trying to 
get this case not only settled but also 

settled rapidly for a great deal more 
money than Mr. Parker was willing to 
settle for in 1985? 

Mr. President, I do not know that I 
need to debate this much longer. I will 
shortly yield the floor. I feel very 
strongly that this amendment ought 
not be added to this bill. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the desire of the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii and the Senator 
from Wisconsin, who have crafted, I 
think, an important bill, to move for
ward, and I applaud most of what is 
contained in this measure. 

But I must rise to voice an objection 
if not a concern, a very deep-rooted 
concern, and I have communicated 
earlier today with the Senator from 
Hawaii about this particular amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I think there are a 
number of ·issues which we need to 
think about regarding this. One or two 
have been raised very clearly by the 
distinguished Senator from Connecti
cut and the Senator from Iowa, which 
concerns the question of precedent, 
and I am concerned about the ques
tion of precedent here. But I think 
there are other issues. 

This amendment would take $20 mil
lion of economic support funds and it 
would fence those funds which are 
critical funds to Costa Rica at this 
point in time. Costa Rica is a country 
which had been hurt a great deal by 
the efforts of our country to deal with 
the problems of Nicaragua through 
the use of the Contras. There are 
many, many refugees in that country. 
There has been a great deal of pres
sure placed on President Arias 
through the economic system because 
he was not willing to fold to the de
sires of the State Department but had 
a peace plan of his own and he went 
forward with that peace plan on his 
own at great risk and I must say with 
certain economic deprivation of loans 
and guarantees that should have been 
forthcoming faster. 

Now we are saying, as a matter of de 
novo legislation I would suspect we are 
saying, that we are going to take sup
posedly expropriated property and 
fence on behalf of that. I think we 
have to examine that. 

This is not an expropriation of prop
erty involving an American business
man which we traditionally respond 
to. 

A contract right, as the distin
guished Senator from Hawaii well 
knows, is not a property right, and the 
two examples which precede this, 
Honduras and Jamaica are examples 
of specific United States property that 
was expropriated and which is subject 
to an expropriation challenge. 

Here you have a contract right 
which under the law has never been 
held as a property right and it is not 

only a contract right but it is a con
tract right as to speculative profits. 

Under U.S. law I do not know of a 
court of law that will grant speculative 
profit damages; actual damages, yes. 
You have a right to go to court and 
you can show your actual damages, 
but you cannot come in and say these 
are speculative future profits I might 
have achieved and claim on that you 
have a right of action. · 

So not only are we taking a question
able right in the first place, a contract 
right, and trying to make it into a 
property right, but we are taking a 
right as to speculative profits, and 
saying that we are going to fence $20 
million of badly needed economic as
sistance and not provide that to a gov
ernment until it responds to the per
son's claim. 

Mr. President, I think that that is an 
extremely dangerous precedent, not 
only as to the law, but also as to the 
legislative effect that it may have with 
respect to an appropriations bill, but 
also as to the issue of precedent for 
what it may mean for any other type 
of expropriated property right that 
somebody may construe in any other 
part of the world which then will 
become subject to the same kind of 
process. 

I do not want to litigate this issue 
here. Obviously, we cannot. This is not 
the forum for it, but I think it is im
portant for my colleagues to have a 
sense of what the real issues are here 
that make up the claim of Mr. J. 
Royal Parker. And I want to just go 
through them very briefly, if I may, 
because I think it is important to un
derstand the nature of the precedent 
that is being created here. 

The information that I am basing 
my assessment on comes directly from 
the materials that Mr. Parker himself 
has compiled to substantiate his 
claims and these materials include: 
Volume 1, dated March 16, 1987 enti
tled "Anticipated Profit-Analysis;" 
volume 4, dated April 11 entitled 
"Damages to Professional Reputation 
of J. Royal Parker and J. Royal 
Parker Associates;" volume 9, dated 
April 24, entitled "Identification and 
Description of Industries and Related 
Statistical Analysis;" and volume 10 
entitled "The Centra port Claims." 

I reiterate, these are Mr. Parker's 
own figures and his own claims. 

By way of background, on June 7, 
1977, Mr. Parker entered into a con
tract with JAPDEV A to "render pro
fessional consulting services in connec
tion with the final feasibility phase of 
a project to complete, establish and 
manage an industrial and free interna
tional trade park in Puerto Limon, 
Costa Rica." The study was funded by 
a grant of $80,000 from the U.S. AID 
and the contract stipulated that J AP
DEV A was not responsible for provid
ing any of the resources for the study. 
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On August 17, 1977, Mr. Parker and 

representatives of JAPDEVA met in 
San Jose, Costa Rica. The purpose of 
the meeting was to develop a memo
randum of understanding relative to 
the formation of the mixed enterprise 
as it was delineated and as I described. 

On January 13, 1978, representatives 
of JAPDEVA and Mr. Parker signed a 
contract for the creation of Centra
port and each party, JAPDEVA and 
Mr. Parker, contributed $11,750 as an 
initial paid-in-capital cost of the corpo
ration. 

According to this contract, and I 
quote it, "The objectives of the compa
ny are to conduct business and indus
try in general, particularly all that has 
to do with the study for the establish
ment and management of industries 
exclusively for export in the Atlantic 
sector." 

The corporation was to be governed 
by a board of directors comprised of 
four members nominated by JAP
DEV A and three members were to be 
nominated by J. Royal Parker Associ
ates. 

On May 7, 1978, an article appeared 
in LaNacion, a San Jose-based newspa
per, and in it the newly appointed ex
ecutive president of JAPDEV A stated 
that the objective of this enterprise 
was to promote and provide leadership 
and coordination for the public and 
private investments in the Atlantic 
zone, but he said: 

Nevertheless, JAPDEVA would rescind 
the contract signed in 1977 with the foreign 
company, Royal Parker with whom they 
had established an economic monopoly in 
the Atlantic zone. 

At that point in time, they said that 
they would rescind the contract. It is 
appropriate for colleagues to ask the 
question: How far had the Centraport 
project proceeded at that point in 
time? 

There had not been one, and this is 
important, there had not been one 
commitment, Mr. President, by one 
company of any foreign nation to 
invest in the Puerto Limon Industrial 
Park as of the date that the rescinding 
was announced. Not one company had 
invested. There was no outlay of 
major capital here. 

In fact, Mr. Parker in his exhibits 
points to a number of companies in 
the United States and Western Europe 
who expressed interest in the project 
but that is all they did. They ex
pressed interest. 

In his own May 1978 report to JAP
DEV A Mr. Parker said: 

"While no major and full marketing and 
sales program has been initiated and no 
single industry or category has been pretar
geted, the industries herewith depicted have 
expressed interest in varying degrees. Some 
are still in the final stage of preparing eco
nomic surveys and analysis, others are ac
tively examining existing laws, and in the 
case of the mini-mill steel mill and fabrica
tion plant, an application is being filed 
under the Central American agreement for 

fiscal incentives. Still others are adopting a 
wait-and-see attitude with regard to the in
tentions of the Government of Costa Rica; 
others require further in-depth marketing 
studies, such as the ship repair facility. 

Mr. President, not one company had 
committed one dollar to this effort 
except for J. Royal Parker that invest
ed the initial $11,000. So for an $11,000 
initial investment, without any of 
these companies having bought or laid 
money on the land, we are being asked 
to fence $20 million. That has to be 
measured against the arbitration proc
ess and the legal process which is 
available to this company outside of 
the effort to affect the AID Program. 

Mr. President, contrary to the repre
sentations which have been made on 
this case, of the 22 industries cited by 
Mr. Parker, none of them have gotten 
to that point of actual investment. 
And Mr. Parker said that in his own 
report to JAPDEVA in 1978. In fact, 
he said that the Republic of Costa 
Rica had yet to authorize the planned 
program of marketing and sales. 

The letters that he cites as evidence 
to support his claim are letters ex
pressing interest in investment. None 
expresses a detailed commitment to 
proceed in the project. Furthermore, 
nowhere in Mr. Parker's presentation 
materials is there evidence that he 
had sought $100 million in financing 
or that discussions with any banking 
concern had reached a point where ap
plications had been filed for $100 mil
lion in financing for those 22 corpora
tions. 

Furthermore, in this same May 1978 
presentation, Mr. Parker noted: 

No attempt has been made to approach 
domestic industry to determine their inter
est at this stage. This has been avoided pur
posefully to prevent avoidable confusion 
and activity until such time as the Govern
ment makes a decision to proceed with the 
implementation of the developments pro
posed by the Junta de Administracion Por
turia y de Desarrollo Economico de laVer
tiente Atlantica <JAPDEVA> and J. Royal 
Parker Associates, Inc. 

So here we have Mr. Parker admit
ting the government has not proceed
ed to make a commitment and yet, 
notwithstanding his own admission 
that there is no commitment by the 
government, Mr. Parker thinks he is 
entitled to $100-some million and he 
wants us to fence $20 million of assist
ance to a government which desper
ately needs it. 

Now, Mr. President, fair is fair. Fair 
is fair. And I want this body to look at 
the question of fairness with respect 
to the redress available to Mr. Parker. 

Let me examine the question of the 
actual damages for a moment and 
then I will conclude. 

The actual damages that we have 
been able to determine at this point in 
time include the JAPDEV A perform
ance bond of $8,000; the personal 
outlay for stock in Centraport, which 
amounted to $11,750; the cost of pre-

qualification for the Moin Industrial 
Park, which amounted to $125,000. 

In addition, Mr. Parker is claiming 
an additional $350,000 in expenses as
sociated with developing the feasibili
ty study under the JAPDEV A contract 
dispute. The fact that there is not any 
written agreement-and, as we all 
know, a contract in writing for an 
amount over $500, at least in this law, 
is the only contract that the statute of 
frauds recognizes. Despite the fact 
there is not any written agreement, he 
claims that. And either in the feasibili
ty study contract or in the Centraport 
contract, he claims that he would be 
paid additional expenses. 

And in a December 3, 1983 letter to 
the Minister of Public Works of Costa 
Rica, Guillermo Constenla Umana, he 
listed the following damages: The bill 
just for accommodations at the 
Europe Hotel exceeds $35,000 in 
1977-incidentally, the Centraport 
contract was not signed until 1978-
physical models, which were provided 
although not called for in the contract 
but deemed a necessity, in excess of 
$35,000; and more than $250,000 for 
the cost of attorneys, accountants, 
trips, telephone calls, and Telex mes
sages. 

So you have, Mr. President, even if 
you give him the benefit of a doubt, 
$8,000, $11,000, $125,000, $350,000 
$35,000, $35,000 again, and $250,000-
not even a million dollars, Mr. Presi
dent, in actual money laid out and we 
are being asked to hold up the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica for $20 million. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. KERRY. The Senator would be 
happy to yield, but I ask unanimous 
consent that I may retain the right to 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CoNRAD). Without objection, the Sena
tor retains the right to the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator, 
my distinguished friend from Massa
chusetts, for bringing this out. I was 
writing those figures down when you 
were outlining them and the total I 
get, I could be off a little bit, is 
$814,750. Is that about ballpark? 

Mr. KERRY. I have not done the 
final addition. 

Mr. HARKIN. As I understand it, 
that is if you accept at face value all of 
the damages that he has claimed, in
cluding the $35,000 in hotel bills; is 
that correct? That is, taking him at ev
erything that he claims without dis
puting any of those claims, that would 
be about it, about $814,750. 

Mr. KERRY. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. Now, I understand, in 

a recent letter from his attorney, Mr. 
Scott Wilson, that they are claiming 
something in the neighborhood of 
$100 million in damages. Well, now, it 
strikes this Senator as somewhat odd 
that we are now being asked to with-
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hold $20 million-now let me see if we 
can get this right, I ask my distin
guished friend from Massachusetts
we are being asked to withhold $20 
million, about 20 percent of the eco
nomic support money to Costa Rica 
until such time as they reach a settle
ment with Mr. Parker. 

Well, now, we see it clearly. What 
that means is they are not going to get 
their $20 million unitl they settle with 
Mr. Parker. Boy, does that ever put 
Mr. Parker in the driver's seat on this 
issue. Talk about interfering with a ju
dicial process, with an arbitration 
process, and everything else. 

If we pass this, what we say to Mr. 
Parker is, "Hold out, you will get it," 
because they have to have that $20 
million. 

So does the Senator agree that what 
we have done is we have inserted our
selves as a Senate in this arbitration 
process, judicial process, of determin
ing just what the actual damages are 
and that we have then put Mr. Parker 
in a position unlike anyone else has 
ever had in terms of their claims 
against foreign governments? Would 
that be a fair statement, that we have 
put him in that kind of a position? 

Mr. KERRY. I agree with the Sena
tor from Iowa, except that we have 
not done it yet. And my hope is that 
the possibility may exist that that 
would not be done. But if this is what 
is carried out, that would be the sum 
total of what would happen, that is 
correct. 

Let me just point out a little further, 
though, with respect to where that 
analysis takes us because I do not 
think that the fairness, the equity 
here, is fully in balance yet. 

The claims for damages now exceed 
the sum of $49 million. In a letter that 
the Minister of Public Works received 
in which Mr. Parker listed his dam
ages, Mr. Parker proposed a settle
ment. Mr. Parker himself proposed a 
settlement. And the settlement that 
he proposed was the following. He said 
that he would be engaged as a consult
ant to Refinadora Costarricense De 
Petroleo, S.A. for a period of 4 years at 
a fee of $125,000. 

He proposed that we would receive 
recognition at the headquarters offices 
of Recope that he is the founder of 
the company; and in partial satisfac
tion of his claims J. Royal Parker As
sociates would be paid $7 million in 
one payment, free of any taxes, levies, 
et cetera. And I quote from the letter: 

As further consideration in the settlement 
of the Claims, the Government of Costa 
Rica shall negotiate with J. Royal Parker 
Associates, Inc., agreements for the engi
neering, construction, management and op
eration of the proposed Limon International 
Airport, and the Liberia International Air
port. The Government of Costa Rica shall 
be responsible for the procurement of funds 
for these endeavors. The above shall be con
tracted with J. Royal Parker Associates, 
Inc., as prime contractor or in some cases as 

owner, and J. Royal Parker Associates, Inc., 
shall subcontract with Joint-Venture with 
Jose Antonio Quesada and Associates, 

And so on. 
Subsequently, Mr. President-this 

first letter I referred to was December 
3, 1983-5 years later, in a June 7, 
1988, letter, Mr. Scott Wilson, the 
lawyer for Mr. Parker, lays out a 
$116,277,586.01 claim as follows: 

The original claim and out-of-pocket ex
penses related to the settlement of the dis
pute for $7,743,371.12; anticipated profit 
analysis, Centraport, SA, $49,265,633.89; and 
the anticipated profit analysis by the Phila
delphia Foreign Trade Zone for $12,707,956. 

Mr. President, Mr. Parker commit
ted himself that in the event of any 
dispute-this is the commitment that 
he made at the beginning when he en
tered into his initial agreement with 
Costa Rica, he committed himself that 
any dispute would be reconciled in ac
cordance with the laws, jurisdiction, 
and the courts of the Republic of 
Costa Rica. That is the commitment 
he made. 

Mr. Parker did file suit in the courts 
of Costa Rica, but he personally chose 
to withdraw that suit on the basis of 
negotiations going on at that time. 
However, the Government of Costa 
Rica should not be made to pay, I 
think at this point in time, Mr. Presi
dent, a price for the decisions of Mr. 
Parker himself to decide to withdraw 
his suit and pursue alternatives. 

Minister Costenla has proposed the 
following settlement, which Mr. 
Parker has rejected. This is where I 
say we should balance what the real 
picture is here. 

First, the Government of Costa Rica 
offered to Mr. Parker that he would 
receive all the help and cooperation 
from JAPDEV A and the Government 
of Costa Rica to bring investors into 
the country; that Mr. Parker would be 
given access to JAPDEVA's land free 
of charge for 99 years; that the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica will declare 
those industries and lands as free 
trade status so that investors would 
not have to pay duties and taxes; that 
Centraport would still exist as a corpo
ration in Costa Rica; that there was 
not any meeting called by JAPDEVA 
or any other shareholders to dissolve 
it. 

In addition the Government of 
Costa Rica has asked for documenta
tion of Mr. Parker's actual expenses 
and even our own Department of State 
has said those are lacking in many 
cases and that documentation on vari
ous business expenses is currently not 
contained in any of the documents 
that Mr. Parker uses to make his case. 

So here we are. Mr. Parker has no 
documentation. He has not submitted 
the documentation. Yet the U.S. Con
gress is going to go ahead and fence 
$20 million in order to protect this in
dividual citizen in a totally new right 
never before afforded any citizen of 

the United States in a circumstance in 
which we will be creating a new prece
dent and a dangerous precedent and 
one in which he is standing, I think, 
on the thinnest of ice. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. KERRY. I will be delighted to 

yield. 
Mr. DODD. Let me commend my 

friend from Massachusetts. Because 
he has done a lot of work on the par
ticular case that is extremely helpful. 
Before he started to talk it was, I 
think, an assumption on the part of 
many that Mr. Parker had a pretty 
good case. The Senator shed light on 
the fact he may not have a very good 
case here at all. And I think that 
makes the point that whether or not 
you accept the description of the facts 
as they are of my colleague from Mas
sachusetts or from Mr. Parker, the 
fact is this is a matter in dispute in the 
country of Costa Rica. I would just 
like to suggest to my colleagues here, 
in all due respect to an absent col
league who, through no fault of his 
own, cannot be here to represent his 
own amendment as such, that there 
are a number of countries-! will go 
down the list here just briefly, just 
naming countries wherein we have 
close economic relationships: India, 
Pakistan, Greece, Italy, Belize, Bolivia, 
Ecuador, Honduras, Mexico, Peru, 
Venezuela, Afghanistan, Turkey
where there are outstanding unsettled 
claims. Some of them go back, Italy, 
1968-20 years old, an outstanding 
claim. 

In the case of Pakistan we have 
some that go back to 1972, in that par
ticular country's case. 

In Bolivia, 1962, going on 30 years 
old in that particular case. 

In Turkey, a nation that we provide 
assistance to, 1974. That is 14 years 
old, that unsettled claim. 

I will make one prediction, if this 
amendment is adopted. I do not know 
where all these firms are from. I have 
the company names here, Mr. Presi
dent, before me. I cannot tell you 
where their headquarters are located. 
But I will guarantee you, if this 
amendment is adopted, before the sun 
sets tonight, colleagues from all across 
this country will be getting calls from 
businesses who have unsettled claims 
in Turkey, in Greece, in Afghanistan, 
in Bolivia, in Mexico, wanting their 
Senator to offer similar amendments 
to put pressure on these countries in 
order to settle their claims. 

It seems to me there ought to be 
some standards. In the case of some of 
these countries that are the recipients 
of foreign aid, they do not have an in
dependent judiciary. They are coun
tries where claimants do not have a 
fair chance in courts. In those particu
lar cases I think a case may be made 
for cutting back on foreign aid or at 
least letting them know that we are 
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going to fence off funds until they 
begin to work with these claims. 

But in the case of Costa Rica, you 
have an independent judiciary, a free 
democracy that reflects and represents 
many of the ideals that we share in 
this country. 

You do not hear an amendment 
being offered about Paraguay or 
Chile, do you, today, or some right
wing country? Let us call this for what 
it is. 

With all due respect, the Senator 
from North Carolina is upset with 
Costa Rica. That is why we have an 
amendment today to take $20 million 
from that country. And once you start 
down that road, it never ends. If this 
particular bill becomes a vehicle for 
lawyers in Washington to come and 
find a Senator who will offer an 
amendment to cut off foreign aid to 
Turkey or cut off foreign aid to 
Greece until those countries settle 
their clients' claims, that is all we will 
ever do. 

This is a bad precedent. Whether 
you agree with Mr. Parker or you dis
agree with Mr. Parker, you do not 
start tying up the foreign aid of this 
country based on a single claims case; 
particularly when we have got dozens 
of them here that go back 20 years 
without resolution. 

How many of my colleagues are 
going to cut off 25 percent of aid to 
Greece because some company has got 
a decent claim against them? 

How many are going to cut off aid to 
Turkey because someone has a decent 
claim, they claim, against Turkey? Or 
any of these other countries? 

This is not the business of the U.S. 
Senate. That is lawyers' business. And 
we ought not to be compromising our 
own foreign aid, our own foreign 
policy by muddying up a foreign aid 
bill with lawyers' work. 

I am told this amendment cannot 
lose. I disagree with that. I think my 
colleagues will see that this is not an 
appropriate matter for the Senate of 
the United States to be grappling 
with. Our colleague from Massachu
setts has laid out some very important 
points about this case even if you are 
not impressed with the precedent that 
we are establishing with this approach 
to dealing with legal matters involving 
individuals. But do not go around pe
nalizing Costa Rica, picking out one 
country today, one amendment, to pe
nalize one nation in Central America, 
a democracy, and strip them of $20 
million in aid when· they need it des
perately. That, to me, would be a mis
take and a precedent that we should 
not engage in. 

I thank my colleague for yielding 
and I would hope the amendment 
would be defeated. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I can 
just point out again, to give an exam
ple of the kind of difficulty that I 
think this poses, in his presentation to 

JAPDEVA, in fulfillment of contract 
No. 3880, which is the contract in 
question, Mr. Parker describes among 
the 22 industries, he describes indus
try No.1 as follows: 

The repair and reconditioning of contain
er trailer chasis with a total capital invest
ment in first-year operation of $262,000. 
Sealand Services of Elizabeth, NJ, would be 
the owner of the facility. 

That is what he said. 
Now, Sealand was designated owner 

of the facility in the May 1978 propos
al, apparently based on the following 
letter which Mr. Parker received from 
Walter J. Miller, general operations 
manager for Sealand Services, dated 
March 24, 1978. In that letter Mr. 
Miller said: 

As indicated to you, the Affiliated Serv
ices Division of Sealand Services, Inc., may 
be interested-may be interested-in any 
annual transportation-related business that 
is profitable in any economical and political
ly stable location in the world. 

That is a really big commitment, Mr. 
President. "Our immediate interest 
would be the possibility of becoming 
the national trucking company in 
Costa Rica, port operations and ware
housing, as well as in assisting in other 
transportation and logistical plans." 

Mr. President, he lists this company 
that expresses a possible interest, 
"may be interested," as the owner of 
the facility. 

Based on that, we are supposed to 
come in here and leverage $20 million 
against a government that has a legal 
system which he himself committed to 
follow but pulled out of voluntarily. 

That is wrong. It is wrong, Mr. Presi
dent. Absolutely wrong. It is also 
wrong because there are relationships 
here between lawyers and· people in
volved in this and former employee of 
the Senate. That is wrong, Mr. Presi
dent. 

I think it is directly inappropriate 
that the U.S. Senate be called on here 
today, as the Senator from Connecti
cut has said, to take $20 million and 
leverage the government, a democracy, 
against a personal payment of an indi
vidual who cannot even provide our 
own State Department with docu
mented sources as to his real expenses 
in this case. That is just a wrong 
precedent. We have more important 
things to be doing. I hope my col
leagues will look carefully at what is 
at stake here. 

I have all the records here, the 
entire documentation that he submit
ted: J. Royal Parker Associates letters 
to the Minister of Public Works; the 
original proposal; the Centraport pro
posal; the description of the industry 
and feasibility study of May 1978; the 
anticipated profit analysis and the 
claims presentation which he has 
made based thereon. These are the 
documents on which he bases the 
claim. 

I have taken every one of these 
things from his own presentation. Mr. 
President, I think it is found wanting. 

Some of my colleagues say this is 
not the place to litigate it. I do not dis
agree with it, it is not. But nor is this 
the place to come in and hold hostage 
a nation on its foreign aid in order to 
leverage one businessman's nonexpro
priated property. I think it is wrong 
and runs counter to the best judgment 
of this institution. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Mr. KERRY. I yield. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Sena

tor makes an excellent point. Lastly, 
we established in this institution years 
ago the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation, OPIC. Costa Rica is an 
OPIC country. Mr. Parker had the op
portunity, and I do not know why he 
did not, and maybe he did to take ad
vantage of the OPIC Program. That 
program was established to provide as
surance for businessmen who would 
run the risk of having their businesses 
damaged due to a political process. 
That is why we established OPIC, to 
avoid exactly what we are engaging in 
here today. 

So there was assurance for these 
companies. I do not know why, and 
maybe our colleague from Masachu
setts who is so knowlegeable about 
this case, could enlighten us as to why 
Mr. Parker did not take advantage of 
the OPIC Program, or possibly he did, 
and if he did, I do not know why he is 
here at all because that is an insur
ance program that would provide him 
relief. 

Second, I ask my colleague from 
Massachusetts if he would not agree 
as well in a time when we are trying to 
expand investments of U.S. firms over
seas, what reaction will we get from 
Third World countries if, in fact, there 
are claims that are going to be made 
and it will be that every time they 
occur, we have an action before the 
Senate of the United States to cut off 
foreign aid of that country? It seems 
to me it runs counter to exactly the di
rection we are trying to head to ad
dress at least, in part, the tremendous 
deficit in our balance of trade. 

The OPIC point is one I would be 
delighted to hear some comment on 
and, second, whether or not he would 
agree that the expansion of foreign in
vestment may be hurt by this kind of 
action, where countries are going to be 
reluctant to have U.S. firms come in if, 
in fact, there is a claim that occurs, 
they run the risk of losing a good per
centage of their foreign aid over a 
businessman's claim. 

Mr. KERRY. I really thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
for the second part of the question. 
The first part is harder to answer. I 
would like to inquire and see if I can 
get the answer. 
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The Senator raises a very important 

point. If you want to talk about an 
anticompetitive measure, this is an 
anticompetitive measure. If you start 
saying that countries somehow are 
going to have a standard contractual 
and redress process discombobulated 
by the individual interference of U.S. 
Senators who get telephone calls-we 
interfere a lot and we are often ac
cused of that-certainly this is an op
portunity to minimize it. 

I neglected to make one important 
point. The Costa Rican Embassy, 
which I was in touch with today in 
order to ascertain some facts regard
ing this, has reiterated-and they want 
to go on record as making this clear
if Mr. Parker has any grounds for a 
complaint, No. 1, he should be willing 
to pursue those within the framework 
of Costa Rican law, which he agreed 
to do in his original proposal and ar
rangement with them. That is No.1. 

No. 2, failing this, the Government 
is willing to go into binding interna
tional arbitration as an act of friend
ship, trust and good will toward the 
United States. The World Bank mech
anism for this settlement of disputes 
would be utilized and, at the very 
least, I think the amendment might be 
modified by striking the fencing of the 
$20 million from fiscal year 1989 and 
simply state here that the matter 
should go to binding international ar
bitration as offered by the Govern
ment of Costa Rica and, if need be, we 
could then revisit this issue next year 
as a way of perhaps considering it with 
more time, with more analysis and 
then allow, hopefully, the arbitration 
process to resolve it. 

Maybe that is an acceptable way of 
proceeding here with the distin
guished managers of the bill. I hope 
that it might be an easy way to settle 
and resolve this. But, Mr. President, I 
really think we have to be sensitive to 
the need of how expropriation cases 
ought to be settled. I think we should 
not expect the Government of Costa 
Rica to compensate an American con
sultant for damages which he cannot 
even get compensated for in the courts 
of the United States. 

I yield. 
Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I will 

not attempt to participate in the liti
gation of this matter. This is not the 
proper body to do so. Therefore, I will 
not discuss the merits or demerits of 
this measure. However, most respect
fully, I would like to remind my col
leagues, especially my two very distin
guished colleagues who now serve on 
the Foreign Relations Committee, 
that the following are the laws of the 
land. 

The first: "The President shall sus
pend assistance to the government of 
any country to which assistance is pro-

vided under this chapter or any other 
act when the government of such 
country or any government agency or 
subdivision within such country on or 
after January 1, 1962-

"(A) has nationalized or expropriat
ed or seized ownership or control of 
property owned by any U.S. citizen or 
by any corporation, partnership, or as
sociation not less than 50 per centum 
beneficially owned by U.S. citizens, or 

"(B) taken steps to repudiate or nul
lify existing contracts or agreements 
with any U.S. citizen or any corpora
tion, partnership, or association not 
less than 50 per centum beneficially 
owned by U.S. citizens." 

This is the law of the land, the so
called Hickenlooper amendment. 

Most recently, this Senate partici
pated in the adoption of the following 
law, which is the law of the land. This 
is part of the Caribbean Basin Initia
tive of the President of the United 
States: 

The President shall not designate any 
country a beneficiary country under this act 
if such country, <A>. has nationalized, ex
propriated or otherwise seized ownership or 
control of property owned by a United 
States citizen or by a corporation, partner
ship or association which is 50 percent or 
more beneficially owned by U.S. citizens or, 
<B>. has taken steps to repudiate or nullify 
an existing contract or agreement with a 
U.S. citizen or corporation, partnership or 
association which is 50 percent or more ben
eficially owned by U.S. citizens, the effect of 
which is to nationalize, expropriate or oth
erwise seize ownership or control of proper
ty so owned. 

This was done 6 years ago. I believe 
the measure came out of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

In conformance with this latest 
measure, the representatives of Mr. 
Parker met with representatives of the 
Government of the United States. 
This is a letter from the Executive 
Office of the President. 

We have discussed your case with the 
Costa Rican Government and have reached 
an understanding with them that true nego
tiations with your corporation must proceed 
if the Government of Costa Rica is to 
remain in conformance with the require
ments of the aforementioned Act. 

This is the CBI Act they are talking 
about. 

We will, if it becomes appropriate, raise 
with the Costa Rican Government the need 
for consultations on the handling of this na
tionalization of property, keeping in mind 
the mandatory criteria laid down by the 
United States Congress in giving the Presi
dent the authority to make Costa Rica a 
beneficiary nation. 

This letter is dated December 2, 
1983. As we are aware, the contract 
was nullified in 1978. 

This is a letter dated January 20, 
1984, also from the Executive Office of 
the President. 

Prior to the President's decision to desig
nate Costa Rica, a U.S. delegation co
chaired by this office and the Department 
of State discussed the J. Royal Parker case 

with senior officials of the Costa Rican Gov
ernment. An understanding was reached be
tween the Governments that true negotia
tions with J. Royal Parker must proceed if 
the Government of Costa Rica is to remain 
in conformance with the mandatory re
quirements of the CBERA. Costa Rican offi
cials were made fully aware that more con
certed attention to the J. Royal Parker case 
was required immediately. 

Letters were sent, one to the Minis
ter of Foreign Commerce. Promises 
were made. Laws of the United States 
were carried out. And Costa Rica was 
declared to be a beneficiary country. 
Apparently, the promises were not car
ried out because Mr. Parker is still 
waiting, and, therefore, in conform
ance with the Hickenlooper amend- . 
ment and with the CBI amendment, 
which calls for arbitration, we set 
forth this proposal in behalf of Sena
tor HELMS. This is not my amendment. 

The amendment calls for, one, the 
convening of a fact-finding group, and 
based upon its facts to come to some 
conclusion. If they are unable to do so, 
to call upon the Organization of Amer
ican States, not the United States, the 
OAS, and tell them to come forth with 
a group of arbitrators what they ap
prove, not us, to look over this case 
and come up with the award, whatever 
it is. We have no idea what the award 
will be. For all we know, what the Sen
ator has contended may be correct, 
that the Government of Costa Rica 
does not owe J. Royal Parker a penny. 
On the other hand, it could tum out 
that an American citizen has been 
grievously wronged. What we are 
doing is to carry out the intent of the 
Hickenlooper law and the intent of 
the CBI law. These are laws that we 
participated in enacting. 

In this bill we say American citizens 
are entitled to their day in court, and 
their day in court is here in this 
Chamber. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
on that point. 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. If I heard my distin

guished colleague's reading of the 
Hickenlooper amendment correctly, 
the Hickenlooper amendment is in
volved by an action on the art of the 
executive branch. Is that not correct? 

Mr. INOUYE. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. The executive branch in 

this particular case has taken a posi
tion with regard to this particular 
matter quite contradictory to the 
Helms amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. No. The Executive 
Office in this case pursuant to the 
Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery 
Act has called upon Costa Rica on sev
eral occasions, meeting with the high
est officials, their ministers, to carry 
out true negotiations. Promises were 
made. According to those promises, 
and relying upon those promises, the 
President of the United States de
clared Costa Rica to be a beneficiary 
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nation under that act. Costa Rica is 
now benefiting from American taxpay
ers. Mr. Parker is still waiting for ne
gotiations. They are not forthcoming. 
Therefore, Mr. Parker requests his 
day in court, and this is his day in 
court. 

We are not saying who is at fault or 
who is not at fault. The arbitrators 
will decide. And the arbitrators, as I 
pointed out, are not to be appointed 
by the politicians of the United States; 
they will be appointed by the OAS, 
the Organization of American States. 
Whatever decision comes out of that 
arbitration group will be binding upon 
both parties. 

Mr. DODD. If my colleague will 
yield further then, if you take out
standing claims under CBI countries, 
Belize, Honduras, El Salvador, all of 
those countries then, amendments 
that would cut their foreign aid by, 
say, 25 percent would have the same 
merits as this particular matter, be
cause there are outstanding claims in 
all those cases and all those nations 
are CBI recipient nations. 

Mr. INOUYE. I am certain the Sena
tor remembers that a year ago all of 
us voted on the measure adopted by 
both Houses with language almost 
identical to this amendment granting 
Mr. Ramirez, a citizen of the United 
States, the same right of arbitration. 
The country involved is Honduras. 
That amendment was agreed to with
out objection in both Houses. 

Mr. DODD. On a voice vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. Voice vote, yes. 
Mr. DODD. So we are going to com

pound that mistake. 
Mr. INOUYE. And that was also 

pursuant to the CBI law. What we are 
suggesting is to go through with this 
arbitration. If he wins, he wins. If he 
loses, he loses. But at least Mr. Parker, 
a citizen of the United States, will 
have an opportunity to get his day in 
court-decide once and for all. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DODD. I appreciate my col
league yielding. I understand the par
ticular point. 

I suggest once again while the merits 
are merits of cases, there is the OPIC 
Program; there are other vehicles 
available. My colleague has heard me 
speak. As I said a moment ago, I just 
sense that we are going to have here 
an India and Great American Insur
ance-! expect that may be a Con
necticut corporation. I am holding my 
breath that it may not be-since 1971. 
Now it is not a Caribbean Basin Initia
tive country. Nonetheless, if we start
ed to pull back on a case that is almost 
going on 30 years old, it seems to me 
we are turning the U.S. Senate into a 
small claims court and it ought not be 
the business of the U.S. Senate to try 
to resolve or litigate these kinds of 
matters. As my colleague from Massa
chusetts pointed out earlier-and that 

is what I fear we are engaging in 
here-we are beginning a process of 
turning this august body into a claims 
court. I think the precedent of that is 
profound and a negative one. But I ap
preciate my colleague's description of 
the Hickenlooper amendment and the 
Caribbean Basin Initiative legislation 
and what it was intended to do under 
these circumstances. I thank him for 
yielding. 

Mr. INOUYE. I most respectfully 
disagree with my friend from Con
necticut. I think it is the business of 
the U.S. Senate to make certain that 
the rights of all American citizens are 
protected and upheld. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the distinguished 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. INOUYE. If I may bring up one 
other point. As I understand, the State 
Department has been mentioned on 
several occasions. This is something I 
would like to read. "The State Depart
ment reached the conclusion that: (a) 
Mr. Parker had a valid contract with 
Costa Rica; (b) He had suffered dam
ages as a result of Costa Rica's breach 
of that contract; and <c>. it appeared 
that Mr. Parker should be compensat
ed for expenses incurred during the 
contract period." 

Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, First 

of all, I want to point out exactly what 
this amendment says and does not say 
because it is important to recognize 
that this is a unique situation and that 
we have done this before. The good 
news is when we did this before in the 
Ramirez case in Honduras progress 
was made, and we are told that issue is 
now about to be resolved. 

The language in this amendment, in
cluding the reference to the $20 mil
lion, is exactly the language that this 
subcommittee used in the Ramirez 
case. The amendment requires that 
the Department of State select an in
dependent fact-finder and that we go 
with the disagreement to binding 
international arbitration in accordance 
with the rules and procedures of the 
Inter-American Commercial Arbitra
tion Commission. If the Government 
of Costa Rica refuses to agree to bind
ing international arbitration, only 
then shall the $20 million be deobli
gated and returned to the Treasury of 
the United States. 

If the U.S. citizen refuses to agree to 
binding international arbitration and 
refuses to agree to final award result
ing from that arbitration, it will con
stitute a full and final settlement of 
any and all claims. 

The point is, this is exactly what we 
have done before, and it has worked. A 
number of people have come to us 
with requests of this kind and only 
under extraordinary circumstances do 
we put in this kind of language. But it 
has worked. 

So the only purpose of this amend
ment is to bring to as rapid a conclu
sion as possible a dispute which has 
lingered for at least 10 years and has 
clouded the business relationship of 
an American citizen and an agency of 
the Government of Costa Rica. So we 
ought to support this amendment. We 
have a responsibility in extreme cir
cumstances to take action in order to 
see the U.S. citizen gets a day in court. 
That is all we are asking for. 

I want to point out that earlier 
someone suggested that a colloquy 
would be enough, or that if we simply 
put this in the REcoRD it would get the 
attention of Costa Rica. Well, I point 
out to my colleagues the CoNGRESSION
AL RECORD of December 11, 1987, in 
which the Senator from North Caroli
na, Mr. HELMS, brought this to our at
tention. We proposed an amendment 
which withheld all of the funds, not 
just part of them. The idea was to put 
the Government of Costa Rica on 
notice about how important this issue 
is, but our effort was not sufficient. So 
now we are in a better position to pro
ceed. 

I should mention that unlike the 
original amendment which withheld 
all of the funds this simply withholds 
$20 million. The reason we agreed on 
$20 million . is that is exactly what we 
did in the Ramirez case and we are 
getting results. I believe this amend
ment will help us get a result, and I 
hope the Senate will adopt it. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the distinguished 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I lis

tened to the comments made by the 
distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee for whom I have the highest re
spect and admiration. I started reading 
over the amendment again. 

Mr. President, in reading over the 
amendment it is, I think, very appar
ent that the amendment is drafted in 
such a manner as to greatly favor Mr. 
Parker. Here is why: The amendment 
sets up a fact-finding commission, an 
independent fact-finder, that has to 
report by the end of December of this 
year. Then if the two parties, Mr. 
Parker and the Government of Costa 
Rica, have not entered into a final and 
full settlement of the matter by Feb
ruary 28, 1989, then we go into binding 
arbitration. The Department of State 
will request that both parties submit 
to binding arbitration. Then it goes to 
binding arbitration. The amendment 
even stipulates what the arbitrators 
have to look at; provided further, the 
arbitrator shall consider maintenance 
costs, interest costs, professional fee 
costs, land, business, asset valuation, 
and all other matters they deem ap
propriate. 
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You see here is why this amendment 

puts Mr. Parker in the driver's seat be
cause time is on his side. All he has to 
do is to say by February 28, 1989, that, 
no, we are not settling; let us go to ar
bitration. The arbitrator is going to 
take a long time. The arbitrators are 
not going to get all of this material in 
and get it all done in a month, it may 
take a year. But the Government of 
Costa Rica needs this money, which 
amounts to 25 percent of its economic 
support funds. 

So if Mr. Parker, on February 28, 
1989, says he does not agree, then it 
goes to binding arbitration, the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica rather than 
risk losing its money, will be forced to 
give into Mr. Parker, even though it 
may not be fair. That is why I disagree 
with the way this amendment is draft
ed, because what we do is we put Mr. 
Parker in the driver's seat without 
knowing whether or not these claims 
are full and valid or not. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
laid out a series of questionable as
pects of his claims. So that is why I 
feel this amendment says to Costa 
Rica-you take whatever he wants. I 
do not believe the Senate ought to 
take that position. 

Mr. INOUYE. If I may respond, I 
would suggest that we read this com
pletely because the language set forth 
here is language in matters relating to 
arbitration. The arbitrators shall con
sider maintenance costs. This is the 
section the Senator is concerned with: 
interest costs, professional fee costs, 
land, business and asset valuation, and 
all other matters they deem appropri
ate. Those are the controlling words, 
the three words "they deem appropri
ate." If the arbitrators feel that inter
est costs should not be involved they 
do not have to consider interest costs. 
If they feel that maintenance costs are 
irrelevant, they can cross it out. They 
may decide on the factors to be in
volved but this is the language of the 
art. 

Mr. HARKIN. First of all, I am not 
necessarily upset about that language. 
Let me rephrase this again. What 
bothers this Senator is the way the 
whole amendment is structured, its 
time sequence and the actions it re
quires to be undertaken. 

Mr. INOUYE. May I make a sugges
tion on this point? I know the Sena
tor's concern. I share the Senator's 
concern; Costa Rica may be placed in a 
position of pressure. What if we delet
ed the section calling for the fact 
finder, and for the negotiations to con
tinue until 1989, and just say that in 
order to facilitate such a settlement 
the Department of State shall request 
that both parties submit the disagree
ment to binding international arbitra
tion in accordance with the rules of 
procedure of the Inter-American Com
mercial Arbitration Commission, et 
cetera. 

If you want to expedite it, that is 
the way to do it. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LAUTENBERG). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
matter be temporarily set aside to 
permit the managers of this measure 
to bring up another amendment and, 
upon the conclusion of that, to resume 
consideration of the Harkin proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2525 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senators GRASSLEY, DOLE, 
WALLOP, D'AMATO, HUMPHREY, and 
myself, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 

KASTEN], for Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
DoLE, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. KAsTEN, Mr. 
D'AMATO, and Mr. HUMPHREY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2525. 

Add the following to title V <General Pro
visions>: 

SEc. . Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be made available, directly or 
through any programs funded under the 
heading, International Organizations and 
Programs, for assistance to be provided 
inside Afghanistan if that assistance would 
be provided through the Soviet-backed Gov
ernment of Afghanistan. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been agreed to by 
both sides. In effect, it ensures that 
United States assistance to the Afghan 
freedom fighters under this bill will 
not in any way be channeled through 
or be used by the Soviet-controlled 
regime in Afghanistan. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is being offered to the 
fiscal year 1989 foreign operations bill 
to ensure that United States assist
ance to the Afghan freedom fighters 
under this bill will not, in any way, be 
channeled through or used by the 
Soviet-controlled regime in Kabul. 
The amendment merely prevents 
American assistance under this bill 
from either directly or indirectly going 
through the Afghan Government. In
stead, assistance will go directly to the 
Afghan people or through neutral 
third parties. 

Mr. President, the Afghan peace ac
cords are now in place, and the Soviets 
are in the apparent process of with
drawing their troops from Afghani
stan. It is, therefore, imperative that 

we assist the Afghan people in the 
peaceful reconstruction of their war
torn country. It is equally imperative 
that we assist in this reconstruction 
without lending any legitimacy or 
credibility to the illigitimate Afghan 
Government. Our economic assistance 
must not be allowed to fall under the 
control of the Najibullah regime 
where it would undoubtedly be used as 
a political weapon against the Afghan 
resistance. 

This amendment conforms with the 
State Department's present policy of 
opposing either direct or indirect aid 
flowing through the Afghan Govern
ment. In recent testimony before Con
gress, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State, Robert Peck, underscored the 
Department's view that: 

Aid should be provided directly to the re
turning refugees, and that it not be chan
neled through the Kabul regime authorities 
who have no capability to deliver services in 
the countryside and who could be expected 
to exploit such aid for political purposes. 

However, notwithstanding current 
administration policy, the possibility 
of indirect United States assistance 
reaching the Afghan Government 
through international organizations 
does exist under the current language 
of the bill. It is, therefore, important 
to make the record clear as to how 
American assistance can be legally dis
pensed. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this amendment that will 
ensure direct relief to the Afghan 
people as we assist them in the re
building of their nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2525) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2526 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment will be 
in order at this time. 

The clerk will report the amend
ment. 
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The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 

KAsTEN] proposes an amendment numbered 
2526. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following section: 
SEc. . In the administration of programs 

for which partial or full responsibility lies 
with the Agency for International Develop
ment, any requirement for waterborne 
export from Great Lakes ports shall be con
strued to be a requirement that such export 
be through the St. Lawrence Seaway 
system. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to cor
rect an absurd interpretation by the 
administration of the amendments to 
the 1936 Merchant Marine Act relative 
to the so-called Great Lakes Set-Aside 
Program. 

The amendments to the 1936 Mer
chant Marine Act require that about 
250,000 of Public Law 480 title II car
goes destined for developing countries 
must be shipped through Great Lakes 
ports every year. This requirement 
was a concession to those of us con
cerned about possible reduction of 
shipping business in the Great Lakes 
ports as a result of raising the U.S.
flag allotment of Public Law 480 ship
ments from 50 to 75 percent. As those 
who are familiar with this issue know, 
no U.S.-flag lines serve the Great 
Lakes. I offer this amendment because 
the Agency for International Develop
ment, together with the Department 
of Agriculture and the U.S. Maritime 
Administration, have counted an 
inland waterway shipment against the 
Great Lakes allotment, contrary to 
anyone's understanding of the Great 
Lakes set-aside. 

The purpose of my amendment, 
which is aimed at the Agency for 
International Development, is to clari
fy the obvious intent of the amend
ments to the 1936 act. That is, the set
aside should be for oceangoing vessels 
which pass through the St. Lawrence 
Seaway system. Any argument based 
on the fact that barges going inland 
were not mentioned in the law makes 
about as much sense as declaring that 
we can count west coast shipments 
against this set-aside because west 
coast shipments are not mentioned in 
the law. 

The point is, they are violating the 
agreements that were reached in pre
vious legislation. My amendment 
would simply deal with that problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ap
preciate and sympathize with the con
cern expressed by my dear friend from 
Wisconsin. However, I would like to 

point out to my colleagues that this 
matter was discussed in 1985 and in 
December of that year, as a result, the 
Food Security Act was passed by the 
Congress. This Food Security Act was 
a compromise between agricultural 
and maritime interests. 

I would like to suggest to my col
league that this matter be withdrawn. 
I will give my assurance as a member 
of the Merchant Marine Subcommit
tee of the Commerce Committee I will 
call upon my colleagues of that com
mittee to look into this matter and, if 
necessary, conduct investigations and 
hearings and will do so immediately. I 
can assure my colleague that I will not 
wait on this because I can understand 
his concern for his constituents. 

The intent that he cited may be cor
rect and I, for one, will personally call 
upon the Department of Agriculture 
to see if something is wrong. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 
point that we are trying to make here 
is that the Great Lakes set-aside was 
intended to provide business for ocean
going vessels passing through the 
Saint Lawrence Seaway system, using 
Great Lakes ports such as Duluth, Su
perior, Milwaukee, Chicago, et cetera. 
The vessels being used to ship the 
cargo in question did not even touch 
Great Lakes water, and yet they are 
working their way around this basic 
system that we established. The Sena
tor is correct. I believe that the most 
recent shipments are in direct viola
tion of the important compromise we 
worked out in 1985. 

With the assurance of the Senator 
from Hawaii that we will work in the 
Merchant Marine Subcommittee and 
other places, I at this point will with
draw the amendment. 

Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague 
yield? I simply want to thank the Sen
ator from Wisconsin for withdrawing 
the amendment. As you know, my col
league, Senator DIXON, and I are very 
much interested in this. We think the 
present law is a good compromise. We 
are willing to sit down and work with 
you and with Senator INOUYE and 
anyone else to see that if there are in
equities that they be worked out. But 
right now we think this is a good thing 
for the Great Lakes. We think it is a 
good thing for farmers in Wisconsin 
and Illinois and elsewhere and I appre
ciate the Senator withdrawing the 
amendment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise to 
state my opposition to the amendment 
which was proposed by my friend from 
Wisconsin, Senator KASTEN, because of 
the negative impact it would have had. 
I do so, with some regret, because I be
lieve it is important that every one of 
us Great Lakes Senators stick together 
on Great Lakes issues. However, the 
Senator's amendment forces this Sen
ator to stand up for the Port of Chica-

go, a proud member of the Interna
tional Association of Great Lakes 
Ports. 

Senator KASTEN's amendment essen
tially would have prohibited the Port 
of Chicago from using its unique geo
graphic advantage to win Public Law 
480 title II cargo. Public Law 480 title 
II cargo is essentially "food for peace" 
or famine relief cargo. The Depart
ment of Agriculture and the Maritime 
Administration have been awarding 
shipments of this cargo to the Port of 
Chicago because it allows them to 
both: First, meet the requirements of 
the 75-percent cargo preference law 
and second, to meet the requirements 
of the Great Lakes set-aside. 

I am intimately familiar with both 
of these provisions. I happened to be 
one of the set-aside's authors and also 
one of the 75-percent cargo prefer
ence's main opponents when both of 
these provisions were adopted during 
the debate over the 1985 farm bill. 
During that debate I talked at length 
in order to preserve what I viewed as 
the Great Lakes fair share of title II 
cargo. My primary concern was that 
every Great Lakes port would still 
have the opportunity to compete for 
this type of cargo. 

Until this last year, my State's port, 
the Port of Chicago, received no title 
II cargo. In fact, the prime beneficiary 
of this law, designed to help every 
Great Lakes port, was the Port of Mil
waukee. During the first 2 years of the 
set-aside, the Port of Milwaukee won 
200,000 tons or 80 percent of the 
rough total of 250,000 tons of cargo in
cluded in the Great Lakes set-aside. 

Now, due to the Port of Chicago's 
advantageous geographic situation, 
they are finally getting a good portion 
of the set-aside. So far this year, they 
have won over 60,000 tons of title II 
cargo. Surprisingly enough, other 
Great Lakes ports are also receiving 
good sized shares of this cargo. So far, 
Milwaukee has won close to 38,000 
tons, Duluth has been awarded 24,000 
tons and Green Bay has been awarded 
19,000 tons. Even if Chicago doubles 
its awards so far <to 120,000 tons), its 
total amount will still be over a third 
less than the average amount awarded 
to Milwaukee in each of the past 2 
years (200,000 per year). According to 
these numbers, it appears that the dis
tribution of title II cargo is more equi
table this year than in past years. 

My distinguished colleague from 
Wisconsin claimed that the loading of 
barge's from Chicago violates the 
intent of the Great Lakes set-aside. He 
further claimed that the intent of the 
set-aside was for cargo to pass through 
the St. Lawrence Seaway system. As I 
said before, I helped write the set
aside, and I do not remember this 
being our intent. Granted, I did not 
forsee the use of barges, but I am sure 
that the only intent of our efforts was 
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to ensure that Great Lakes ports con
tinue to have a shot at title II cargo. 

Great Lakes ports are continuing to 
benefit from this set-aside. The Port 
of Chicago is, as I said before, a distin
guished member of the Great Lakes 
family. The only change with award
ing cargo to Chicago to barge down 
the river is to allow different Great 
Lakes ports, besides Milwaukee, to 
move title II cargo. 

Interestingly enough, using barge 
traffic to meet the set-aside is not a 
new practice. In 1987, Milwaukee, in 
cooperation with Waterman, moved 
several tons of Public Law 480 title II 
cargo in the same manner Chicago is 
now using. The Wisconsin delegation, 
in that situation, encouraged the De
partment of Agriculture and tne Mari
time Administration to count this 
shipment against the set-aside and 
cargo preference, and what is happen
ing in Chicago now is no different 
than what was going on in Milwaukee 
then. 

On May 26, 1988, the International 
Association of Great Lakes Ports-of 
which Chicago is a member-wrote me 
a letter protesting moving the cargo 
by barge from Chicago. They claimed 
that, "over 39,000 metric tons have 
been stolen by a joint USDA-MARAD 
decision to count Calumet River traf
fic as part of the Great Lakes set
aside." Further, the port director of 
Milwaukee claimed in a recent news
letter that the "Western Great Lakes 
port interests and longshoremen are 
losing work and revenue, an estimated 
58,000 man hours and $7.5 million in 
economic impact" due to the USDA's 
and MARAD's policy. Apparently, de
ducing from the above information, 
the International Association of Great 
Lakes Ports and Milwaukee fail to un
derstand that the Port of Chicago is 
indeed a Great Lakes Port. The sup
posed "stolen" tons and man hours are 
not leaving the lakes system but are 
instead helping the Port of Chicago-a 
genuine Great Lakes port-to prosper. 

So, far the Public Law 480 cargo 
moved out of Chicago has provided 
15,500 man hours for Chicago and 
could result in $2,000,000 in wages by 
the end of the year. These numbers do 
not include revenues resulting from 
additional support services required to 
move the cargo onto the barges. 

Mr. President, I would like to pre
serve the Port of Chicago's ability to 
compete for title II cargo. I believe 
they are well within the intent of the 
Great Lakes set-aside. I look forward 
to working with all the Senators from 
the Great Lakes to find more cargo for 
our ports, not fighting amongst our
selves for what little cargo we now 
have. 

Mr. KASTEN. I look forward to 
working with both you and Senator 
DIXON because I think all of us have 
an interest in Great Lakes ports and 

shipping. I look forward to working 
with you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to withdraw the 
amendment and the amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have 

just a few words about the pending 
legislation and then I have one amend
ment that I think is agreed to by both 
sides. 

First, I simply want to commend 
both the Senator from Hawaii and the 
Senator from Wisconsin and their sub
committee for an excellent piece of 
work; a few quick comments. I, at one 
point heard that Lebanon was going to 
be eliminated. I am pleased that it is 
still there. That strife-tom area needs 
every bit of help that can sensibly be 
given and I am pleased that the help is 
there. 

Second, one of the things that I 
have talked to the previous AID ad
ministrator about, and I do not have 
an amendment here because I do not 
know precisely where we should go, 
but the whole question of greater re
search on how we find an inexpensive 
way of converting saltwater to fresh 
water is ultimately a question of great 
importance to much of the world: To 
the Middle East, · to Africa, to many 
other areas. And I hope AID will pro
vide assistance in that area. 

I chair the African Subcommittee 
and I note the House report suggests 
that AID explore prospects for setting 
up a nonprofit foundation for scholar
ships for blacks in South Africa. I 
would simply urge that if there is a 
joint conference that that include the 
State Department. The State Depart
ment is willing to move in that direc
tion. 

Mr. President, the purpose of our aid 
program in South Africa is to provide 
assistance to the victims or apartheid. 
One of the key elements of that pro
gram is scholarships for study at uni
versities in the United States and 
South Africa. Although a majority of 
the South African population, blacks 
hold only 4 percent of professional 
jobs and 35 percent of skilled labor 
jobs in South Africa. Fewer than 
10,000 blacks hold college degrees as 
compared to 250,000 whites. Clearly, 
blacks can use our assistance. Through 
the scholarship programs, the United 
States can help to redress the uneven 
balance between educational opportu
nities for whites and blacks in South 
Africa and also contribute to the de
velopment of future South African 
leaders. 

AID receives some 4,000 inquiries an
nually about the external scholarship 
program which brings South Africans 
to the United States. Yet, at the cur
rent program level of $5 million, AID 
is only able to provide 120 scholar
ships. Interest in the internal bursar
ies program which funds study in 

South Africa is even greater-some 
50,000 inquiries annually. At the fiscal 
year 1988 level of $5.6 million, AID 
has been able to fund only 350 stu
dents. 

The administration has requested 
$10.8 million for the scholarship pro
grams in fiscal year 1989, of which $5.8 
million will be for the external pro
gram and $5 million for the internal. 
This is only a $0.2 million increase 
over last year. Given the importance 
of these programs and the substantial 
interest in them, I believe that we 
should make every effort to provide an 
additional $4.2 million for these pro
grams to achieve a total of $15 million. 
This is a small increase in funding but 
it could go a long way to enhance our 
efforts and strengthen our positive 
presence in South Africa. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
manager of the bill whether he would 
support such a proposal and whether 
he thinks that this could be achieved 
in conference? 

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with the Sena
tor from Illinois that the scholarship 
programs are critical to our efforts to 
assist disadvantaged South Africans 
and am sympathetic to his proposal. 
Since the House has earmarked $20 
million for scholarships, I think that 
we might well be able to reach a $15 
million level in conference. 

Mr. SIMON. As chairman of the Af
rican Affairs Subcommittee of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, I am 
keenly aware of the desperate need of 
all the sub-Saharan African countries 
for assistance. It is my hope that the 
additional $4.2 million for the scholar
ship programs would be taken from 
other accounts, perhaps FMS or ESF, 
and not from the development fund 
for Africa. What is the manager's view 
on this point? 

Mr. INOUYE. I appreciate the Sena
tor's concern about the development 
needs of sub-Saharan Africa. I assure 
the Senator that if it is possible to 
provide the additional scholarship 
money from other accounts, we will 
make an effort to do so. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank the manager 
for his support and interest. I believe 
that we must continue to do all that 
we can to increase our educational ef
forts for the victims of apartheid. In 
this regard, I urge AID and the State 
Department to solicit private sector 
support as well. Such support could be 
channeled through a nonprofit foun
dation. In my view, this would en
hance our program and help to estab
lish more links between the black ma
jority in South Africa and the Ameri
can people. 

Here I would just add, Mr. President, 
AID receives about 50,000 inquiries an
nually for scholarships within South 
Africa. Of the 50,000 inquiries, we can 
give 350 scholarships. We receive 4,000 
inquiries about external scholarships, 
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primarily to the United States. We can 
give 120 of those. 

I hope we can do much, much better. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2527 

Mr. SIMON. Finally, Mr. President, 
I do have an amendment that I think 
is a clarifying amendment. It simply 
inserts one word. I believe it is accept
able to both sides and I send that 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2527. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 91, line 14, between the words 

"are" and "restored", insert the word 
"being". 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the 
amendment simply gives the President 
a little greater flexibility on the 
Panama situation which all of us rec
ognize is a first-class mess right now. I 
believe it is acceptable to both sides. 

Mr. INOUYE. It is acceptable to 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there any further debate on this 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2527) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I believe the Senator 
from New Hampshire has an amend
ment so I would ask unanimous con
sent to temporarily lay aside the 
Helms amendment on Costa Rica. I ask 
that amendment be temporarily laid 
aside and the Senator from New Hamp
shire be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, is 
the first-degree amendment now the 
regular order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
first-degree amendment is now the 
regular order. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the Senator yield 
for a request without losing his right 
to the floor? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Interior 
appropriations bill, H.R. 4867, be laid 
before the Senate following the action 
on the HUD appropriations bill and 
prior to the action on H.R. 4781. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished Republican leader and I thank 
the distinguished Senator for yielding. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2528 

(Purpose: To require that nations receiving 
loans from the International Bank for Re
construction and Development financed, 
in part, by U.S. taxpayer dollars are not 
treated more favorably than the American 
farmer) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

the amendment I am offering is an 
amendment to the pending amend
ment which is the first committee 
amendment. I send it to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 
Copies are being delivered to both 
managers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

HUMPHREY] proposes an amendment num
bered 2528. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 14, strike the period and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: "Provid
ed further, That none of the funds shall be 
made available until the policies of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development with respect to the extension 
of loans are revised to incorporate rates of 
interest, periods of duration, rules with re
spect to the establishment of collateral, 
terms of repayment, and other relevant 
terms which are no more favorable than 
those which are available, on the average, to 
the American family farmer.". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the first committee amendment ap
pears on page 4 of the House bill, and 
I invite my colleagues, both on the 
floor and in their offices, to examine 
that amendment. 

The committee amendment would 
appropriate nearly $71 million as the 
U.S. share of an increase in the World 
Bank capital stock. The $71 million 
appropriation of fiscal year 1989 will 
go into the capital stock of the World 
Bank; the International Bank for Re
construction and Development, to use 
its proper name. 

The $71 million is no small piece of 
change. It is not often that we get to 
vote on the wisdom of appropriating 
money for the various branches of the 
World Bank. It happens that Congress 
appropriates money every year, pretty 
substantial amounts, to the World 
Bank, but we rarely get to vote on it. 
At least in recent years we have rarely 
had opportunity to vote on the 
wisdom of such appropriations be
cause the appropriations, like so many 
others, have been buried deep within 
massive continuing resolutions. 

As a consequence, it has been a 
number of years since we had an ex
pression by the Senate of its opinion 
of these appropriations and wisdom of 
these appropriations. I propose to give 
the Senate an opportunity today to 

vote on the wisdom of this appropria
tion. 

I want to read from a Heritage 
Foundation Backgrounder, some mate
rial that will refresh the memory of 
Senators on the various operations of 
the World Bank, some of which are 
highly questionable. 

Originally, I was tempted to zero out 
this appropriation, but instead have 
chosen to condition the appropriation 
on changes in policies at the Interna
tional Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development with respect to the 
terms, rates of interest, periods of du
ration, and so on, until such time as 
they are no more favorable than those 
which are available on average to the 
American family farmer. 

I think the political point is clear. If 
we are going to be passing out money 
to a multilateral bank in which, frank
ly, we have a very small voice-and I 
will comment further on that point in 
a few minutes-if we are going to be 
making grants of funds to a multilat
eral bank in which we have a very 
small voice and which bank then ex
tends loans to questionable countries, 
questionable creditors under question
able circumstances and questionable 
conditions, then I think we ought to 
think twice about the appearance this 
gives. 

On the one hand, we have domestic 
American borrowers who are having a 
difficult time, only one of which is the 
American farmer, and I have chosen 
that, frankly, for political reasons. 

We ought to think twice about ap
propriating these large sums of money 
to the World Bank which then in tum 
makes very favorable and easy loans to 
countries whose ability to spend the 
money prudently is highly question
able. 

So that is why I have chosen the 
language that I have offered. I think it 
is a good opportunity for the Senate to 
reexamine this whole issue of appro
priating money year after year to the 
World Bank. 

This appropriation in committee 
amendment, nearly $71 million, is the 
U.S. contribution to the World Bank's 
$75 billion general capital increase. 
This capital increase will nearly 
double the size of the World Bank. 

As I said a moment ago, the United 
States has really very little say in the 
terms of these loans or the recipients 
of the loans made by the World Bank 
once we send our money off to the 
World Bank. As a result of this, down 
through the years, Congress, through 
explicit legislation, has directed that 
the U.S. Executive Director of the 
World Bank and other multiliateral 
development banks, for that matter, 
oppose loans, for example, to foreign 
industries that compete directly with 
U.S. enterprises or to countries that 
abuse the human rights of their citi
zens. 
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Yet reading from the Heritage Back

grounder, all of Congress' efforts have 
failed to stop such lending. The most 
recent 5 years for which data have 
been available, Mr. President, U.S. 
fiscal years 1983 through 1987, all 73 
loans are World Bank loans which the 
United States has opposed either 
through abstention or voting no. All 
73, nonetheless, were approved by the 
bank. 

So we are batting zero in the past 5 
years on all of these loans the United 
States has opposed. All of them have 
been extended over our abstention or 
our veto. 

These loans, which are contrary to 
U.S. interests, totals over $5 billion in 
World Bank commitments. Of this, 
the U.S. share is approximately $1 bil
lion. 

To go back to the previous 5-year 
period, in 1978 to 1982, another 74 
loans were approved over U.S. opposi
tion. 

Just readng the highlights from the 
Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, 
World Bank loans and policies they 
supported promoted mainly wasteful, 
money-losing public works projects ir
responsible of least-developed coun
tries' spending policies and a trillion 
dollar debt crisis in the Third World. 

Most Bank funds support govern
ment projects and enterprises. Loans 
have gone, for example, to a Peruvian 
Government gold mine; a Mexican 
state steel sector; the Hungarian Gov
ernment's railroad; the Indian Govern
ment's coal mines; petroleum finance 
for the Government of Yugoslavia; 
and funds for rural collectives in the 
People's Republic of China. 

How many of those loans would Sen
ators have made if we were passing 
judgment on it? I think the answer is 
obvious, and the answer is zero. 

That points up the problem. When 
we lend our scarce resources through 
these multilateral banks, we lose con
trol over the lending process. We lose 
credit, for one thing. We do not get 
much gratitude from these countries 
when they get our money through 
multilateral sources. We get zero grati
tude, in fact. 

Even worse than that, we lose con
trol over the purposes to which these 
funds will be applied. As a conse
quence, many of the funds go to fi
nance wasteful, statist government 
policies and industries and, in truth, a 
great deal of the money is wasted. 

So if the case can be made that we 
ought to be lending moneys to these 
least-developed countries, then we 
ought to be doing it bilaterally. The 
case can be made we ought to lend 
money for this purpose or that, and I 
can see such a case can be made. If the 
case can be made in certain instances, 
then we ought to do it bilaterally 
where we have some control, where we 
can exercise some judgment, where we 
can exercise a prudent stewardship of 

the tax funds of the American people, 
and where we can exercise some dis
cretion about the purposes to which 
these funds will be put and where we 
can exercise some leverage to ensure 
that countries we help in this respect 
show a decent respect for human 
rights within those countries. 

But we cannot do that, and we do 
not do that. We have failed miserably 
to do these things, and we will contin
ue to fail miserable to do these things 
as long as we continue to pour hun
dreds of millions of dollars annually 
into the World Bank and other multi
lateral lending institutions, over which 
we have no practical control. 

It is true with respect to the World 
Bank that we have a veto over changes 
in that organization's charter, but that 
is a big difference over having any real 
say in how the funds are lent once 
they leave the U.S. Treasury. We have 
no say. We can object, we can abstain, 
and in every case for the last 10 years, 
the World Bank, the IBRD, has over
ridden out objections and extended 
loans over our protest. 

Reading further from this excellent 
Heritage Foundation Background 
which will be worthwhile reading for 
any Member of Congress, may I say, 
"Many Third World and all East bloc 
countries abuse the human rights of 
their citizens as a matter of national 
policy. As a means to uphold the prin
ciples of justice for which the United 
States stands, Congress in 1977 man
dated that the U.S. Executive Director 
at the World Bank as well as U.S. rep
resentatives in other multilateral de
velopment banks oppose loans to coun
tries that violate human rights." That 
was the Harkin amendment to the 
International Financial Institutions 
Act of 1977. "And yet notwithstanding 
that and other similar efforts by the 
Congress, numerous World Bank loans 
approved over U.S. opposition provide 
considerable assistance to regimes 
with notorious records of human 
rights violations." 

Do Senators want to appropriate 
money to nations with notorious 
human rights records? Of course not. 
And we would not do it on a bilateral 
basis, but as soon as we engage in 
laundering money, if you will, through 
these multilateral banks, we lose all 
control. The upshot is that many of 
the funds-even $1 would be too 
much-end up in the treasuries of na
tions and governments and regimes 
with notorious records of human 
rights violations. 

"For example, the Marxist military 
government of the Ethiopian leader 
Mengistu Haile-Mariam has received 
over $600 million in loans from the 
Bank since 1979. During that period 
over 4 million villagers were uprooted 
forcibly from their rural homes in 
Eastern Ethiopia and relocated on col
lective farms. The Government in
tends to have relocated nearly all of 

Ethiopia's 30 million rural dwellers by 
the mid-1990's. Very often, as we know 
from extensive news reporting, "villag
ers resist the move and this is met 
with violence, beatings, rapes and 
death. Still another Mengistu pro
gram, this one launched in 1984, has 
forcibly resettled 600,000 Northern 
Ethiopians in the South. The French 
relief organization, Doctors Without 
Borders, estimates that 100,000 Ethio
pians died during this forced resettle
ment." One hundred thousand. "Not
withstanding this horrible human 
rights record, last January the World 
Bank approved another $70 million for 
Ethiopia over United States objections." 

Would we have lent $70 million of 
our own money to Ethiopia? No, we 
would not lend that criminal 70 cents 
and every Senator knows it, but as 
soon as we begin to turn on the faucet 
to the World Bank and we lose con
trol, as we do, the money incredibly 
ends up filling the coffers of regimes 
such as that in Ethiopia. 

"In Syria, President Hafiz al-Assad's 
February 1982 massacre of 20,000 
members of the banned Muslim Broth
erhood in Hama was followed 2 
months later by a $22 million rural 
bank loan. 

"Uganda in 1985 received two World 
Bank loans worth $34 million despite 
the large-scale human rights violations 
under President Milton Obote. An Am
nesty International report released 
that year charged that the Ugandan 
Government security forces had been 
involved in mass detentions, routine 
torture, widespread abductions, and 
frequent killings of prisoners." 

And yet the dollars sent into the 
Treasury by American taxpayers 
through the appropriations process of 
the Congress, often hidden in recent 
years in massive continuing resolu
tions flows into the World Bank and 
then out the other door to regimes 
like that in Ethiopia and in Syria and 
in Uganda, and in Chile, may I point 
out, which will raise concern among 
some of my liberal brethren. 

Not only has Congress tried and 
failed to halt the flow of U.S. funds to 
countries which violate human rights, 
such funds flowing through the World 
Bank, Congress has also tried and 
failed to mandate that the U.S. Execu
tive Director at the World Bank and 
other multilateral development banks 
oppose loans that are inimical to the 
economic interests of this country, to 
oppose World Bank loans that, for ex
ample, involve the "production of any 
commodity for export if the commodi
ty is in surplus on world markets and 
the aid will cause substantial injury to 
U.S. producers of the same, similar or 
competing commodities." This is often 
referred to as the Obey amendment in 
honor of our colleague in the House 
who introduced that amendment in 
1979. 
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And yet notwithstanding that 

amendment and those instructions to 
our representative and his votes 
against such loans, the loans are ap
proved. For example, Brazil received 
$155 million in April of 1986 for ex
panded soybean production. American 
soybean farmers no doubt will be in
terested in the statistic and interested 
to learn that some part of that $155 
million came from American taxpay
ers, including farmers themselves. 
Likewise, in the same month Zaire re
ceived $110 million for its copper in
dustry. Is there a mining industry in 
this country that is more depressed 
than the American copper industry 
today? It is certainly one of the most 
depressed and has been for a very long 
time. And yet American dollars appro
priated by Congress to the World 
Bank are flowing out to countries like 
Zaire for the purpose of expanding the 
production of copper. 

And there have been a number of 
other efforts on the part of Congress 
to require the U.S. Director at the 
Woi-Id Bank to oppose World Bank 
loans for a variety of other reasons. 
Loans are to be opposed to countries 
that "provide refuge to individuals 
committing acts of international air
craft hijacking" or countries that "ex
propriate investments owned by U.S. 
citizens, repudiate contracts with U.S. 
citizens" or countries that have 
"failed, in the view of the President, to 
take adequate steps to prevent the ille
gal sale of narcotics or other con
trolled substances to U.S. Government 
personnel stationed in that country or 
to prevent the illegal supply of such 
drugs from that country into the 
United States. Yet Ethiopia," as an ex
ample, "despite repeated expropria
tion of property, continues to receive 
loans. In addition, Syria has received 
over $145 million in World Bank funds 
and South Yemen over $130 million 
since the State Department in 1979 
listed those countries as supporting 
terrorism." 

"Congressional requirements that 
the U.S. vote against proposed World 
Bank loans that harm U.S. economic, 
political, or ethical interests have 
yielded nothing. Every U.S. opposed 
loan since 1977 has been approved by 
the World Bank"-every loan, every 
loan that we have opposed since 1977 
has nonetheless been approved by the 
World Bank-"annually sending hun
dreds of millions of dollars in scarce 
resources to governments that abuse 
human rights, export terrorism, and 
pursue accelerated production of com
modities already in world oversupply. 
In addition, billions of dollars in U.S.
supported World Bank loans annually 
flood the treasuries of developing 
countries either to finance or bail out 
countless state-run enterprises that 
private capital for good reason, for 
good reason, would not touch. 

Mr. President, this excellent back
ground provided by the Heritage 
Foundation dated May 23, 1988, also 
contains a complete list, I believe, of 
loans approved by the World Bank 
over U.S. objections between the years 
1983 and 1987, the latest period for 
which this information is available. 

The date of the loan, the borrower, 
the amount of the loan, the project 
for which the loan was approved, the 
U.S. vote, and the reason for the U.S. 
vote are all listed in the table. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
complete text of this background, in
cluding the table, be included in the 
REcORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit No. 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

that $71 billion appropriation con
tained in the committee amendment is 
but the first of six installments. This 
is not a one-shot deal. We are expected 
to repeat this in the next 5 years as 
well to increase the lending capital of 
the World Bank. 

Well, I say let others increase the 
lending capital of the World Bank. If 
there are worthy projects which it is 
in the interest of the United States to 
fund-no doubt there are such-then 
let us fund them directly, bilaterally, 
country to country. Let us cut out the 
middle man not only because the 
middle man takes an administrative 
cut. That is the least of our problems. 
But because the middle man is a very 
imprudent banker, he makes bad loans 
to bad countries for bad projects for 
bad reasons. 

When he makes these loans, he is 
making them with the help of the 
American taxpayer. He is, indeed, 
lending out the dollars sent by taxpay
ers to the Treasury which they have a 
right to spend prudently and with 
some control. But we have no control 
when we pass it on through this 
middle man. We have zero control as 
borne out by the fact that every time 
we have objected to a loan, that has 
nonetheless been extended over our 
objection. 

It would not be a bad amendment 
just to reduce this to zero. That was 
my original intention, but I think it 
becomes a little bit more politically at
tractive to offer an amendment that 
says, well, let us only continue to make 
these kinds of appropriations, where 
in this case let us appropriate this 
money in the committee amendment 
only if the policies of the World Bank 
are changed such that the extension 
of the loans are revised to incorporate 
rates of interest, periods of duration, 
that is the term of the loan, rules with 
respect to the establishment of the 
collateral, terms of repayment, and 
other relevant terms which are no 
more favorable than those which are 
available on average to the American 

family farmer. That seems like a fair 
proposition. 

What is good for the American farm
ers, the American businesses, is good 
enough for the rest of the world wher
ever U.S. money is involved. That 
seems like a fair proposition. That is 
the proposition which I have laid 
before the Senate in the form of this 
amendment pending to the first com
mittee amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
EXHIBIT 1 

WORLD BANK SNOOKERS U.S. CoNGRESS, 
AGAIN 

INTRODUCTION 

This year Congress is being asked by the 
Reagan Administration to approve an extra 
$14 billion in cash and guarantees for the 
World Bank. This would be the United 
States' contribution to the World Bank's 
$74.8 billion "general capital increase." This 
increase would nearly double the size of the 
Bank.1 Congress has good reason to view un
favorably this gargantuan increase in the 
Bank's size. As it is, Congress already is very 
concerned about the failure of World Bank 
lending to promote economic growth in less 
developed countries <LDCs). In addition, 
Congress has questioned whether World 
Bank lending serves other U.S. economic, 
political, and ethical interests. As a result, 
Congress, through explicit legislation, has 
directed the U.S. executive director at the 
World Bank and other multilateral develop
ment banks to oppose loans, for example, to 
foreign industries that compete directly 
with U.S. enterprises or to countries that 
abuse the human rights of their citizens.2 

Yet all of Congress' efforts have failed to 
stop such lending. 

Ignoring U.S. views 
In the most recent five years for which 

data have been assembled-U.S. fiscal years 
1983-1987-all 73 loans of the World Bank 
Group which the U.S. has opposed, through 
either abstention or voting "no," nonethe
less were approved by the Bank (see table). 
These loans, which are contrary to U.S. in
terests, total over $5 billion in World Bank 
commitments; of this, the U.S. share is ap
proximately $1 billion. Similarly, in the 
1978 to 1982 period, another 74 loans were 
approved over U.S. opposition. Countless 
other loans that the U.S. did support with 
its vote, moreover, have been contrary to 
sustainable economic development and pri
vate sector growth in the Third World. 

U.S. Treasury officials argue that more 
money for the World Bank serves U.S. inter
ests since America's influence at the Bank is 
substantial. The evidence contradicts this. 
Were this true, one would expect that at 
least a few loans opposed by the U.S. would 
have been blocked. Instead, the World Bank 
consistently opposes U.S. interests as legis
lated by Congress. Until it can remedy this 

1Current capital stock of the 44-year old Interna
tional Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
UBRD> totals $96 billion. The capital increase 
would boost subscribed capital to $171 billion. The 
general capital increase is for the IBRD, the main 
body in the "World Bank" Group. The Internation
al Development Association UDA> and the Interna
tional Finance Corporation UFC> affiliates are 
funded separately. 

2ln addition, the U.S. executive director also fre
quently opposes loans out of concerns Congress has 
not explicitly targeted, such as the potential dis
placement of foreign private capital or the inappro
priate macro-economic policies of the recipient. 



17200 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
situation, Congress should question the 
wisdom of giving $14 billion more in U.S. 
taxpayer funds and commitments to the 
World Bank. 

A RECORD OF ECONOMIC FAILURES 

The World Bank was established in 1944 
as a lender of last resort for the reconstruc
tion of Europe after World War II. In the 
1960s and 1970s, the Bank turned increas
ingly to LDCs in Latin America, Africa and 
Asia. Bank officials maintained that provid
ing these governments with massive trans
fers of wealth from the industrial Western 
countries would produce economic growth 
and prosperity. In fact, World Bank loans 
and the policies that they supported pro
moted mainly wasteful, money-losing public 
works projects, irresponsible LDC spending 
policies, and a trillion-dollar debt crisis in 
the Third World. 

Congress understandably has been con
cerned about the World Bank's failed poli
cies. The Chairman of the House of Repre
sentatives Banking Subcommittee on Inter
national Development Institutions and Fi
nance, Walter E. Fauntroy, the District of 
Columbia Democrat, recently observed of 
the Bank's policy loans that "the track 
record has not been brilliant thus far and 
the Bank has been constrained to offer vari
ous explanations as to why so many of its 
adjustment programs have failed." 3 A good 
part of this explanation lies in the fact that 
most Bank funds support government 
projects and enterprises. This is true even of 
the new and presumably reformist "policy
based" loans that are supposed top be made 
only if recipient countries alter their eco
nomic policies. 

Typical bank loans have gone to a Peruvi
an government gold mine, the Mexican state 
steel sector, the Hungarian government's 
railroad, the Indian government's coal 
mines, petroleum finance for the govern
ment of Yugoslavia, and funds for rural col
lectives in the People's Republic of China. 

SUBSIDIES FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSERS 

Many Third World and all East bloc coun
tries abuse the human rights of their citi
zens as a matter of national policy. As a 
means to uphold the principles of justice for 
which the U.S. stands, Congress in 1977 
mandated that the U.S. executive director 
at the World Bank, as well as U.S. repre
sentatives at the other multilateral develop
mental banks, oppose loans to countries 
that violate human rights. 4 Yet numerous 
World Bank loans, approved over U.S. oppo
sition, provide considerable assistance to re
gimes with notorious records of human 
rights violations. Example: the Marxist mili
tary government of Ethiopian dictator Men
gistu Haile Mariam has received over $600 
million in loans from the Bank since 1979. 
During that period, over 4 million villagers 
were uprooted forcibly from their rural 
homes in eastern Ethiopia and relocated on 
collective farms. 5 The government intends 

3 0pening statement at the House Banking sub
committee's May 4, 1988 hearing on "A General 
Capital Increase for the World Bank: Policy Based 
Lending and the World Bank." 

4 Intemational Financial Institutions Act of 1977, 
sec. 701(a) and <e> <"Harkin amendment"). 

•According to Karl Zinsmeister, a specialist on 
Sub-Saharan Africa and adjunct research associate 
at the American Enterprise Institute: "In a typical 
operation, government troops arrive in an agricul
tural hamlet, arrest the traditional chiefs, requisi
tion all private property <crops, livestock, tools>, 
then force the locals to break down their huts. 
They are then force-marched, carrying pieces of 
their houses on their backs, to a new central loca
tion • • • [which] often lacks adequate water sup-

to have relocated nearly all of Ethiopia's 30 
million rural dwellers by the mid-1990s. 
Very often villagers resist the move, and 
this is met with violence, beatings, rapes, 
and death. 

Falling Te/f output. 
Still another Mengistu program-this one 

launched in 1984-has forcibly resettled 
600,000 northern Ethiopians in the south. 
The French relief organization, Doctors 
Without Borders, estimates that 100,000 
Ethiopians died during resettlement. 6 After 
an international outcry, the program was 
suspended during 1986 and 1987. But Men
gistu restarted the program last December 
and intends to resettle another 300,000 
people in 1988. Last January, the World 
Bank approved another $70 million for 
Ethiopia, over U.S. objections. 

Aside from their brutality, Mengistu's pro
grams also have been an economic disaster. 
Production of teff, Ethiopia's main food 
grain, fell by 60 percent between 1975 and 
1982, while reserves that might have fore
stalled famine evaporated. 7 Some three mil
lion residents of Eritrea and Tigre provinces 
now face starvation for the second time in 
four years. 

Loans tor Laos, Syria, Uganda. 
Similarly, in Laos, the government re

ceived a $15 million World Bank loan in 
1981, despite its detention of thousands of 
political prisoners in "re-education" camps, 
where many have starved or been executed 
for trying to escape.8 

In Syria, President Hafez al-Assad's Feb
ruary 1982 massacre of 20,000 members of 
the banned Muslim Brotherhood in Hama 
was followed two months later by a $22 mil
lion World Bank loan. 

Uganda in 1985 received two World Bank 
loans worth $34 million despite the large
scale human rights violations under Presi
dent · A. Milton Obote. An Amnesty Interna
tional report released that year charged 
that Ugandan government security forces 
had been involved in mass detentions, rou
tine torture, widespread abductions, and fre
quent killings of prisoners. 9 

FINANCING SURPLUS COMMODITIES 

While free trade and international compe
tition help all countries, government subsi
dies to particular industries or sectors create 
economic distortions and unfairly harm 
more competitive enterprises, including 
American businesses. For this reason, Con
gress mandates that the U.S. executive di
rector at the World Bank and other multi
lateral development banks oppose loans for: 

Production of any commodity for export if 
the commodity is in surplus on world mar
kets and the aid will cause substantial 
injury to U.S. producers of the same, simi
lar, or competing commodities <often re
ferred to as the "Obey amendment"); 10 

plies and is usually far removed from old fields. 
Much previously cultivated land is neglected and 
abandoned as a result • • • The old sites are bull
dozed." See "All the Hungry People," Reason, June 
1988, p, 25. 

ecited in ibid. 
7Ibid. 
8Reportedly, 20 camps held 15,000 prisoners in 

1980. See "Country Reports on Human Rights 
Practices for 1983," report submitted by the U.S. 
Department of State to the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, February 1984, p. 827. 

9See "Country Reports on Human Rights Prac
tices for 1985," pp. 358-361. 

1°Foreign Assistance Appropriation Act of 1979, 
sees. 609-610, introduced by Representative David 
R. Obey, the Wisconsin Democrat. 

Establishing or expanding production for 
export of palm oil, sugar, or citrus crops if 
the loans will injure U.S. producers of the 
same, similar, or competing agricultural 
commodities; 11 

Production of any copper commodity for 
export or for the expansion or improvement 
of any copper mining, smelting, or refining 
capacity. 12 

Yet World Bank funds have gone for 
these purposes. Example: Brazil received 
$155 million in April 1986 for expanded soy
bean production. Example: in the same 
month, Zaire received $110 million for its 
copper industry. 

POLITICAL GROUNDS FOR OPPOSITION 

Congress requires the U.S. executive direc
tor to oppose World Bank loans for a varie
ty of other reasons. Loans are to be opposed 
to countries that: 

Provide refuge to individuals committing 
acts of international aircraft hijacking; 1s 

Expropriate investments owned by U.S. 
citizens, repudiate contracts with U.S. citi
zens or impose discriminatory taxes which 
have a similar confiscatory effect, unless ar
rangements for prompt, adequate, and ef
fective compensation have been made or 
good faith negotiations are underway;14 

Failed, in the view of the President, to 
take adequate steps to prevent the illegal 
sale of narcotics or other controlled sub
stances to U.S. government personnel sta
tioned in that country or to prevent the ille
gal entry of such drugs from that country 
into the U .s.u 

Yet Ethiopia, despite repeated expropria
tion of property, continues to receive loans. 
In addition, Syria has received over $145 
million in Bank funds and South Yemen 
over $130 million since the State Depart
ment in 1979 listed them as supporting ter
rorism. 

SEEKING EFFECTIVE LEGISLATION 

Senator Robert W. Kasten, the Wisconsin 
Republican, has sponsored recent legislation 
which requires that the Agency for Interna
tional Development enhance its "early 
warning system" to anticipate the potential 
environmental impact of World Bank and 
other multilateral development bank 
<MDB) loans well in advance of their ap
proval. When adverse environmental impact 
is found likely, the U.S. executive director 
at the appropriate MDB is to seek project 
changes to eliminate the problem. 18 This 

11Intemational Financial Institutions Act of 1977, 
sec. 901(a), introduced by Representative Dawson 
Mathis, the Georgia Democrat. 

12Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1985, sec. 501 
and 502<c>. introduced by Senator Jake Gam, the 
Utah Republican. 

13Intema.tional Financial Institutions Act of 1977, 
sec. 701<a> and <e>. introduced by then Representa
tive Tom Harkin, the Iowa. Democrat. 

14IDA III Act of 1972, adding sec. 12 to the 1960 
IDA Act introduced by Representative Henry B. 
Gonzalez, the Texas Democrat; acceptance of a 
non-germa.ine amendment mandated application to 
the IBRD as well. 

15IDA III Act of 1972, adding sec. 13 to the 1960 
IDA Act, introduced by Representative Charles B. 
Rangel, the New York Democrat; acceptance of a 
non-germane amendment mandated application to 
the IBRD as well. <If the House now votes to reject 
Ronald Reagan's certification of Mexico, as the 
Senate did last April, it will have only a. symbolic 
effect. Since all loans opposed by the U.S. a.t the 
World Bank are nevertheless approved, there is no 
reason to believe that Mexico will be penalized in 
any way as a result of this action.> 

18Sec. 537 of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi
nancing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
of 1988; as included in the fiscal 1988 omnibus 
spending bill and replicated in authorizing legisla
tion as well. 
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legislation attempts to head off environ
mentally destructive projects, rather than 
specifying grounds for U.S. opposition at 
the time of votes on proposed loans. 

Senator Steve Symms, the Idaho Republi
can, has attempted to bring some account
ability to the World Bank and other MOBs 
with his Foreign Agricultural Investment 
Reform <FAIR> bill. Similar to_:.but strong
er than-the 1979 Obey amendment, FAIR 
would require the U.S. executive director at 
all MOBs to oppose loans for the production 
of commodities that are already in world 
over-supply, otherwise economically unvia
ble, or subsidized, as defined by the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade <GA'IT>. 
But if the World Bank or other MDB ap
proves such assistance over U.S. opposition, 
the U.S. Treasury is to request a statement 
of policy from the MOB and may not agree 
to any capital increase or replenishment 
until this is forthcoming. 17 

FAIR also would mandate that U.S. paid
in contributions under any subsequent cap
ital increase or replenishment for the World 
Bank or other MOBs would be that level to 
which the U.S. originally agreed minus a 
penalty for every commodity loan, as de
fined in the bill, approved over U.S. opposi
tion.18 There is a danger that the contribu
tion requested from the U.S. would be in
flated, anticipating such an automatic cut. 
Still, FAIR is an important attempt to hold 
the World Bank accountable. The bill 
passed the Senate four times in recent 
years, but has yet to pass the House. 

CONCLUSION 

Congressional requirements that the U.S. 
vote against proposed World Bank loans 
that harm U.S. economic, political, or ethi
cal interests have yielded nothing. Every 
U.S.-opposed loan since 1977 has been ap
proved by the World Bank, annually send
ing hundreds of millions of dollars in scarce 

resources to governments that abuse human 
rights, export terrorism, and pursue acceler
ated production of commodities already in 
world over-supply. In addition, billions of 
dollars in U.S.-supported World Bank loans 
annually flood the treasuries of developing 
countries either to finance or bail out count
less state-run enterprises that private cap
ital for good reason would not touch. 

Using U.S. leverage. 
Now the World Bank is coming hat-in

hand to Congress for $14 billion in new cash 
and guarantees to expand further its ques
tionable activities. The only real leverage 
U.S. lawmakers seem to have over the Bank 
is to deny such new resources. In light of 
past congressional impotence to influence 
Bank policy, a denial of new funds seems to 
be the only way for Congress to reassert its 
authority. 

MELANIE S. TAMMEN, 
Research Associate. 

U.S. NEGATIVE VOTES AND ABSTENTIONS IN THE WORLD BANK GROUP: 1983-8]1 

lnstitution2 Date Borrower 

IBRD ..................... October 1982 .......................... India ....................................... . 

IBRD ..................... January 1983 .......................... China ...................................... . 
IBRD ..................... February 1983 ........................ India ....................................... . 
IBRD ..................... March 1983 ............................ China ...................................... . 

~~~~.::::::::::::::::::::: ::rJ9
fisi::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:::::: : ::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::: 

IDA ....................... April 1983 .............................. Yemen, PDR ........................... . 
IDA ....................... May 1983 ............................... Ethiopia .................................. . 
IDA ....................... . ..... do ..................................... Ghana ..................................... . 
IDA ....................... . ..... do ..................................... Yemen, PDR ........................... . 
IDA ....................... June 1983 .............................. Ethiopia .................................. . 
IDA ....................... . ..... do ..................................... Laos, PDR .............................. . 

m~ ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~-~-~~~~~.: :::: :: : ::::::::::::::: : : :: :::: ~~:a~::::: : :::: : :::::::::::::::::: : :::: 
IBRD .................. ... March 1984 ............................ Hungary ................................ .. 
IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... India ......... .............................. . 

IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... Nigeria ................................... . 
IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... Zambia ................................... . 
IBRD ..................... May 1984 ............................... China ...................................... . 

IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... Hungary ................................. . 
IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... Syria ...................................... . 
IBRD ..................... September 1984 ..................... Philippines .............................. . 
IDA ....................... December 1983 ...................... Ethiopia .................................. . 
IDA ....................... May 1984 ............................... Yemen, PDR ........................... . 
IDA ....................... June 1984 .............................. Benin ..................................... . 
IDA ............................. do ........................................... do .................................... . 
IDA ....................... . ..... do ..................................... India ....................................... . 

~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ti~: ·"i9s4·::::::::::::::::::::: ~~%~.:::::::::: :: ::::::::::::: ::: ::::: :: 
IDA ............................. do ........................................... do .................................... . 
IDA ............................. do ........................................... do .................................... . 
IBRD ..................... November 1984 ...................... Colombia ................................ . 
IBRD ..................... March 1985 ............................ Chile ....................................... . 
IBRD ..................... August 1985 ........................... Mexico ................................... . 
IBRD ..................... September 1985 ..................... Syria ...................................... . 
IDA ....................... December 1985 ...................... Benin ..................................... . 
IDA ....................... March 1985 ............................ Uganda ................................... . 
IDA ............................. do ........................................... do .................................... . 
IDA ............................. do ..................................... Yemen, PDR ........................... . 
IDA ....................... April 1985 .............................. Ethiopia .................................. . 
IDA ....................... June 1985 .............................. Yemen, PDR ........................... . 
IFC... ..................... February 1985 ........................ Brazil ..................................... . 

IFC ........................ June 1985 .............................. Chile ....................................... . 
IBRD ..................... December 1985 ...................... Mauritania .............................. . 

IBRD ..................... March 1986 ............................ China ...................................... . 

IBRD ..................... Arpil 1986 .............................. Brazil ..................................... . 
IBRD ..................... . ..... do ..................................... Zaire ...................................... . 
IBRD ..................... May 1986 ............................... Hungary ................................. . 
IBRD ........................... do ..................................... Syria ...................... ................ . 
IBRD ..................... June 1986 ........................ ...... Brazil ..................................... . 

IBRD ..................... July 1986 ............................... Malaysia ................................. . 
IDA ....................... March 1986 ............................ China ...................................... . 

IDA ....................... April 1986 .............................. Ethiopia .................................. . 

t1The Treasury also may not allow the letting of 
any instrument or note of credit by the · institution 
either in the United States or denominated in U.S. 
dollars. 

Amount ($ 
millions) 

$165.5 

162.4 
222.3 
100.8 

203.7 
13.0 
9.0 

20.0 
11.0 
7.6 
7.0 
6.2 

70.0 
35.0 
90.0 

242.5 

25.0 
75.0 

100.3 

24.3 
30.0 

150.0 
35.0 
10.4 
18.0 
5.4 

220.0 
40.0 
70.0 
4.0 

22.0 
130.0 

11.0 
150.0 

7.5 
5.0 
5.1 

28.8 
5.0 

30.0 
14.4 
3.0 

Project U.S. vote Reason 

Krishna-Godavari petroleum exp ............................... No ............................ Potential displacement of foreign private capital 
and inappropriate sector policies. 

~~~?wt~~~~:_:::~~~::~~~:: ~L:::::: : :::: :: :: : ::::::::: ::::::~ : : ::: : : : :: :: :: : :::::::::::::::::::: :: :::::::: : :::::::::::::::::: :: :::: 
men!. 

g~~: ~": =:~: a=-==:~:~ 
Energy project... ....................................................... Abstain..................... Inappropriate macroeconomic policies ..................... . 

~~~!u~o!noikiii.aiiif&eciiiieiiiiai""slii<iY· :::: No·:.~.::: : :::::::: : ::::::: : : ~~~~~~:: : : ::: :::::::: : : : :::::::::::::: : : : :::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~r~~.t~--~~~--~-~~~~.:::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::: ~~~~:::::::::::::::::::: : =:i~t~::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::::: :: ::: ::: 
~~~;le~~r::: :: ::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ~~~~::::: :: :: : ::::::::::: ~:;\r~~~:~~e~~iVale .. ca~iac:: 
Cambay Basin petroleum project... .................. ........ No ............................ Potential displacement of foreign private capital 

and inappropriate sector policies. 
Gas technical assistance .......................................... No ............................ Potential displacement of foreign private capital.. .. . 
Copper industry rehabilitation .................................. No............................ Doubtful financial viability ...................................... . 
Karamay petroleum project...................................... No ............................ Potential displacement of foreign private capital 

and inappropriate sector policies. 
Petroleum project... .................................................. Abstain..................... Potential displacement of foreign private capital... .. 
Horns and Hama sewerage project.......................... . ..... do ...................... Human rights ............................ .............................. . 
Agricultural sector inputs ......................................... No ............................ Inadequate sector reform conditionality .................. . 
Second coffee processing and marketing ................. No ............................ Expropriation ........................................................... . 
Fourth education ............ .......................................... Abstain..................... Human rights .......................................................... . 
Seme oilfield development 11.................................... . ..... do ...................... . ..... do ..................................................................... . 
Forestry project. ....................................................... . ..... do . .... ................. . ..... do ..................................................................... . 
National cooperative dev't ....................................... No ............................ Inadequate sector reform conditionality .................. . 
Telecommunications ........ .. . ....... .... ........................... No............................ Expropriation ........................................................... . 
Sixth education project ................. ..... ...................... No .................................. do ..................................................................... . 
Tech. assist. for econ. mgmt... ..... ........................... No ............................ ...... do ..................................................................... . 

~;~o~ee:r~·i· : :::::::::::::::: : :::::: : :::::::: : : :: :: :: :::::::::::::: ~~ ::::::::::::: : :: : ::::::::::: iiOi~~i .. d.i5Piaceiiieiii.oi""iOiei&ii .. iiiiVaie .. caiiiiai::::: 

r:~n=r h:s~~~~~~-~ ::: : :: : ::: : : : : : ::::::::::::::::::: :: ::: ~-~~::::::::::::::: : ::::: ~~~~i~~r-interesi" "[aies""iiiiii"iiiidget " siiiiSidY"::::: 
~~~~f:~si·::: : :::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::: : ::: ::: :::::::::::::: : ::::::~ :::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~n-- ~~~~~~::::::::: : ::: : :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : : : :::::: 
Petroleum tech. assistance ................... ................... . ..... do ...................... . ..... do ..................................................................... . 
Power rehabilitation II .................... ... ...................... . ..... do ......... ............. . ..... do ..................................................................... . 
Ag'l research and extension ........................ .. .......... . ..... do ............................ do ..................................................................... . 
Drought recovery program ................................ .... ... No. ........................... Expropriation ........................................................... . 
Highways IV ............................................................ Abstain..................... Human rights .......................................................... . 
COSIGUA steel modernization ................................... No ............................ Additional IFC equity investment not necessary, 

and so could displace local private capital. 
18.7 COCAR coal .............................................................. Abstain ..................... Human rights .......................................................... . 
20.0 SNIM iron ore mining rehab.................................... . ..... do ...................... Potentially premature due to global overcapacity, 

and unsound sector tax policy. 
75.0 Third industrial credit project .......... ................... ..... ...... do ...................... Unsustainable textile, export trend given bilateral 

155.0 
110.0 
64.0 
70.0 

500.0 

quota agreements. 

~~~::~:::::::::::::::: : : : :::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::~: : ~=~::::::::::::::: : ::::: 5J=.;~:~i:: : :: :: :: : :: : :: : :: :: :::::::::::: : :::::: : :::: 
Aleppo sewerage 11 .................................................. . ... .. do ...................... Human rights .......................................................... . 
Electric power sector loan ....................................... No ............................ Inadequate tariff levels and potential environmen-

tal problems. 
55.0 Second Western Johor ag. deve. (Palm Oil) ........... No ............................ No institution building role for IBRD ...................... . 
25.0 Third industrial credit project .................................. Abstain ..................... Unsustainable textile export trend given bilateral 

5.5 Port project.............................................................. . ..... do ...................... Hu~~tari:~~~~~~: .............................................. . 

Final disposition of 
loan 

Approved. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

18The aggregate penalty is calculated by project
ing the U.S. share of the funding increase-for ex
ample, 18.75 percent for the current general capital 
increase-into the total amount of such commodity 
assistance the Bank approved during the previous 

funding period. For example, had the legislation 
been in place at the time of the recently negotiated 
general capital increase and the approved commodi
ty loans, as defined by FAIR, in the previous period 
totaled $2 billion, the U.S. would have to subtract 
18.75 percent of $2 billion-or $375 million-from 
its paid-in contributions. 
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Institution• Date Borrower 

m~ ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~-~-~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::: r~:a·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
IDA ....................... July 1986 ..................................... do .................. ........ .. ........ . 
IDA ....................... August 1986 ........................... Guyana ................................... . 

~~~o· ::::::::::::::::::::: =:lilt:::::::::::::::::::: ~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:?1~:~~::::::::::: :: ::::::::: :::: ~na~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
IBRD .............. ....... June 1987 .............................. Chile ...................................... .. 
IBRD ..................... .. .... do ........ ............................. .. .... do .................................... . 
IBRD ..................... .. .... do .................. ................... Mexico .................................. .. 
IDA ....................... October 1986 .......................... Yemen, PDR .......................... .. 
IDA ....................... March 1987 ............................ China ...................................... . 

IDA ....................... .. .... do ..................................... Ethiopia .................................. . 

~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ m~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: vei!:·"Poic::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1~ :::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~uf?Si.~.~-~.: :::::: : :: ::::: :::::::: : ?!iiM!ia:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
IFC ........................ June 1987 .............................. Brazil .................................... .. 
IFC ........................ August 1987 ........................... .. .... do ................................... .. 

Amount ($ 
millions) Project U.S. vote Reason 

30.0 Grain storage and processing (Rice) ............................ do .............. ........ Inadequate sector reform and private sector role .. .. 

~~:~ ~:N~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: : :: :::::::::: : ::::::::::::: ::::::~:: :::::: : ::::: : :: : :::: ~.~~~n .. ~~~~~~ :::::::::::::: : : ::: :::::::::::::::::::: : : :::::::::::::::::: 
7.0 Bauxite industry tech. assistance project......... ....... .. .... do ...................... Premature pending resolution of inappropriate 

country macroeconomic policies. 
8.6 

250.0 
226.0 
250.0 

95.0 
21.5 

400.0 
5.6 

50.0 

e~~~~~:n~~::~:iiiii~ii~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~~~::::::::::: : ::::::::: ~=~~~:::::~~:~::~:7:::~~~~::::::: ::::::: 
Fourth industrial credit project... ............................. Abstain..................... Unsustainable textile export trend given bilateral 

Pehuenche hydr~r ................................................. do...................... Hu~':.tari:~~~~~~: .............................................. . 
Power transmission ........................................................ do ............................ do ..................................................................... . 

~a~~~~~~cr~~~.:::: : :: :::::: ::: : :::::::::::::::: : ::: ::: ::::: : :::::: ::::::~ :::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~!~i:~~~~-~ .. ~~-~~-~~~ .. ~~~~.::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: 
Fourth industrial credit project................................ .. .... do ...................... Unsustainable textile export trend given bilateral 

7.0 Small scale irrigation ..................................................... do ....... ............... Hu~tari:~~~~~~: ............................................. .. 

fU ~~:~r:::~~~~:i~ii~~: :i~~::~~~ii~:::::::: ::::::~ :::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::~ ::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
37.6 VENCEMOS Cement Mill expansion .......................... .. .... do ...................... SignifiCant export subsidy relevant to U.S. 

market. 
20.0 MBR Iron Ore Mine expansion ................................. No ................ ........ .... IFC funding not really needed ................................ .. 
80.0 Three Banks Ind. modernization financing ............... No ............................ Unconditioned balance of payments supPO!t, debt 

moratorium, and no IFC institution-building 
role. 

Final disposition of 
loan 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

'U.S. fiscal years are used. Source: "International Finance: The National Advisory Council on International Monetary and Financial Policies, Annual Report to the President and to the Congress," various annuals for fiscal years 1983 through 
1986, and fiscal 1987 in draft form. 

•The World Bank Group is composed of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), its main body, in addition to the International Development Association (IDA) and International Finance Corporation (IFC) affiliates. 
Notes.-Total approved over U.S. opposition: $5.3 billion. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, at the 

conclusion of World War II, by policy 
we decided that our worst enemy was 
not the Fascists but the Communists, 
and accordingly we established a for
eign policy to contain the Commu
nists, and to dissuade them from 
moving into other lands. 

As part of this policy, we participat
ed in the establishment at Bretton 
Woods of the World Bank. At that 
time although the World Bank was a 
multilateral financial institution we 
provided the bulk of the money. For 
example, in the IDB, the soft window, 
we provided more than half of it. 
Today, we provide less than 20 percent 
because we never intended to carry 
the load for the world. It would be im
possible. 

Why did we establish the Bank? I 
think the rationale is a good one. It is 
a rather simple one. We have conclud
ed, and long felt, that communism 
flourishes in areas of instability, they 
would flourish where there is hunger 
and poverty, they would flourish 
where there is corruption, cruelty, in
humanity, and they would flourish in 
those lands where men and women 
have lost faith in their future and lost 
hope in their future. 

So we decided that it would be in our 
national interests because democracy 
flourishes in a stable world. Democra
cy flourishes in a world without 
hunger and pain, and poverty. This 
amendment submitted with the best of 
intentions would gut the World Bank 
because we deal not with wealthy 
countries where they can put up an 
adequate collateral. We are dealing 
with countries where the per capita 
income is less than $1,000. We are 
dealing with some countries where the 

per capita income is less than $300 a 
year. If nothing is done, there is where 
communism flourishes. 

It should also be pointed out that 
about 20 years ago the Government of 
the United States formed the very im
portant task force, a task force to de
termine the strategic needs of the 
United States. The study is one that 
we should all restudy, and reacquaint 
ourselves with because it indicated as 
it will indicate today that 85 percent 
of our strategic goods have to come 
from the outside. 

We have coal in the United States. 
We have iron in the United States. 
Where do we get bauxite, the basic 
element for aluminum? Without alu
minum Detroit would close up within 
a week. Bauxite is not found in the 
United States. Bauxite is found in Ja
maica. Correction, there is a place in 
the United States where bauxite can 
be found. A rather small desposit can 
be found below the city of Lihue on 
the Island of Kauai in Hawaii, and we 
are not going to dig up the city of 
Lihue to provide bauxite for the 
United States. Where do we find chro
mium? Chromium is found in Zim
babwe, and the Soviet Union. Without 
chromium, we cannot make those steel 
alloys. Where ·do we find diamonds 
that are necessary for industry? I can 
go through the list of items that are 
needed, titanium. I do not care what it 
is. I cannot pronounce these names. 
But without those we cannot build an 
ICBM. We cannot support our defense 
structure. In closely scrutinizing one 
will soon learn that very few of these 
items are found in our European allies. 
You do not find chromium in England. 
You do not find diamonds in England, 
nor do you find it in France, or Bel
gium. You find them in Africa. 

Where do you find titanium? Not in 
the United States. All of the strategic 

goods are found in countries which for 
the most part or crying for help. We 
have been able to provide through the 
foreign policy of the United States in 
the assistance program help for these 
countries so that these countries can 
help themselves. 

I think one should look at the world, 
the globe itself, and one would find 
that by following this policy we have 
been able to stem the growth of com
munism. We have been able to deny 
the expansion of it. It has worked. 

Today, most of the countries of the 
world are participating in the World 
Bank. With this amendment we would 
not be able to participate in the gener
al contribution; and if we were not 
able to do that, we would not be able 
to exercise the important veto that we 
presently have in the World Bank. 

I would hope that my colleagues 
would find it in their hearts to oppose 
the amendment of my friend from 
New Hampshire. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 
difficulty with this amendment and 
others like it is that the charter of the 
World Bank prohibits the acceptance 
of conditioned funds no matter how 
meritorious or attractive they might 
be. So, any kind of condition, such as 
those this amendment offers, would 
have the effect of eliminating the con
tribution of U.S. funding, to the World 
Bank. I do not think any of us want to 
do that, and therefore I oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DASCHLE). The Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my 
colleague from Wisconsin is quite cor
rect, that the Executive simply would 
not be able to make this $71 million 
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contribution to the World Bank in 
fiscal year 1989 if the pending amend
ment is adopted. Quite so. Nor should 
the Executive make a further contri
bution of $71 million to the World 
Bank, in the opinion of this Senator, 
for the many reasons I have laid out; 
because when we lend through a mul
tilateral institution, as opposed to 
lending directly to a needy nation, we 
lose all control, notwithstanding refer
ence to a veto, which my friend from 
Ohio made. 

As a practical matter, as borne out 
by the statistics, without exception, 
loans are and have been and will be 
approved over our objection, even 
when the loans are made to evil coun
tries and evil regimes for foolish pur
poses and often will be wasted. We 
should not write our Treasury checks 
to the World Bank. 

If there are worthy projects, and 
indeed there are, and worthy recipi
ents and worthy countries, as there 
are, and it is in the security interests 
of the United States, as it often is, to 
help such countries-and the Senator 
referred to strategic minerals as a le
gitimate concern-then we should 
make such loans bilaterally. That is 
my plea. 

If we are going to spend funds of 
American taxpayers in helping other 
nations, let us do it directly, so that we 
have complete control over the ex
penditures, so that the money is not 
wasted or, worse, used by truly evil re
gimes to extend their power and their 
stay in office. 

The Senator from Hawaii rightly 
raised the concerns which Americans 
share, and have historically, for reliev
ing poverty and hardship and hunger 
and pain and for creating the kind of 
conditions in which democracy flour
ishes. We are all for that. That is an 
important part of the American 
legacy. But we do it best-and the 
record bears this out virtually without 
exception-when we lend bilaterally. 
We do it worst, abominably worst, 
when we do it multilaterally. 

I say, plainly, the time has come to 
end this bilateral lending. The time 
has come to end shipping off vast 
sums of American money, hundreds of 
millions of dollars-over time, billions 
of dollars-to foolish agencies like the 
World Development Bank. 

There is a cost for us to embrace in 
helping undeveloped countries, and it 
is :lp. our interest to do it, as well as in 
the· interest of humanitarian cost; but 
we do it far better when we do it bilat
erally. We do it poorly, indeed irre
sponsibly, when we do it multilateral
ly, and that is why I offer this amend
ment. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii and I have a basic disagree
ment on this, and that is what makes 
the world go 'round, I guess. 

I suppose the American taxpayers 
would be on the side of the Senator 

19-059 0-89-29 (Pt. 12) 

from New Hampshire. I hope I am not 
flattering myself unduly in that. I 
think it is a good case and involves 
prudence and a responsible position 
with respect to the expenditure of 
American tax dollars. Therefore, I 
hope that the Senate will adopt this 
amendment. 

It is not the end of the world. If we 
do not make our World Bank contribu
tion for fiscal year 1989, we just freeze 
up the same amount of money for bi
lateral lending, which will do a lot 
more good for those countries and for 
the United States than to continue 
pouring money into the coffers of the 
World Bank, which in turn lends it 
out, often in a very wasteful and coun
terproductive way. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I make 
the point of order that this matter is 
legislation on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
raise the defense of germaneness, and 
I ask that I may have 1 minute to 
speak on the point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask the Chair to examine page 4, line 
12, beginning with the words "provid
ed further, that none of these funds 
shall be made available until S. 2524 or 
another act authorizing the appropria
tion of such funds is enacted into law." 
Is not that very passage in the com
mittee amendment legislation on an 
appropriations measure? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is cor
rect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And, therefore, 
were the Chair to rule on the point of 
order raised by the Senator from 
Hawaii in favor of the Senator-would 
not the Chair be compelled to find 
that if there is legislation in the Hum
phrey amendment, it is nonetheless 
germane because of the legislation 
within the committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
rule XVI, questions of germaneness 
are not ruled on by the Chair and are 
submitted to the Senate for debate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A parliamentary 
inquiry: Following disposition of the 
point of order raised by the Senator 
form Hawaii, would raising a point of 
order be in order against that same 
passage on the ground that it is legis
lation on an appropriations bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It 
would be timely to raise the point of 
order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
raise the defense of germaneness and 
ask for the--

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. INOUYE. Listening to your dis

cussion, I would like, if you wish, to 
withdraw my point of order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly have 
no objection to that. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I with
draw my point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is withdrawn. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose any amendment to 
strike the $70.1. million funding for 
the general capital increase [GCil for 
the World Bank. 

The United States must continue to 
exercise its leadership role in promot
ing market-oriented economic reforms 
in developing countries. Such steps 
should benefit the U.S. trade and eco
nomic position, especially as develop
ing nations represent major opportuni
ties for significant U.S export growth. 

The United States is the largest con
tributor to the World Bank and there
fore has a unrivalled position to influ
ence the Bank's policies in positive di
rections. Yet the United States is now 
the only major industrial country not 
to have agreed to contribute to the 
GCI. If the United States does not 
contribute, the GCI will still take 
effect, but the U.S. role will be less
ened. It would be unwise to allow this 
to occur, for issues important to the 
United States will be stressed at the 
World Bank. These include: 

Environmental protection as a per
manent priority; 

Policy measures conducive to private 
investment and private enterprise de
velopment; 

Production of primary commodities 
only where such production is effi
cient and provides satisfactory rates of 
return without subsidies; and 

Financing complemented by other 
sources, such as private flows, to 
ensure that the GCI will not be a sub
stitute for commercial bank lending. 

The United States should not forfeit 
its leadership role now. 

The direct trade aspect also cannot 
be understated. In fiscal year 1987, 
U.S. businesses exported $1.6 billion 
worth of goods and services to World 
Bank-financed projects. This is more 
than the total United States paid in 
capital since the World Bank's found
ing. 

For these reasons, not to mention 
the democratic and humanitarian ben
efits that would result, this funding 
should go forward, and I strongly en
courage my colleagues to vote against 
any amendments that would weaken 
this provision of the foreign assistance 
and related programs appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if there 
is no further discussion, I move to 
table. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
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to table the amendment. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
ADAMS], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
BENTSEN], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD], and the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DrxoNl are necessarily 
absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 229 Leg.] 

YEAS-48 
Bond 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dodd 
Evans 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Hatfield 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Ex on 

Adams 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Boschwitz 

Heinz Nunn 
Hollings Packwood 
Inouye Quayle 
Johnston Reid 
Kassebaum Riegle 
Kasten Rockefeller 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Lauten berg Simon 
Leahy Simpson 
Levin Specter 
Lugar Stafford 
Matsunaga Stennis 
Mikulski Warner 
Mitchell Weicker 
Moynihan Wirth 

NAYS-41 
Fowler Nickles 
Gam Pressler 
Gramm Proxmire 
Grassley Pryor 
Harkin Roth 
Hatch Rudman 
Heflin Shelby 
Humphrey Stevens 
Kames Synuns 
McCain Thurmond 
McClure Trible 
McConnell Wallop 
Melcher Wilson 
Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-11 
Bradley 
Dixon 
Hecht 
Helms 

Murkowski 
Pell 
Sanford 

So the motion to lay the amendment 
<No. 2528) on the table was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on amendment 
No. 2524. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, is 
that the committee amendment? 

the PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Hawaii for the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

The Senate will be in order. It is 
very difficult to hear. Senators will 
cease audible conversation. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that this matter 
be set aside temporarily to accommo
date the Senator from New Hamp
shire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is still not in order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
regular order would be for the remain
ing committee amendment to be the 
pending business; would it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If a 
call for regular order is made, the first 
excepted committee amendment would 
be in order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not clear. Is 
the second committee amendment now 
pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment is not pending, but the 
unanimous-consent request just made 
authorizes the Senator from New 
Hampshire to offer his amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment I 
intend to offer is an amendment to the 
second committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu
ant to the unanimous consent request, 
that is in order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Parliamentary in
quiry. Why is it necessary to have a 
unanimous-consent agreement? Is not 
the regular order for the remaining 
committee amendment to be the pend
ing business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When 
the demand for regular order is made, 
it is the first excepted committee 
amendment that would be in question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2529 

<Purpose: To eliminate the $931,176,717 
appropriation for the 100) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment, which I send to 
the desk, to the second excepted com
mittee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

HUMPHREY] proposes an amendment num
bered 2529. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 4, line 25, insert the following: 

strike "$931,176, 717" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$0". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
cease conversations. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

Senators will turn their attention to 
page 4 of the bill, at the bottom, line 
23, beginning line 23, there is proposed 
to be contributed to the International 
Development Association, which is a 
division of the World Bank, a payment 
of $9,31 million. Nine hundred thirty
one million. In the previous amend
ment we were dealing with an appro
priation of $71 million, which is no 
small piece of change. But this is more 
than 10 times greater. This sum to be 
appropriated out of the Treasury and 
out of the hides of the American tax
payers into the coffers of the World 
Bank is $931 million. 

If Senators feel that the World 
Bank has done a responsible, prudent, 
effective, efficient job of lending out
in effect spending, and I will get to 
that in a moment-but lending out the 
funds of the American taxpayers then 
they will be quite satisfied, no doubt, 
to approve the committee amendment 
as is and appropriate out of the Treas
ury $931 million in 1 year. 

We are not talking about 10 install
ments. We are talking about in 1 year, 
$931 million into the World Bank. If 
that is what Senators feel is judicious, 
then they will want to support the 
committee amendment unamended by 
the Humphrey amendment. 

The Humphrey amendment is very 
straightforward. It amends the lan
guage of the committee amendment to 
change the figure of $931 million to 
zero dollars. In other words, I am zero
ing out this appropriation, negating it, 
nulling it, voiding it. And, in my view, 
saving the taxpayers $931 million. 

May we have order, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

Senators think the World Bank has 
done a good job, a prudent job, an effi
cient job in lending out funds paid 
into the American Treasury by our 
taxpayers, then they will want to sup
port the committee amendment. 

If, on the other hand, Senators be
lieve, as does this Senator, that where 
compelling cases exist for lending 
American funds to foreign nations, we 
ought to do so directly, bilaterally, 
cutting out the middleman, ensuring 
that we can carefully examine the pur
poses to which these loans will be put, 
then Senators will want to zero out 
this $932 million, reserving it, if you 
will, subject, of course, to further leg
islation, for the purpose of bilateral 
lending, where there are compelling 
cases, where it is in the national secu
rity interest of the United States to 
lend money to another nation, an un
developed nation, a least-development 
nation, developing nation, or any 
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nation where it is in the American se
curity interests to do that. And often 
it is. Then we ought to do so directly. 
It is much more efficient. 

We do not end up subsidizing dicta
tors, or we need not, at least, if we 
choose not to do so. We do not end up 
subsidizing dictators. We do not end 
up subsidizing communism with the 
funds of American taxpayers. We do 
not end up subsidizing socialism with 
American tax dollars. We do not end 
up subsidizing statism and all manner 
of socialistic nonsense, usually to the 
complete waste of our money. We do 
not end up buttressing autocratic gov
ernments which oppress their people 
with the worse kind of human rights 
violations. And why do we not? 

Because when we lend bilaterally, di
rectly to an applicant, we exercise 
judgment. We have complete control 
over whether we lend the money and, 
if so, under what terms. But we have 
zero control, absolutely no control 
when we lend the money through the 
intermediary of the World Bank. 

As I stated in my remarks with re
spect to the previous amendment, the 
record is replete, and unchallenged, 
with evidence that shows the United 
States has no voice whatever in the 
lending decisions of the World Bank. 
In every case where we have objected 
to a loan in the last 10 years, in every 
case without exception, our negative 
was overruled and the loan has been 
extended. 

Such loans have gone to dictators, 
dictatorships; they have gone to coun
tries with Communist regimes; have 
gone to countries with the world's 
worst human rights records; have gone 
to countries which have wasted the 
money in socialistic statist nonsense 
schemes. If that is what Senators like, 
then surely they will want to author
ize another measly $931 million for 
only 1 year. And they will be back for 
roughly the same amount next year, 
friends. If that is what Senators like, 
then by all means, defend the commit
tee amendment as it is written. 

But if Senators are dissatisfied, as 
this Senator is, if Senators feel it is 
unjustifiable, then Senators, I hope, 
will support the Humphrey amend
ment which will zero out this account 
and put an end to this annual practice 
of filling up the coffers of the World 
Bank with the tax dollars of American 
citizens. At least this year, I must say, 
at least this year we can be grateful 
that we are going to have a chance to 
vote on it; at least this year we have a 
separate appropriations bill, and I 
commend the chairman and the rank
ing member and the members of the 
Appropriations Committee, the leader
ship of the Senate in its entirety, for 
giving us the opportunity to have a 
separate appropriations bill. We have 
not had too many of those in recent 
years and, as a consequence, the ap
propriations, massive appropriations, 

annual appropriations, to the World 
Bank have been all but hidden in 
these massive, continuing resolutions, 
and Senators have not had a chance to 
vote on them directly. 

So we are grateful to the leadership 
for the opportunity to vote this year, 
and that is why I am offering this 
amendment. I think it is pretty 
straightforward. I think the case is 
pretty clear, pretty compelling, and I 
hope the Senators will support the 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment we have just voted on and 
the one we are about to vote on both 
represent a shortsighted approach to 
foreign policy. It is in the interests of 
the United States to encourage pros
perity and stability in the developing 
world, because it is precisely the ab
sence of these conditions that provides 
a fertile breeding ground for commu
nism and other totalitarian ideologies. 
I am certain that those who support 
these amendments don't intend to en
courage the growth of totalitarianism, 
but I believe that this is exactly what 
would result if these proposals become 
law. That is the primary reason I 
voted against the first Humphrey 
amendment, and intend to vote 
against the second Humphrey amend
ment as well. 

Cutting off the U.S. contribution to 
the World Bank-which would be the 
practical effect of the first amend
ment and the direct effect of the 
second amendment-would cripple an 
institution that provides an indispensi
ble source of development assistance 
for many of the world's poorest coun
tries. The World Bank has not been a 
cure all for the problems of these im
poverished countries, but there is 
every reason to believe that without 
its support they might sink even 
deeper into poverty. Without the 
means to better their economic situa
tion, the people of these countries 
would be prime candidates for Com
munist propaganda, which promises to 
take care of economic misery through 
revolution and radical changes in the 
political system. 

The cut off of the U.S. contribution 
resulting from these amendments 
would also serve to eliminate any in
fluence the United States has over the 
World Bank's operations. The World 
Bank acts to stimulate economic 
growth in the countries where it oper
ates. It is not a perfect institution and 
has made some ill-advised loans. It has 
not always gone in the direction that 
the United States would like it to. But, 
as the committee report accompanying 
this bill indicates, substantial improve
ments have recently been made in the 
policies which govern the allocation of 
the Bank's resources. The World Bank 
appears to be responding to our criti
cisms and, under the leadership of its 
new president, former Congressman 

Barber Conable, has made major re
forms in its lending practices. 

The first of these two amendments, 
which has already been tabled, also 
might have had exactly the reverse 
effect from what its supporters intend. 
This amendment was predicated on 
the assumption that the term under 
which the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and · Development 
[IBRDJ extends loans to developing 
countries are on average more favor
able than the credit terms available to 
American family farmers. But its spon
sor presented no statistics as to the av
erage terms available to recipients of 
IBRD loans and how they compare to 
the average terms available to Ameri
can family farmers. There are a wide 
range of loan programs available to 
American family farmers carrying 
with them a wide range of credit 
terms. For all we know based on this 
debate, the credit terms available to 
the American farmer are more favor
able on average than the average 
credit terms offered to IBRD loan re
cipients. If that is the case, the result 
of this amendment would be to sug
gest the terms of IBRD loans be more, 
not less, favorable than they are under 
current World Bank policies. 

I don't believe that the sponsor of 
this amendment would have approved 
of such a result, yet based on this 
debate, we have no grounds for judg
ing whether or not this would have 
been the effect had this amendment 
been adopted. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, both of 
these amendments would have the 
effect of removing U.S. influence from 
an important international institution 
which it is in our national interest to 
support. The first amendment was 
also drafted in such a way that it 
might have had the opposite effect 
from that intended by its sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the ar
guments that were made in opposition 
to the first Humphrey amendment I 
believe will apply to the second Hum
phrey amendment. Accordingly, I 
move to table the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BoREN], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DrxoN], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], and 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD] are necessarily absent. 
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I also announce that the Senator 

from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON] would vote "yea." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
BoscHWITZ], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. HECHT], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS], and the Sena
tor from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 70, 
nays 19, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 230 Leg.] 
YEAS-70 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Evans 
Ford 
Fowler 

Armstrong 
DeConcini 
Ex on 
Gam 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 

Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boren 
Boschwitz 

Glenn Moynihan 
Gore Nunn 
Graham Packwood 
Harkin Pryor 
Hatfield Quayle 
Heinz Reid 
Hollings Riegle 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kames Rudman 
Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Kasten Sasser 
Kennedy Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Lauten berg Specter 
Leahy Stafford 
Levin Stennis 
Lugar Stevens 
Matsunaga Warner 
McConnell Weicker 
Melcher Wilson 
Metzenbaum Wirth 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 

NAYS-19 
Heflin Shelby 
Humphrey Symms 
McCain Thurmond 
McClure Trible 
Nickles Wallop 
Pressler 
Proxmire 

NOT VOTING-11 
Bradley 
Dixon 
Hecht 
Helms 

Murkowski 
Pell 
Sanford 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2529 was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2530 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, earlier 
today Senator KAsTEN and I proposed 
an amendment in behalf of Senator 
HELMS. As a result of discussions we 
have had with all parties concerned, 
we have come up with a compromise 
Helms amendment. Accordingly, I 
withdraw my first amendment and 
submit this amendment in lieu thereof 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has the right to withdraw the 

amendment No. 2524. The amendment 
is withdrawn. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], 
for Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2530. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
SEc. 590. Of the funds specified in this Act 

for Costa Rica under the heading Economic 
Support Fund, $20,000,000 shall be obligat
ed, but shall not be expended, except as pro
vided by the second and fourth provisos of 
this section, until the Government of Costa 
Rica and an American citizen, whose proper
ty and businesses in the vicinity of Limon 
Province, Costa Rica were affected by ac
tions of the Government of Costa Rica 
(Junta de Administracion Portuaria y de De
sarrollo Economico de la Vertiete Atlantica, 
or JAPDEV A, an agency of the Government 
of Costa Rica) reach a settlement concern
ing compensation: Provided, That in order 
to facilitate such a settlement the Depart
ment of State shall, upon enactment of this 
Act, request that both parties submit the 
disagreement to binding international arbi
tration in accordance with the rules of pro
cedure of the Inter-American Commercial 
Arbitration Commission. The Commission 
shall select the arbitrators, and may appoint 
such experts as it finds necessary in order to 
establish a base of factual and financial in
formation for the case: Provided further, 
That, if, within 60 days after the enactment 
of this Act the Government of Costa Rica 
has agreed to binding international arbitra
tion, then the $20,000,000 shall be made 
available for expenditure to the Govern
ment of Costa Rica: Provided further, That, 
if, within 60 days after enactment of this 
Act, the Government of Costa Rica has not 
agreed to binding international arbitration, 
then the $20,000,000 shall be deobligated 
and immediately returned to the Treasury 
of the United States: Provided further, That 
if within 60 days after enactment of this 
Act, the United States citizen has not 
agreed to binding international arbitration 
and has not agreed that the award resulting 
from the arbitration will constitute a full 
and final settlement of any and all claims, 
liabilities and demands, including those 
which may be directed at the United States, 
its officers, agents and employees, then the 
$20,000,000 shall be made available for ex
penditure to the Government of Costa Rica: 
Provided further, That arbitrators shall con
sider maintenance costs, interest costs, pro
fessional fee costs, land, business and asset 
valuations and all other matters they deem 
appropriate: Provided further, That nothing 
in this provision shall prevent the two par
ties prior to a final arbitration award from 
reaching a binding full and final written 
agreement outside the arbitration proceed
ings: Provided further, That funds previous
ly appropriated for the Economic Support 
Fund shall be used to pay for the reasona
ble costs of arbitration. 

My INOUYE. Mr. President, one 
basic difference between the first 
amendment and this amendment is 

the deletion of the factfinder and the 
negotiation that follows thereafter. 
Under this new Helms amendment, 
you would go directly to international 
binding arbitration, and upon agree
ment on the part of Costa Rica to 
place itself under binding arbitration, 
the $20 million will be released for ex
penditures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman and the 
ranking member for their openness 
and willingness to try to reach a com
promise. I think it is a very fair one. I 
think it will have the effect of serving 
the needs of the U.S. citizen while at 
the same time not handicapping our 
policy. I congratulate both of them 
and thank them for their assistance. 
• Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in De
cember, I offered an amendment to 
the continuing resolution which would 
have withheld economic assistance to 
the Government of Costa Rica until 
they resolve the outstanding expro
priation claim of an American compa
ny, J. Royal Parker & Associates. I 
withdrew the amendment at the re
quest of my distinguished colleague 
from Hawaii with the understanding 
that the Department of State would 
prepare and submit a report on the 
Parker case. 

In light of the substantial level of 
United States foreign assistance that 
goes to the Government of Costa Rica 
each year, I fully expected that the 
Department of State and the Govern
ment of Costa Rica would take imme
diate action to resolve this very trou
bling case. Unfortunately, here we are 
6 months later and no progress has 
been made. 

Consequently, Senators INOUYE, 
KASTEN, and I have agreed to offer 
this amendment to the fiscal year 1989 
foreign operations appropriations bill. 
The amendment provides that of the 
$90 million earmarked for Costa Rica 
under the Economic Support Fund, 
$20,000,000 will be withheld until that 
government takes certain actions, 
specified by the amendment, which 
should lead to a resolution of the out
standing claim. 

Mr. President, what has been most 
disturbing about this case is that the 
United States Government has urged 
the Government of Costa Rica repeat
edly to settle this dispute. Our Gov
ernment has received continued assur
ances from the Costa Rican Govern
ment that they desire to settle the 
claim. Yet no action is ever taken in a 
good faith effort to address the dam
ages that Mr. Parker has suffered. 
This has gone on for far too long, and 
it is now time for Congress to step in 
and require that genuine efforts be 
pursued to settle this dispute. 
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I won't put in the RECORD all of the 

voluminous correspondence that has 
taken place in this case, but I will ask 
unanimous consent to include several 
letters which demonstrate the way 
this case has been dragged out over 
the years with no more than lipservice 
paid to it by either the United States 
or the Costa Rican Governments. 

In a letter to Mr. J. Royal Parker 
dated December 2, 1983, Mr. Jon 
Rosenbaum, then Assistant United 
States Trade Representative, wrote: 

We have discussed your case with the 
Costa Rican Government and have reached 
an understanding with them that true nego
tiations with your corporation must proceed 
if the Government of Costa Rica is to 
remain in conformance with the require
ments of the [Caribbean Basin Economic 
Recovery Act]. 

Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
text of that letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
In a letter to Senator BILL BRADLEY 

dated January 20, 1984, the United 
States Trade Representative, William 
Brock, wrote: 

An understanding was reached between 
the Governments that true negotiations 
with J. Royal Parker must proceed if the 
Government of Costa Rica is to remain in 
conformance with the mandatory require
ments of the [Caribbean Basin Economic 
Recovery Act]. Costa Rican officials were 
made fully aware that more concerted at
tention to the J. Royal Parker case was re
quired immediately. 

Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
text of that letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
In a letter to the Costa Rican Minis

ter of Foreign Commerce, Her Excel
lency Muni Figureres, dated July 28, 
1986, the United States Trade Repre
sentative, Clayton Yeutter, wrote: 

I would like to call your attention to • • • 
the J. Royal Parker case, which has long re
mained unresolved despite your Govern
ment's pledge and repeated assurances of 
expeditious settlement. This has now 
become a matter of high-level interest in 
the U.S. Government. • • • In 1983, the 
Government of Costa Rica <GOCR) was des
ignated as a beneficiary nation under our 
Caribbean Basin Initiative <CBD on the con
dition that this case would be resolved 
quickly. • • • A number of provisions of U.S. 
law exist which require that various eco
nomic benefits <including Costa Rica's CBI 
eligibility) be terminated or withheld if any 
country fails to take appropriate steps to 
settle expropriation claims by providing 
prompt, adequate, and effective compensa
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
text of that letter be printed in the 
RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

<See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. President, in conclusion, I think 

we should be taking much stronger 
action today. I have deferred to the 
advice of Senators INOUYE and KAsTEN 
to withhold only $20,000,000. However, 
as I said last December, if the action 
we take today does not result in a 

prompt, fair settlement of this case, I 
can assure all parties involved that we 
will revisit this issue. 

EXHIBIT 1 
OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 

TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, EXECU· 
TlVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, December 2, 1983. 
Mr. J. RoYAL PARKER, 
President, J. Royal Parker Associates, Inc., 

Cherry Hill, NJ. 
DEAR MR. PARKER: I have read carefully 

your letter of November 28, 1983 and I have 
considered your arguments concerning the 
conformance of the Government of Costa 
Rica to the requirements of the Caribbean 
Basin Economic Recovery Act with respect 
to good faith negotiations in cases of nation
alization of property of U.S. citizens or cor
porations. We have discussed your case with 
the Costa Rican Government and have 
reached an understanding with them that 
true negotiations with your corporation 
must proceed if the Government of Costa 
Rica is to remain in conformance with the 
requirements of the aforementioned Act. 
While the officials to whom we spoke may 
not have been fully informed on the status 
of your negotiations and the problems you 
have had in the past, they were fully aware 
that more concerted attention to your case 
was immediately warranted. 

We intend to monitor developments on 
your case both through the U.S. Embassy, 
communications we may receive from you, 
and contacts with the Government of Costa 
Rica. We will, if it becomes appropriate, 
raise with the Costa Rican Government the 
need for consultations on the handling of 
this nationalization of property, keeping in 
mind the mandatory criteria laid down by 
the United States Congress in giving the 
President the authority to make Costa Rica 
a beneficiary nation. Please keep us in
formed on a frequent basis on the status of 
your case. 

Sincerely, 
JON ROSENBAUM, 

Assistant United States 
Trade Representative. 

EXHIBIT 2 
THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 

Washington, January 20, 1984. 
Hon. BILL BRADLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BILL: Thank you for your inquiry of 
December 21 concerning the nationalization 
of property owned by J. Royal Parker Asso
ciates, Inc. of Cherry Hill, New Jersey by an 
agency of the Government of Costa Rica. 

The President has designated Costa Rica 
as a beneficiary of the Caribbean Basin Eco
nomic Recovery Act <CBERA), and the 
trade benefits of the Act became effective 
for Costa Rica on January 1. Prior to the 
President's decision to designate Costa Rica, 
a U.S. delegation co-chaired by this office 
and the Department of State discussed the 
J. Royal Parker case with senior officials of 
the Costa Rican Government. An under
standing was reached between the Govern
ments that true negotiations with J. Royal 
Parker must proceed if the Government of 
Costa Rica is to remain in conformance with 
the mandatory requirements of the CBERA. 
Costa Rican officials were made fully aware 
that more concerted attention to the J . 
Royal Parker case was required immediate
ly. 

Our office has been in direct contact with 
Mr. Parker. We have informed him of our 
intent to closely monitor developments on 
his case through the U.S. Embassy in San 
Jose and through our direct contact with 
the Costa Rican Government. He has been 
assured that, if it becomes necessary, we will 
seek further consultations with the Costa 
Rican Government on the disposition of his 
claim, bearing in mind the mandatory crite
ria of the CBERA and the President's au
thority to withdraw or suspend eligibility 
from a previously-designated beneficiary. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM E. BROCK. 

EXHIBIT 3 
JULY 28, 1986. 

Her Excellency MuNI FIGUEREs, 
Minister of Foreign Commerce, 
San Jose, Costa Rica. 

DEAR MADAM MINISTER: I want to convey 
my best regards to you and to the Govern
ment of Costa Rica. My Government looks 
forward to continuing our traditionally 
friendly, cooperative relationship with your 
Government. We remain ready to work to
gether on issues of mutual interest. 

There are occasional irritants in our trad
ing and investment relations that serve to 
diminish the attractiveness of Costa Rica as 
an investment site and which require urgent 
attention. I am encouraged that Ambassa
dor Tambs has received assurances of high
level resolve to settle a number of invest
ment disputes. Such cases are, of course, of 
interest to both Governments. I would like 
to call particular attention to one such 
matter: the J. Royal Parker case, which has 
long remained unresolved despite your Gov
ernment's pledge and repeated assurances 
of expeditious settlement. This has now 
become a matter of high-level interest in 
the U.S. Government. 

Over the years, officials of the United 
States Government, in San Jose and in 
Washington, have worked with Costa Rican 
officials for a resolution of the case. In 1983, 
the Government of Costa Rica <GOCR> was 
designated as a beneficiary nation under our 
Caribbean Basin Initiative <CBI) on the con
dition that this case would be resolved 
quickly. In the letter requesting designa
tion, your Government stated: 

With respect to the J. Royal Parker claim 
against the GOCR the Government agrees 
to continue negotiations in good faith to 
reach a just settlement or in the event the 
final determination is made by the courts, 
the GOCR will take prompt actions to carry 
out the decision. 

In addition, existence of unresolved in
vestment disputes over a long period of time 
undermines private sector confidence in the 
investment climate of Costa Rica. It also un
dermines the objectives of the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative and our economic assistance 
program for Costa Rica. A resolution of out
standing investment disputes, including the 
case of J. Royal Parker, is an essential first 
step toward restoring such confidence in 
furtherance of the objectives of these pro
grams. 

A number of provisions of U.S. law exist 
which require that various economic bene
fits (including Costa Rica's CBI eligibility) 
be terminated or withheld if any country 
fails to take appropriate steps to settle ex
propriation claims by providing prompt, 
adequate and effective compensation. This 
September there will be a review as to 
whether there has been significant material 
progress in this case. While we understand 
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that your Administration has just taken 
office, I hope you will consider the urgency 
we attach to the prompt resolution of this 
long-outstanding case. 

I am aware that Costa Rica has serious 
problems in its external accounts and other 
issues that call upon your resources. Never
theless, creating the proper conditions for 
the growth of a dynamic private sector is an 
issue important to the future of any free 
nation. I look forward to hearing from you 
as to the steps your Government is prepared 
to take to resolve the Parker case. 

Sincerely, 
CLAYTON YEUTTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from North Carolina. 

The amendment <No. 2530) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ADAMS. The amendment just 
passed, offered by Senators KAsTEN 
and INOUYE on behalf of Senator 
HELMs, conditions $20 million in aid to 
Costa Rica on the Parker case going to 
binding international arbitration. As 
my good friend Senator INOUYE will 
recall, I wrote to you on March 4 seek
ing the assistance of your committee 
to resolve another expropriation claim 
in Costa Rica by my constitutent Wil
liam Bonner Bailey. Mr. Bailey's claim 
involves land taken from Compania 
Administradora Comercial and South
ern Atlantic Timber in Limon province 
over 10 years ago. Since that time, Mr. 
Bailey had been unsuccessfully at
tempting to settle this claim. 

I applaud the efforts you have made 
in this bill to establish a model for re
solving expropriation issues with for
eign nations. I look forward to receipt 
of the report on the status of all pend
ing expropriation claims of U.S. citi
zens called for in the committee report 
accompanying this bill. 

As the debate on the Helms amend
ment indicates, however, there is a 
good deal of disagreement about the 
best way to deal with these situations. 
On the one hand, I share the frustra
tion and anger of my constitutent; on 
the other hand, I believe we need to 
have a coherent policy for dealing 
with these problems which takes into 
account both the needs of individuals 
and our national foreign policy inter
ests. In that context, I wonder if the 
chairman would join with me in rais
ing this case with the State Depart
ment and support a request for a thor
ough review of our policy toward situ
ations like this? 

Mr. INOUYE. Indeed, I remember 
the case that my friend from Washing
ton called to my attention. Given the 
factual situation operating in that 
case, as he knows, I would have been 

forced to oppose an amendment had 
he offered one on this bill. So I am 
pleased that he has agreed to with
hold. I do agree that we need to exam
ine our policy toward cases like this; 
the debate we have had today, along 
with the interests of the Senator's 
constituent, make that clear. I am 
committed to seeing the Bailey case 
resolved and to seeing that a coherent 
policy is developed to deal with these 
situations. I will work with my col
league from Washington to make sure 

·that happens. And I hope that this 
discussion, along with the efforts now 
being undertaken by the State Depart
ment, will help us achieve that goal. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the Senator 
for his help and support. I hope our 
good friends in Costa Rica, and 
throughout the world, will get the 
message. We cannot tolerate failure to 
resolve these cases any longer. They 
must move expeditiously to resolve the 
Bailey claim as well as other expro
priation claims or face the possibility 
that, in the future, they will be denied 
the aid that they need and we want to 
give. 

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with the Sena
tor and thank him for his cooperation. 
THE BINATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, the 
Binational Agricultural Research and 
Development Fund, BARD, has now 
been in effect for 10 years. Over the 
last decade, BARD has sponsored joint 
agricultural research between the 
United States and Israel. 

The BARD fund is a small invest
ment that has produced unusually 
large dividends. In 1978, $40 million 
was appropriated by the United States 
for the fund, an amount that was 
matched by Israel. The $80 million 
was later increased by $15 million 
from each country, bringing the fund 
to a total of $110 million. Only the in
terest-annually totaling about $8 mil
lion-is used to fund the joint agricul
tural research projects. Applications 
for research funding are considered by 
the BARD board of directors. Those 
approved number about 40 per year, 
with most projects of 3 years duration. 
Each and every one of the projects is 
collaborative. 

The value to both the United States 
and Israel of BARD-sponsored 
projects is currently being reviewed by 
four noted economists-Richard E. 
Just and Mark Phillips, both from the 
University of Maryland, and David Zil
berman and Douglas Parker, both 
from the University of California. 
Looking at just five projects-relating 
to cotton management, salinity in 
pecans, solarization in vegetables, stor
age of ornamentals, and pecan aphid 
control-it was calculated that these 
projects have yielded $521 million in 
benefits to the United States and over 
$100 million in benefits to Israel <dis
counted to 1979 when the United 

States funds were first provided to 
BARD>. 

The results of the BARD program 
have helped Israel's successful efforts 
to develop a viable, productive, and 
competitive agricultural industry. Ad
vanced conservation and irrigation 
technology have been used to force 
the desert back and to bring crops
vegetables, fruits, flowers, grains, and 
hay-into production. Apart from 
BARD, Israel has undertaken a con
tinuous program of reforestation, 
where 160 million trees have been 
planted over the last several decades. 

Mr. President, our interests in the 
stability of the Middle East have cen
tered on strong support for Israel, a 
democratic country with freedom of 
the press and free and open debate. 

Surrounded by Arab States which, 
except for Egypt, do not recognize its 
existence, Israel has had to develop su
perior armed forces to defend itself. 
The present unrest surrounding Pales
tinian concerns in the area of the 
West Bank has aroused the determina
tion of Secretary of State Shultz to 
work out a formula to ease the ten
sions without disrupting the continu
ing efforts of the Israeli Government 
to maintain peace despite terrorist ac
tivities of those from outside of the 
country. 

The goal of peaceful relations de
pends upon direct negotiations be
tween Israel and Arab partners that 
recognize Israel's right to exist, ac
cepts U.N. resolutions 242 and 338, and 
renounces terrorism. 

Unfortunately, some of the events 
now occurring cannot be separated 
from the continuous Israeli efforts to 
further conservation in their country. 
For example, some of the forest fires 
within Israel have been caused by 
arson. Forest fires, which we in Mon
tana know all too well from our con
stant vigilance in protecting forests in 
our State, are a devastating and trau
matic blow to our efforts to protect 
our environment, our property, and to 
guard against loss of life. The Israeli 
Government has played down those 
incidents, with the hope of not arous
ing more arsonist's activities. 

During June, Israeli forest officials 
spent 2 weeks in this country to learn 
from U.S. forest fighters' methods. 
This is a time for the more experi
enced U.S. Forest Service to demon
strate to the Israelis the methods we 
use and perhaps help them. Some of 
this practical information will prove, I 
hope, helpful to the Israelis in manag
ing and protecting their own forests 
against fires. 

Mr. President, I have spoken about 
BARD and some of the other research 
that is going on in Israel, and there 
are important ties that should be 
broadened and strengthened between 
the United States and Israel. It is my 
intention to further the cooperative 
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agricultural efforts of our two coun
tries. Drip irrigation technology in 
Israel is more advanced in practical 
application than what we have. 

·Indeed, planting 160 million trees 
during the past several decades with 
only the meager budget raised private
ly by the Jewish National Fund is a 
sizable achievement that we need to 
review and see if we cannot gain 
knowledge from their experience to 
help in our efforts for reforestation in 
this country. In addition, rolling back 
the desert to be replaced by new vege
tation is advanced under Israeli meth
ods and should provide our research 
people with new insights. 

Mr. President, for all these reasons, 
I plan to work to obtain additional 
funding for the BARD program. These 
additional funds would represent a 
very modest contribution for invest
ment in research that has proven to 
pay big dividends in immediate practi
cal application. 

The BARD program is one that con
tinuously contributes to improving ag
riculture in many of the Earth's arid 
countries· and is a fitting way to better 
the lives of all those who live in the 
ancient lands of the Middle East. 

Each project undertaken using 
BARD funds requires collaboration by 
researchers in both countries. The 
reason that the economic return to 
the United States is greater is due to 
the large scale of U.S. agriculture com
pared to Israeli agriculture. But the 
overriding point is that agriculture in 
all countries is enhanced. 

The need for more matching funds 
has been brought on by the devalu
ation of the dollar. The interest accru
ing from the fund has generated about 
$8 million per year for 10 years. To 
hold to a level consistent with the first 
10 years of research projects, at least 
another $40 million needs to be added 
to the fund-$20 million from each 
country. 

The last appropriation for BARD 
was in 1984 and was made through the 
Foreign Assistance and Related Pro
grams appropriation bill. I believe the 
appropriation for BARD should be in 
the agriculture appropriation bill be
cause the program is authorized under 
the Farm Bill of 1977 <7 U.S.C. 3291), 
and is administered by the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture in conjunc
tion with the Israeli Government. I 
shall offer an amendment to the agri
culture appropriations bill when it is 
considered by the Senate to provide 
$20 million for the BARD fund. 

Mr. President, I have taken this time 
to note this question of BARD's need 
for additional funding because this is a 
bill that ordinarily additional funding 
would be attached to. I have discussed 
this with the manager of the bill. I 
think it is more appropriate that the 
Agricultural Appropriation Act be the 
vehicle for increasing this funding. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the two re
maining committee amendments be 
considered and agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Excepted committee amendments 1 
and 2 agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
committee amendments were agreed 
to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to lay the 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2531 

(Purpose: To prohibit the sale or delivery of 
MAVERICK missiles to Persian Gulf 
countries after July 6, 1988) 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk in 
behalf of myself, Senator PELL, Sena
tor SPECTER, Senator LAUTENBERG, Sen
ator PACKWOOD, Senator D'AMATO, 
Senator SARBANES, Senator METZ· 
ENBAUM, Senator WILSON, and Senator 
HARKIN, and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WIRTH). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. OECON· 
CINI], for himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. PAcKwooD, Mr. 
O'AMATo, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. WILSON, and Mr. HARKIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2531. 

On page 120, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 592. (a) No sale of any MAVERICK 
AGM-6500/G missiles may be made after 
July 6, 1988, and no delivery of any such 
missiles may be made under a sale made 
after that date, to any country bordering 
the Persian Gulf. 

(b) Subsection (a) includes a prohibition 
against the sale or delivery of any AGM-
6500/G MAVERICK missiles under the 
numbered certification transmitted to the 
Congress on July 7, 1988 <transmittal 
number 88-39). 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I want to 

take the time of the Senate, the Re
publican leader and myself being on 
the floor together. I ask unanimous 
consent that on Monday, at the con
clusion of morning business, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
S. 11, and that upon the disposition of 
S. 11, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of S. 533. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Arizo
na. 

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
one that I have contemplated for some 
time. Quite frankly, it does not go 
nearly as far as I feel is in the best in
terests of our Nation, and that is to 
take a much closer look, have a 
debate, and, in my judgment, probably 
deny the sale of the F-18's to Kuwait. 

This is not by any means to be inter
preted as hostile toward that kingdom. 
I understand their problems and diffi
culties there. But I think we have 
some real obligations here to be very 
cautious. As a Nation, we seem to skirt 
those caution signals, and we see the 
gulf area heating up even more. It 
seems to me that a response of more 
and more weapons in there is not in 
our best interests. 

This amendment deals with the 
Maverick D and G missiles in the 
package that was sent up today offi
cially for approval to transfer and 
permit the sale of 40 FA-18 Hornet 
fighter aircraft, some Harpoon mis
siles, Sidewinders, Sparrow missiles, 
300 Maverick missiles, 400 laser-guided 
bombs, and 200 cluster munitions. 

This amendment would prohibit the 
transfer and sale and contract of these 
missiles to countries bordering the 
Persian Gulf. It goes a long way. It 
does not single out, in the first section 
of this amendment, a particular coun
try, and it makes reference only to the 
logistical numbers and the transmittal 
number here for a purpose. 

I think it is important that we take a 
position that we are not interested in 
proliferating such highly technical 
state-of-the-art weapons as the Maver
ick. This would be introducing a very 
new capability in that part of the gulf, 
in a very volatile region. Other nations 
there that have good relations with 
the United States do have some Mav
erick missiles. None, to my knowledge, 
has the D and G, with the exception 
of Bahrain and Egypt. Egypt, of 
course, does not border the Persian 
Gulf, so they would be exempt from 
this, as would be Israel. 

This is a state-of-the-art weapon. It 
is infrared. It is a lock-on type weapon 
that can be very difficult to divert. It 
is considered a fire-and-forget weapon, 
which is the term that is used. It is a 
missile we can ill afford to have fall 
into unfriendly hands. We can see the 
spread of the Stinger missiles 
throughout that region. We know that 
Iran has some of those missiles now, 
and Qatar has some. To now turn over 
this most sophisticated missile, which 
could be retrofitted to other aircraft 
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besides the F-18, to me, would be a 
huge mistake. 

So I hope, Mr. President, that this 
amendment will be acceptable to the 
managers of the bill. I tell the manag
ers that I appreciate the time that 
they have put in, as well as the other 
members of the committee, to craft 
this foreign operations bill, to come to 
the floor. I think it has been 7 or 8 
years since we passed one of these 
bills, and I know they do not need any 
more disturbance from amendments. 

This is a very important topic; and, 
to me, to put the F-18's into Kuwait, 
in the location it is, with the difficul
ties that that nation has from Iraq 
and Iran, is questionable. 

We do not know of any European 
country that has a missile comparable 
to this. So it is not the old argument 
that they will buy from the French or 
the British or somebody else. At least, 
I have been advised that that is not a 
possibility. 

If we deny this missile and this pro
liferation, particularly the D and G 
categories, that is going to mean that 
they are not going to be there, and I 
think we would be better off. This 
does not leave Kuwait without ample 
capacity to retaliate in the event any 
of the nations continue to take action 
toward them. It leaves them with 40 
Harpoon missiles. It leaves the sale 
with 120 Sidewinder missiles and 200 
Sparrow missiles. It leaves them 400 
laser-guided bombs and 200 cluster 
munitions. We have not ripped all the 
weapons systems away from them. 
But, frankly, I would probably support 
a greater exclusion of some of these 
weapons systems going to this part of 
the world. 

It is my hope that we can adopt this 
amendment with strong bipartisan 
support. I think it is in the best inter
ests of the United States. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the distinguished Sena
tor from Arizona in submitting this 
amendment. It has been submitted as 
a result of conversations among many 
Senators, including Senator DECON
CINI, Senator PACKWOOD, and others. 

It is being submitted at this time be
cause there was a transmittal which 
was just received this morning from 
the administration concerning quite a 
number of weapons to Kuwait. This 
category of Maverick missiles in the D 
and G class has been selected for ex
clusion because it is a unique weapon. 
It involves imaging, infrared, heat
seeking guidance. It is usable day or 
night, in poor weather. It has tremen
dous impact, incorporating a 300-
pound warhead. It is a unique situa
tion, which is why this amendment is 
being offered, on the grounds that the 
Maverick ought to be removed perem
torily. 

This weapon is available only to 
Egypt and Bahrain, made available to 
Bahrain because it was under the $14 

million category not being considered 
by Congress. Egypt, of course, is in a 
different situation, being a party sig
natory to the Camp David accords. 

This weapon was excluded from a re
quest from Saudi Arabia, and a prece
dent should not be established to 
make it available to Kuwait under 
these circumstances. 

Mr. President, there are strong rea
sons why the weapon ought not be 
made available to Kuwait, in the light 
of the background in the region, in the 
light of other very heavy firepower 
being extended in the region. 

It is my thought that before any 
such weapon were to be made avail
able to Arab nations-and I suggested 
this to Secretary Shultz on June 16, a 
few weeks ago, when he testified 
before the Foreign Operations Sub
committee-there ought to be a basic 
precondition before such weapon sales 
are even considered, that the Arab na
tions requesting the weapons renounce 
the use of force and recognize Israel's 
right to exist. 

Mr. President, in the interest of 
brevity, there is quite a lot more that I 
have to say, but I think this will suf
fice to set the groundwork for the im
portance of this amendment, and I 
urge my colleagues to adopt it and 
accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the matter with the author 
of the bill and I accept the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I 
simply want to say that we also accept 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I hope the managers will bear with me 
a moment in order to make a brief 
statement. 

Mr. President, I rise as an original 
cosponsor of this amendment to pro
hibit the sale of Maverick missiles to 
any country bordering the Persian 
Gulf. I am particularly concerned 
about the administration's plan to sell 
Maverick missiles to Kuwait. 

The Maverick D and G missiles are 
extremely sophisticated missiles that 
represent a major upgrade in capabil
ity over earlier versions of this missile. 
While earlier versions of the Maverick 
were TV-guided, the Maverick D and 
G use an imaging infrared seeker that 
permits them to be used day and 
night, in all weather. This seeker also 
permits target location at a greater 
range than earlier TV-guided A and B 
models. These sophisticated missiles 
should not be introduced into the vola
tile gulf region in such large quantities 
when there is a real possibility they 
could fall into unfriendly hands. With 
Kuwait being such a close ally of the 

Soviet Union, we need to be especially 
vigilant. Moreover, these missiles 
would merely contribute to the dan
gerous proliferation in the gulf. 

The Maverick D is basically irrele
vant to the threat Kuwait faces from 
Iran. The Maverick D is made to be 
used against armored vehicles like 
tanks and armored personnel carriers. 
But since Iran has very few tanks and 
armored carriers, these missiles are 
simply not needed. The Maverick G is 
an antiship missile that is unnecessary 
because the Harpoon, our premier 
antiship missile, is already included in 
this package. 

While these missiles aren't needed 
by Kuwait, they do pose a real threat 
to Israel. These missiles can be wired 
to fit any United States plane, includ
ing the F-5's and the F-15's, which 
Saudi Arabia now has. 

Mr. President, I also question why 
we should sell Mavericks to Kuwait 
when we rejected their sale to Saudi 
Arabia just last year. Kuwait, unlike 
Saudi Arabia, has a close military rela
tionship with the Soviets, and could 
conceivably share the technology with 
them. Moreover, Kuwait has been ex
tremely hostile to the peace process in 
the Middle East, a strong financial 
backer of the PLO, and has consistent
ly refused to allow United States mili
tary basing rights at its military facili
ties. 

For all of these reasons I hope that 
our colleagues will support this 
amendment as well. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
express my disappointment that the 
Senate has moved so precipitously this 
afternoon on the question of the ad
ministration's proposed arms sale to 
Kuwait. 

Formal notice of the administra
tion's proposal was submitted only 
today-just a few hours ago. So the 
process established in law to consider 
this kind of proposal had not yet even 
begun. And yet the Senate has already 
moved to give a definitive judgment to 
this complex question. Whatever you 
think of this arms sale proposal-and 
some significant concerns have been 
raised, which deserved serious consid
eration-this is just no way to "run a 
railroad.'' 

Let me also note my particular dis
appointment because, as many Sena
tors know, we had a meeting earlier 
today on this very subject with the 
President's national security adviser, 
General Powell. The principal sponsor 
of this amendment was invited to the 
meeting, but was unable to attend be
cause of the press of other business. 
Some of the cosponsors of the amend
ment, I believe, were at the meeting. 
Those who were there included Sena
tors SIMPSON, LUGAR, PACKWOOD, SPEC
TER, METZENBAUM, CRANSTON, LAUTEN
BERG, LEviN, and myself. 
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And I think everyone who was there 

would agree that it was a good meet
ing. As I said, serious concerns about 
the proposed Maverick sale to Kuwait 
were expressed. And while General 
Powell certainly made no commitment 
to make any particular change in the 
administration's proposal, he did indi
cate a willingness to take a look at 
what might be done. 

More important, he indicated that 
there would be discussions with the 
Kuwaiti Government-particularly the 
Crown Prince, who arrives in Washing
ton this weekend. 

No one knows for certain whether 
such consideration by the administra
tion, or discussions with the Kuwaitis, 
could produce any ideas that could 
lead to an acceptable compromise. But 
I don't think anyone who was at the 
meeting-or, for that matter, who 
knows General Powell-would have 
any doubts about the good faith in 
which he made his promise to pursue 
these avenues. 

That alone, it seems to me, is good 
enough reason for us to have withheld 
action on this amendment at this 
point, and held over until next week
after the discussions with the Kuwai
tis. I don't think it would have been 
difficult to find a vehicle to address 
this question; nor, if no compromise 
had been reached, to find the votes to 
pass a similar amendment. The point 
is, it was worth a try to see if we 
couldn't come up with something. 
That, after all, is why we had General 
Powell up here today. 

And let me also make this point: 
There is a lot at stake here-not only 
in geopolitical terms, but also in bot
tomline dollar terms. General Powell 
told us at the meeting of recent Saudi 
decisions which are likely to lead to 
$25 billion in British sales to Saudi 
Arabia over the next few years. One 
big reason that Saudis are shopping in 
Great Britain instead of here is be
cause of the great difficulty we've had 
in the past getting arms packages ap
proved. 

Now we can argue about whether 
this sale, or that, makes sense or is in 
our national interest. We have a 
system to examine those questions, as 
I have said. But it is abundantly clear 
that-when we're talking about $25 
billion in business going out our back 
door and in Britain's front door-we 
ought to at least give some serious 
thought to what we're doing. 

And on this particular sale, let's re
member we are talking about nearly 
$2 billion in purchases from us. 

And there is this additional matter 
to consider: If these customers buy 
from the British, or the French, or 
from other suppliers-they are going 
to get equipment that is in many cases 
as good, or nearly as good as they can 
get from us; but without any controls 
on their use. What that can mean to 

the security of our friends in the 
region, especially Israel, is obvious. 

Now let me conclude by saying I, 
myself, hadn't made a final judgment 
on this package. I certainly would like 
to have seen some compromise con
structed that would have addressed 
the concerns raised by some. 

I certainly would like to have seen us 
avoid this negative vote just hours 
before the Crown Prince of Kuwait ar
rives here in this country. 

I certainly would like to have seen us 
give the system we have set up in law 
a chance to work. 

And I certainly hope that we have 
learned something from this experi
ence, that will lead us to do a better, 
more responsible job the next time. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me for a statement? 
Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there will 

be other rollcall votes today. It is the 
leadership's plan to go to the D.C. ap
propriation bill before the completion 
of this bill. 

So I suggest that Senators make 
plans to be in for a while this evening. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on final passage of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Rhode Island is recog
nized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk a modification of my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has that right and the amend
ment will be so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 120, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 592. It is prohibited to sell or deliver 
any AGM-650D/G MAVERICK missiles 
under the numbered certification transmit
ted to Congress on July 7, 1988 <transmittal 
number 88-39). 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
think a compromise has been worked 
out here. I would ask the Senator 
from Michigan, Mr. LEviN, and the 
Senator from Delaware, Mr. RoTH, be 
added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
am ready for the amendment to be ac
cepted. I thank the chairman and 
ranking member, and I thank them for 
their cooperation in this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there any further debate on this 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2531) as modi
fied was agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I could have the attention of 
the managers of the bill for just a 
moment because I had prepared an 
amendment with respect to the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. The 
budget request is for $24 million and 
the amount that has been approved in 
this bill is $10 million less than that, 
which would be a severe, and I think 
crippling, blow to an Agency that has 
demonstrated its worth and its impor
tance. 

I understand that the House of Rep
resentatives' action has funded that 
activity at $22 million, which is just $2 
million less than the budget request. I 
understand the difficulties every sub
committee has in meeting 302(b) allo
cation targets, but I wonder if the 
managers of the bill could indicate 
what their expectation is with respect 
to the conference between the House 
and the Senate on this particular 
item? 

Mr. INOUYE. I am pleased to advise 
my friend that we are prepared to 
accede to the House to the fullest 
extent possible. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 
from Hawaii. I wonder if the Senator 
from Wisconsin would respond. 

Mr. KASTEN. I would say to the 
Senator we did have problems meeting 
the 302(b) allocations. I believe this 
item has strong bipartisan support, 
and I will do everything I can in work
ing with Senator INOUYE to see that 
we can be as close to that House level 
as we possibly can. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
thank the managers for the response 
that is given. I know how difficult it is 
to bring a bill to the floor, let alone to 
take one to the conference and the 
flexibility that you need in the confer
ence. 

Mr. President, I will not take much 
time here today to try to illustrate to 
this body the importance to the 
United States in terms of activities of 
the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. We have gone through that at 
some length in past years. 

I do not want to belabor the Senate 
today, but I do want to underscore 
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what I think has been the consensus 
growing out of those discussions over 
the years that, indeed, in spite of 
whatever deficiencies there may be 
with this international agency, it is 
the only activity that we have that 
covers this field and is, therefore, es
sential to us to participate in and es
sential that we strengthen, rather 
than weaken or eliminate, the activi
ties of that Agency. 

With the assurances the Senators 
have given me, and knowing from past 
history and these discussions that the 
managers of the bill recognize the im
portance of this Agency, I will not 
offer the amendment. 

Mr. President, the recent summit 
meeting between President Reagan 
and General Secretary Gorbachev 
demonstrated a remarkable spirit of 
cooperation of nuclear issues. But I 
feel it is important to note that one 
subject for discussion at each of the 
summits held between these two world 
leaders has always received the praise 
and support of both nations. Each 
summit statement has contained are
affirmation of the need for and the 
support for the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. 

For over 30 years, this important in
stitution has served vital U.S. national 
security interests, and through its 
international safeguards system, has 
played a major role in helping to pre
vent the further spread of nuclear 
weapons. 

Because of the vital importance of 
the IAEA to U.S. interests, I am very 
concerned about recent actions taken 
in the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee. The U.S. voluntary contribution 
to IAEA was reduced from the Presi
dent's request of $24 million to only 
$14.5 million. I find it difficult to rec
oncile this action with the constant 
support expressed by the President, at 
the summit and elsewhere, for the 
IAEA. Much of this money is spent in 
support of new and more effective 
safeguards techniques. As nuclear 
technology · and facilities continue to 
spread across the globe, it is essential 
that we provide the kind of support 
that will enable the IAEA to continue 
applications of the best possible safe
guards. 

As many Members of the Senate are 
aware, funding for international orga
nizations over the past few years has 
become extremely limited. At this 
time, we expect to provide only 89 per
cent of our assessed payment to IAEA 
for 1988 and the situation for 1989 is 
unclear. If the Agency is to continue 
to perform as well as it has to date, we 
must continue our traditional strong 
support of it. Therefore, I strongly 
urge that funding for the U.S.' 1989 
voluntary contribution to IAEA be 
fully restored in conference. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a summary of the IAEA 
funding be printed in the RECORD. 

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

IAEA FuNDING 

CIO Account-Involuntary Contribution: 
President's Request, $35.160 million. 
House, $35.160 million. 
Senate, $35.160 million. 
Status: House has completed floor action. 

Bill is ready for Senate floor consideration. 
Committee: State, Justice, Commerce; 

House Chairman and Ranking Members: 
Smith and Rogers. Senate Chairman and 
Ranking Members: Hollings and Rudman. 

IO & P Account-Voluntary Contribution: 
President's Request, $24 million. 
House, $22 million. 
Senate, $14.5 million. 
Status: House has completed floor action. 

Senate awaiting floor action. 
Committee: Foreign Operations. House 

Chairman and Ranking Member: Obey and 
Edwards. Senate Chairman and Ranking 
Member: Inouye and Kasten. 

A considerable portion of this voluntary 
contribution is spent in support of IAEA 
safeguards, to pioneer new safeguards tech
niques for increasing complex nuclear facili
ties, and to ensure the continued effective
ness of existing safeguards approaches. As 
you are aware, U.S. law requires the applica
tion of IAEA safeguards to U.S. nuclear ex
ports. In the absence of effective IAEA safe
guards, the United States would be required 
to implement a far more costly, and certain
ly less effective system of bilateral safe
guards. The voluntary contribution also is 
used to support training, fellowships and 
use of basic nuclear applications in medical, 
agriculture and other fields for countries 
that are party to the Nuclear Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty <NPT>. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2532 

(Purpose: To provide that funds for the 
World Bank and other multilateral devel
opment banks will be sequestered before a 
sequestration of other U.S. Government 
programs is required) 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2532. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 7, between lines 10 and 11, insert 

the following: 
"SEQUESTRATION OF FUNDS 

"Of the funds appropriated by this Act for 
payment to the International Bank for Re
construction and Development, the Interna
tional Development Association, the Inter
national Finance Corporation, the African 
Development Fund, the African Develop
ment Bank, and for the United States con-

tribution to the Asian Development Fund, 
all such funds shall be withheld from obli
gation or expenditure if the initial report 
transmitted to the President under section 
251 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Reaffirmation Act of 1987, sets forth a defi
cit excess that is greater than 
$10,000,000,000, and unachieved deficit re
duction greater than zero; and all such 
funds shall be permanently sequestered if 
the final report transmitted to the Presi
dent under section 251 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended by the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Reaffirmation Act 
of 1987, sets forth a deficit excess and una
chieved deficit reduction <not accounting 
for outlay reductions made pursuant to this 
sentence) that would require aggregate 
outlay reductions pursuant to such Acts, 
provided however, that the aggregate outlay 
reductions shall be applied in such case to 
other outlays only if the deficit excess 
equals $10,000,000,000 or more and una
chieved deficit reduction equals more than 
zero after accounting in each case for out
lays permanently sequestered pursuant to 
the provisions of this sentence; if, however, 
such final report to the President states 
that no aggregate outlay reductions are re
quired, then the funds withheld pursuant to 
this sentence shall be released; and while 
such funds are withheld or permanently se
questered the United States Governor of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development may not subscribe to the 
callable capital portion of the United States 
share of increases in the capital stock of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development nor may the United States 
Governor of the African Development Bank 
subscribe to the callable capital stock of the 
African Development Bank. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a very simple amend
ment. We are going to be spending in 
this bill $1,275,370,371 in funds that 
will go the General Capital Increase of 
the World Bank; that will go to the 
International Development Associa
tion. It will go to the International Fi
nance Corporation; it will go to the 
Asian Development Fund; it will go to 
the African Development Fund; it will 
go to the African Development Bank. 

Mr. President, I had thought about 
introducing an amendment to cut 
funds for these programs, and then it 
struck me that the motivation for 
doing that is one of priorities. I think 
we are all concerned about the fact 
that we may get to the end of this 
fiscal year and find that we have vio
lated the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
bill by more than $10 billion, and we 
may find ourselves in October with a 
sequester order. 

What this amendment says, pure 
and simple, is that if we, in the prelim
inary finding on the deficit in Septem
ber, violate the Balanced Budget 
Emergency Deficit Control Act in such 
a way that there would be an across
the-board cut in funds, that range 
from national security to AIDS re
search to the war on drugs, then the 
funds for international development, 
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international finance, for the World 
Bank, would be withheld from expend
iture first. Then, if, in fact, we end up 
with a sequester order, these funds 
would be permanently sequestered. 
That is, their budget authority would 
be permanently canceled, the deficit 
would be recalculated and if, after the 
cancellation of these programs and 
the resultant outlay savings are taken 
into account, we therefore did not vio
late the Balanced Budget Emergency 
Deficit Control Act deficits targets, 
then there would be no sequester of 
other outlays of the Government. 

So this is a matter of priorities. I 
personally do not think much of some 
of these multilateral development 
bank programs. I have a higher opin
ion of others, but we are down to a 
matter of priorities. I think the 
amendment simply states what our 
priorities are; that some of these pro
grams are not as high a priority as are 
funding for defense or AIDS research 
or the war on drugs. 

I hope that my colleagues will accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to accept the amendment. 
Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I think 

the Senator has an important idea 
here, and I am pleased also to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I 
strongly object to this attempt to re
write the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
Act in this fashion. I understand that 
the managers of this bill intend to 
take this amendment to conference. 
While I will not object at this time, if 
this amendment returns from confer
ence, I will object to the conference 
report on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further discussion of the amend
ment? Hearing none, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2532) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, one of 

the issues that has driven this commit
tee's interest in international environ
mental reform is the rate for forest 
loss in developing countries. As has 
been pointed out, the multilateral 
banks help finance much of that de
forestation. 

I would like to point out the rate of 
deforestation that has occurred in 
Rondonia since approval of the World 
Bank loan to finance a road into this 
undeveloped area. 

When this subcommittee first inter
vened, about 4 percent of Rondonia 
had been deforested. Since the con
struction of that road, deforestation 
skyrocketed. Today, over 15 percent of 
the entire area has been denuded. 
Over 36,964 square kilometers have 
been deforested from this one project. 

The Carajas Railway could be even 
more devastating than the now 
famous BR-362 into the Amazon Rain
forest. This railway will carry iron 
from the Brazilian Amazon to the 
coast. There it will be exported to 
Europe and Japan. 

What is particularly hideous about 
this project is that forests will be cut 
to fuel the furnaces to smelt the ore 
into pig iron. This is likely to touch off 
immense deforestation. Projections in
dicate approximately 50,000 to 70,000 
hectares will be destroyed per year
that is many times the rate of forest 
destruction in Rondonia. 

I am informed that if conventional 
fuels were used to smelt this iron, it 
could not be produced at a competitive 
price. The environment has been dis
counted in this project to allow for 
otherwise uneconomic development to 
occur. 

Clearly, this is not a sustainable 
project. This is the type of project this 
committee has laid out criteria to 
oppose. 

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator 
from Hawaii yield? 

I thank my good friend from Hawaii 
for entering into a colloquy about the 
International Military Education and 
Training Program and how the IMET 
Program can provide training in what 
might be called nation building activi
ties. 

I ask the Senator, what is nation 
building training? 

Mr. INOUYE. IMET Program activi
ties often can enhance the ability of 
foreign military forces to construct 
public works and to engage in other 
activities helpful to the economic and 
social development of a recipient coun
try. 

Nation building activities for which 
IMET training is suitable include engi
neering, communications, electronics, 
maintenance, medicine, logistics, man
agement, and military jurisprudence. 

Mr. GRAHAM. What is the purpose 
of training military forces in nation 
building activities? 

Mr. INOUYE. Foreign Military 
Forces receive professional military 
training in nation building activities 
primarily to further their military 
mission, but also to make the military 
a more active contributor to the eco
nomic and social development of their 

country. Military forces engage in en
gineering, communications, electron
ics, maintenance, medical, logistical, 
management, and military jurispru
dence activities while providing for 
their national defense. Second, these 
same activities can be coordinated 
with and form part of the total eco
nomic and social development effort of 
a country. An excellent example in our 
own history is that of the Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. GRAHAM. How can the Presi
dent increase the kinds and amounts 
of nation building training taking 
place in our current International 
Military Education and Training Pro
gram? 

Mr. INOUYE. As is noted in the 
committee report on this legislation, 
the President is encouraged to allocate 
a portion of the funds appropriated 
for International Military Education 
and Training to programs providing 
education and training of foreign mili
tary personnel in the nation building 
activities I have already mentioned. 

HUMANITARIAN AID FOR THE AFGHAN PEOPLE 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, this 
year the people of Afghanistan face an 
overwhelming humanitarian crisis. If 
the Soviet troop withdrawal proceeds 
on schedule, thousands of Afghan ref
ugees will begin returning to their dev
astated homeland. Humanitarian 
needs will be greater than ever before. 
Unfortunately, the administration's 
request for humanitarian aid to the 
Afghans was inadequate. In fact, the 
administration requested no substan
tial increase in levels for humanitarian 
assistance over the amounts forced 
upon them by Congress for fiscal year 
1988. 

In order to address this growing hu
manitarian crisis, I joined with the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire, and 23 other Sena
tors in calling for a doubling of our 
Cross Border Humanitarian Assistance 
Program administered by the Agency 
for International Development. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I share 
the concerns of the distinguished Sen
ator from New York. As the Senator is 
aware, in order to address the con
cerns of many Senators, this bill con
tains an important new provision pro
viding an additional $50 million in 
emergency humanitarian aid to the 
Afghans. As the report of the Appro
priations Committee emphasizes, the 
committee expects the $50 million to 
be in addition to the amounts that the 
administration is currently planning 
to provide for humanitarian aid to the 
Afghan people, and in addition to 
amounts earmarked elsewhere in the 
foreign operations appropriations bill. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I commend the dis
tinguished chairman for his efforts to 
secure a substantial increase in our 
humanitarian assistance effort. It is 
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this Senator's understanding that the 
President retains the discretion under 
this provision to designate which 
agency of the Government shall ad
minister this additional humanitarian 
assistance. Consistent with the com
mittee report, it is the understanding 
of this Senator that $45 million of this 
additional funding should be available 
to the Agency for International Devel
opment to supplement the Cross 
Border Humanitarian Assistance Pro
gram. 

In 1985, this Senator joined with 
Senators HUMPHREY, BYRD, and PELL, 
in cosponsoring legislation to establish 
a Cross Border Humanitarian Assist
ance Program. This program has 
proven instrumental in providing 
those remaining inside Afghanistan 
with desperately needed medical facili
ties, food, commodity support, agricul
tural infrastructure, literacy training, 
and educational materials. The pro
gram helps provide the refugees inside 
Afghanistan with the infrastructure 
that will encourage Afghans to return 
home. Without such infrastructure, it 
is doubtful that Afghanistan can sup
port the returning refugees. 

That is why this Senator, and 25 
others have specifically called for a 
$45 million increase in the cross 
border program. I commend the chair
man of the Foreign Operations Sub
committee for his efforts. 

Mr. INOUYE. I certainly recognize 
the concerns of the Senator from New 
York, and I can assure the Senator 
that it is the intent of Foreign Oper
ations Subcommittee that the addi
tional funding should be made avail
able to supplement the Cross Border 
Humanitarian Aid Program. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I thank the Senator. 
I would like to draw the Senator's at
tention to the recent report of a dis
tinguished citizens commission of 
Afghan refugees sponsored by the 
International Rescue Commission 
based in New York. On June 23, 1988, 
members of the commission presented 
their conclusions to the Senate For
eign Relations Committee. The report 
concludes: 

It is said that adequate monies may not be 
available, that other refugee programs may 
have to be sacrificed to assist Afghans, or 
that this is primarily a multilateral effort, 
in which U.S. participation should be limit
ed. The commission believes that an abdica
tion of this sort on the part of the United 
States would be unwise. The people of Af
ghanistan have been economically and emo
tionally devastated by the atrocities that 
have been visited upon them during the 
past nine years. They are surely deserving 
of immediate attention and assistance by 
the United States and others-in amounts 
greater than those that have been proposed 
thus far. 

Mr. President, I believe the commit
tee has taken an important step to 
avert what the commission warns 
could be a tragic shortcoming of the 
United States. Obviously the need is 

much greater, but this bill addresses 
that need far more generously than 
the administration's request. I urge 
my colleagues to support this provi
sion. 

AFRICA FUND AND POPULATION PROGRAM 

Mr. LEAHY. There is some confu
sion about two sections of the commit
tee report· that appear to be conflict
ing. In the section dealing with the 
Development Fund for Africa, AID is 
encouraged to use funds from all 
sources, including centrally funded 
programs, to meet the 10-percent 
target for voluntary family planning 
activities. I would just like to confirm 
with the chairman, however, that the 
$197.94 million appropriations for pop
ulation assistance is exclusive of the 
target for family planning under the 
DF A as is described in the population 
section of the report. 

Mr. INOUYE. That is correct. The 
committee agreed to this additional 
clarification when it was learned that 
voluntary family planning activities 
were not receiving the 10-percent 
target of support intended under the 
DF A. Indeed, AID Is projecting that 
less money will go toward family plan
ning in Sub-Saharan Africa in fiscal 
year 1988 and 1989 compared with 
fiscal year 1987. Total of $62.5 million 
and $64 million respectively for fiscal 
year 1988 and 1989 compared with $72 
million in fiscal year 1987. This new 
directive is intended to ensure that 
family planning and population assist
ance actually receives all that Con
gress believes it has appropriated for 
these activities. 

PEACE CORPS FUNDING 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as a 
long-time and ardent supporter of the 
Peace Corps, I am delighted by the 
provision in this measure to provide 
fiscal year 1989 appropriations for the 
Peace Corps at a level-$157 million
that would enable the Peace Corps to 
continue making progress toward 
achieving the congressionally estab
lished goal of a Peace Corps volunteer 
strength of 10,000, as enacted in sec
tion 1102 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 
1985, Public Law 99-83. As the Senate 
author of that provision, I am deeply 
grateful to the distinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations, Mr. INOUYE, 
for his excellent work in getting that 
amount included in the bill as report
ed. 

Mr. President, the funding that 
would be provided in this legislation is 
crucial to the efforts of the Peace 
Corps in fiscal year 1989 to maintain 
its operations and to continue making 
progress toward achieving the goal of 
a Peace Corps volunteer strength of 
10,000. 

Despite the continued national sup
port for the Peace Corps among the 
American people and its symbolic sig
nificance to our aspirations for world 

peace and understanding, the numbers 
of Peace Corps volunteers declined 
fror-1 more than 15,000 volunteers in 
19e6 to 9,000 in 1970, to just over 5,000 
in 1984. During that same period and 
continuing to the present, the popula
tions in the developing nations of the 
world have increased dramatically. 

As a result of our efforts over the 
past 3 years, the decline in the number 
of volunteers has become an upswing. 
In fact, the Peace Corps placed more 
new volunteers in the field this year 
than it has in any of the past 10 years. 
Currently, there are about 6,600 men 
and women ~erving in the Peace 
Corps, a 25-percent increase over last 
year, and the prospects for continuing 
growth are good, If Congress provides 
the necessary resources. For example, 
at present the Peace Corps has re
quests from hvst countries for close to 
1,000 more volunteers, and roughly 
3,360 more qualified applicants than 
the agency's current budget enables it 
to use. 

Many exciting developments are 
under way in the Peace Corps, includ
ing two pilot programs in health care 
designed to train host-country nation
als to improve their delivery of health 
care services. The Peace Corps is also 
preparing for its negotiations with the 
People's Republic of China to work 
out details regarding the number and 
type of volunteers who will be serving 
there. These activities should help the 
Peace Corps keep pace with the grow
ing needs of host countries for volun
teers. 

Mr. President, following enactment 
of the 10,000-volunteer goal, I and a 
number of other Members of the 
House and Senate, including Senators 
PELL and DoDD and the chairman of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
Representative DANTE FASCELL, re
quested that Loret Ruppe, Director of 
the Peace Corps, develop a phased, re
alistic, and programmatically appro
priate plan to meet that goal. Director 
Ruppe's plan, submitted to Congress 
on March 5, 1986, provided a realistic 
blueprint for moderate Peace Corps 
growth through the end of this decade 
and into the begil ming of the next. 

So far, through the efforts of a 
number of us strongly committed to 
this agency's work on behalf of world 
peace, development, and mutual un
derstanding-including notably my 
good friend, Senator DECONCINI, a 
member of the Appropriations Com
mittee's Subcommittee on Foreign Op
erations, as well as its distinguished 
chairman, Senator INOUYE-the Con
gress provided the funding needed to 
keep pace with that plan-$137.2 mil
lion for fiscal year 1987 and $146.2 mil
lion for fiscal year 1988. As I have pre
viously indicated, the funding level 
called for in that plan for the next 
fiscal year is $157 million. 
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This is also the level of funding that 

would be authorized for appropriation 
in S. 2054, legislation which I intro
duced on February 4, 1988, with the 
chairmen of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, Mr. PELL, and of that com
mittee's Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere and Peace Corps Affairs, 
Mr. DODD, and Senators INOUYE, 
DECONCINI, and ROCKEFELLER, and 
which Senator WEICKER and SANFORD 
have also cosponsored. 

On May 10, 1988, Senators PELL, 
DODD, DECONCINI, ROCKEFELLER, 
WEICKER, and SANFORD-all cosponsors 
of S. 2054-joined with me in a letter 
to Subcommittee Chairman INOUYE 
outlining the need for this funding 
and urging his support for fiscal year 
1989 appropriations of $157 million for 
the Peace Corps. I know that the dis
tinguished Senator from Hawaii will 
do everything possible to sustain this 
figure in conference since the House
passed bill includes only $152 million 
for the Peace Corps. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of our May 10 letter 
to Chairman INOUYE, along with the 
text of a letter which Senators PELL, 
DoDD, and I recently sent to Director 
Ruppe requesting an updating of the 
funding estimates in the March 5, 
1986, 6-year plan, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COliDIITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, May 10, 1988. 
Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Oper

ations, Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DAN: We are writing to urge that 
your Subcommittee recommend appropria
tions for the Peace Corps in the amount 
that would be authorized for appropriation 
in S. 2054, legislation you joined us in intro
ducing on February 4, 1988, to authorize FY 
1989 Peace Corps appropriations of $157 
million. 

We are extremely grateful for your suc
cessful efforts last year to ensure that the 
Peace Corps received the funding level we 
proposed inS. 1274, the proposed "Interna
tional Security and Development Coopera
tion Act of 1987", which is pending on the 
Senate calendar. We hope that the Senate 
will consider that bill this year, so that we 
may have the opportunity to add to it the 
fiscal year 1989 Peace Corps authorization 
level of $157 million proposed inS. 2054. 

However, if the Senate has not taken up 
this legislation before your mark-up, we 
urge your Subcommittee to recommend the 
$157 million funding level, which, as you 
know, is essential to enable the Peace Corps 
to continue making progress toward the 
Congressionally-established goal of a volun
teer strength of 10,000 by 1992-a goal 
which your Subcommittee and the full 
Committee expressly endorsed in its Decem
ber 4, 1987, report on the FY 1988 appro
priation <S. Rept. No. 100-236, p. 181)-and 
to keep its operations running smoothly. 

Many exciting developments are under
way in the Peace Corps. The two pilot pro
grams in health care you initiated are 

moving forward, and assessments are under
way to determine the host countries in 
which it would be best to undertake the pro
grams. The Peace Corps is also preparing 
for its negotiations with the People's Re
public of China to work out details regard
ing the number and type of volunteers who 
will be serving there. These activities should 
help the Peace Corps keep pace with the 
growing needs of host countries for volun
teers. It currently has close to a thousand 
more requests for volunteers, and roughly 
3,360 more qualified applicants, than the 
agency's current budget can accommodate. 

Dan, because of your long-standing dedi
cation to maintaining a strong and effective 
Peace Corps, we know that you will make 
every effort to see that the Peace Corps re
ceives this funding so that it may have the 
necessary resources to continue to assist 
people in developing countries meet their 
basic needs and improve the quality of their 
lives. 

With warm regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
LoWELL P. WEICKER, Jr., 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
CHRISTOPHER DODD, 
JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV, 
TERRY SANFORD. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COliDIITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, June 9, 1988. 
Hon. LoRET MILLER RUPPE, 
Director, Peace Corps, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LoRET: We are writing you-as we 
did in March of last year-concerning the 
plan you developed two years ago to achieve 
the Congressionally-mandated goal for a 
Peace Corps volunteer strength of 10,000 in
dividuals. 

As you are well aware, following enact
ment on August 8, 1985, of the provision in 
section 1102 of Public Law 99-83, establish
ing the 10,000-volunteer goal, we, along with 
a number of members of the authorizing 
and appropriating committees of both the 
House and Senate, requested that you pre
pare a detailed plan on how to achieve that 
growth in a phased and orderly manner 
within present stringent budgetary limita
tions. Your plan, submitted on March 5, 
1986, and updated, in response to our re
quest, on April17, 1987, has been extraordi
narily helpful in providing guidance to our 
efforts over the past two years to secure the 
legislative changes and resources needed to 
start on the path toward achieving this 
growth in volunteer strength. 

As we continue those efforts, we would ap
preciate your providing us with an update of 
the plan, taking into account FY 1988 staff 
salary increases, those estimated for future 
years, and projected increases in the Peace 
Corps' fixed costs, FERS costs, and fluctua
tions in international currency exchange 
rates. 

We would also like to have your comments 
on whether, in order to protect the Peace 
Corps' ability to maintain its programmatic 
efforts overseas despite currency-exchange 
fluctuations that diminish the purchasing 
power of its funds, a foreign currency fluc
tuations account should be established for 
the Peace Corps. We note that such ac
counts have been established for the De
partments of Defense and State and that 
such an account was recently authorized, in 
section 345 <copy enclosed) of Public Law 

100-322, for the American Battle Monu
ments Commission. 

We look forward to working with you on 
these and other matters aimed at strength
ening and improving the Peace Corps. 

With warm regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, for 
more than 26 years, Peace Corps vol
unteers have promoted international 
peace and friendship be helping per
sons in many nations overcome the 
often harsh circumstances-including, 
malnutrition, water pollution, disease, 
and illiteracy-of their lives. Since the 
Peace Corps' establishment in 1961, 
over 128,000 American men and 
women have served as volunteers in 95 
nations around the world. 

Of all the international efforts we 
make to achieve world peace and un
derstanding, there is no greater contri
bution than that which the American 
people make through the Peace Corps. 
In this unique program, we share with 
the developing nations of the world 
the best of America-our people, our 
spirit, our ingenuity, and our compas
sion. Upon their return to this coun
try, Peace Corps volunteers are a 
source of knowledge about another 
way of life that can be tapped to pro
mote a broader understanding among 
Americans about peoples of other na
tions. 

Mr. President, our Nation and all of 
the other nations in which Peace 
Corps volunteers serve are immeasur
ably enriched by the contributions 
made by Peace Corps volunteers. 
These are dollars extremely well in
vested, and I urge all of my Senate col
leagues to support this Peace Corps 
funding level. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to call 
attention to a very well-deserved laud
atory article in the June 16 edition of 
the New York Times about the out
standing leadership of Peace Corps Di
rector Loret Ruppe during her 7 years 
as Director. 

This June 16 article entitled, "Yes, 
the Peace Corps Is Alive and Full of 
Vigor," describes the resurgence and 
vitality of the Peace Corps under Di
rector Ruppe's capable, tireless, and 
inspirational leadership. 

In 1980, I made it my goal to see a 
revitalized Peace Corps. We took the 
first step in 1981, by enacting the 
law-mentioned in the article-which I 
authored to restore the Peace Corps to 
independent status, which it enjoyed 
in the sixties and had lost in the early 
seventies. Then, in 1985, I authored
along with Representative JIM 
LEAcH-the provision, also referred to 
in the article, establishing the goal of 
a 10,000-volunteer Peace Corps. That 
provision, along with others I pro
posed, to remove politics as a consider
ation in the selection of Peace Corps 
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country directors and make other im
provements in the Peace Corps person
nel system, were enacted in the Inter
national Security and Development 
Cooperation Act of 1985, Public Law 
99-83. 

As the article and my earlier re
marks clearly indicate, this legislation 
is working and the Peace Corps is 
thriving again. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the New York Times article 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, June 16, 19881 
YES, THE PEACE CORPS Is ALIVE AND FuLL OF 

VIGOR 
<By David Rampe) 

WASHINGTON, June 15.-"The Peace Corps, 
is it still around?" people ask Loret Miller 
Ruppe, who has been its leader since 1981, 
longer than anyone else. 

The Peace Corps is not only around it is 
doubling in size and, after years in relative 
obscurity, Mrs. Ruppe is beating drums to 
get the word out. She is looking for volun
teers with specialized skills in forestry and 
fish ponds and in forming small businesses 
to spend two years in a poor country. 

She has also come up with novel ways to 
attract experienced people as volunteers, 
through tie-ins with dental schools, three
month tours for farmers and by encourag
ing older people to participate. 

The corps, a darling of the liberals when it 
was created by President Kennedy just 
weeks into his Administration, had some dif
ficult middle years. It started fast, building 
to more than 15,500 volunteers by 1966. Bill 
Moyers, in a history of the organization, 
summed up the mystical calling. "The Peace 
Corps is to the American Government what 
the Franciscans in their prime were to the 
Roman Catholic Church: a remarkable man
ifestation of a spirit too particular and per
sonal to be contained by an ecclesiastic 
(read: bureaucratic) organization." 

VIETNAM WAR'S IMPACT 
But the Vietnam War, unpopular at home 

and abroad, sent the corps reeling. Paul 
Theroux, the novelist and travel writer, who 
was a volunteer in Malawi, remembers the 
corps as being surprisingly hawkish. The 
number of volunteers withered, to under 
6,000 by 1976. 

Then the group lost its independence 
under President Nixon, merging into a 
broad volunteer group called Action. It had 
7 directors in 10 years. Its budget remains 
far behind the levels it reached in the 
1960's, considering the effects of inflation. 

But now the agency is rebuilding and, if it 
is not close to regaining its broadest reach, 
it is at least attracting firm bipartisan sup
port. It has also managed to develop a 
better definition of its mission. The corps, 
once again independent, is working to in
crease its volunteer network to 10,000 
people by 1992, from about 5,200 today. 

The group expects to be operating in 66 
countries by the end of the year, with half 
its volunteers in Africa. Its universe is a bit 
erratic; it does not include one of the coun
tries most in need, Marxist-ruled Ethiopia, 
nor is it in China, although that may come 
soon. 

Mrs. Ruppe (pronounced ROO-pee) may 
seem an unlikely candidate to head the 
Peace Corps. She had little related experi-

ence when President Reagan chose her, but 
she co-chaired Michigan's Reagan-Bush 
State Committee and did know Washington 
and Congress, being married to Philip 
Ruppe, a Republican who for more than a 
dozen years was the Congressman from 
Michigan's 11th District. 

RESTORING POLITICAL POPULARITY 
An energetic woman of 62 years, she has 

done much to restore the corps to political 
popularity. Timothy Carroll, head of the 
National Council of Returned Peace Corps 
Volunteers, remarked that Mrs. Ruppe has 
been "nicely bipartisan" and has kept the 
organization's spirit a.live. 

Sargent Shriver, the first leader of the 
corps, said Mrs. Ruppe deserved "immense 
credit," as did Congressional prodding, for 
rebuilding at a time when Government 
budgets have been under intense pressures. 
Mrs. Ruppe also has a personal interest in 
the corps: one of her five daughters was a 
volunteer in Nepal. 

One thing she has done is to recognize 
that host countries want skilled volunteers. 
While English teachers still have an impor
tant place, the corps is emphasizing such 
things as fisheries, sanitation, nutrition and 
forestry and "micro-enterprises." 

A MIRROR OF THE NATION 
This is not easy at a time when mathemat

ics and science students are in short supply 
in this country, and when the American 
farm population is a third of what it was in 
1960. "Volunteers mirror what is going on in 
our country," Mrs. Ruppe said in an inter
view in her 12th floor office, which over
looks the White House. 

That means it takes novel efforts to re
cruit. At Harvard University, the dental 
school is letting fifth-year students spend 
six months in the corps, instead of the 
standard two years. A farmer-to-farmer pro
gram will send 50 Americans abroad for 
three to six months. Financial concessions 
are offered to students who graduate with 
heavy debts. Rutgers University, the Univer
sity of Alabama and Boston University are 
offering programs combining work on a 
master's degree with service in the corps. 

In New York City, 16 public high school 
juniors recently spent two weeks abroad 
with the corps in an effort by the organiza
tion to make young people aware of the op
portunities it provides overseas. 

Another drive is to bring in older, more 
experienced recruits. The average volunteer 
is 30 years old, but one out of eight is over 
50, and the older volunteer is said to enjoy 
considerable respect overseas. 

Among recent volunteers who speak 
warmly of their experiences in the corps is 
Peggy Piaskoski, who taught English in 
Nepal, the Himalayan kingdom where per 
capita income is $160. She went to where 
the roads stop and then kept going, trudg
ing for 16 hours through a rhododendron 
forest and stunning terraces, to a village two 
days away from any other American. Ms. 
Piaskosky, who now does recruiting for the 
corps in New York, describes it as "an ad
venture that will probably stay with me for 
a long, long time." 

Another recent volunteer who worked in 
Ghana and Togo, Robert Rodriguez, said 
the greatest challenge was to achieve some
thing that left a lasting imprint. The first 
six months, he said, you survive and get 
used to strange surroundings, then you 
spend a year working on a primary assign
ment-in his case teaching physics-and 
also on ad hoc opportunities. The last six 
months, he said, is to train local people to 

carry on. It doesn't always work, and that is 
frustrating, but he said "you're there as an 
agent to help them do what they want to 
do. The country knows eventually what is 
best for itself." 

BENEFITS FOR VOLUNTEERS 
Aside from altruism, the volunteers, and 

American society, are supposed to benefit in 
practical ways. The corps teaches some 200 
languages and dialects. It provides experi
ence often useful in later careers, facilitat
ing commercial, governmental and cultural 
contacts, in the third world. 

John W. Sewell, president of the Overseas 
Development Council, a private group spe
cializing in third-world issues, said that over 
the years the Peace Corps and similar 
groups from other affluent countries have 
had an enormous beneficial effect on illiter
acy, infant mortality and other probleins, 
but that the benefits have been "very un
evenly spread." 

The corps provides a "very useful part of 
a spectrum of needs," he said. 

A CADRE OF 120,000 

"It's terribly important as a channel to 
keep Americans involved in the third world 
in a way good for the third world and good 
for us at an extraordinarily low cost," he 
said. "And it has given us a cadre of 120,000 
who have lived and worked in the grass 
roots in the third world and now are emerg
ing into positions of decision making in our 
own society." 

Dr. William B. Walsh Sr., who heads 
Project Hope, which for 30 years has 
trained medical workers, said of the corps is 
"really doing superior work now." 

Mr. Shriver, now the president of the Spe
cial Olympics, would like the corps to be 
more ambitious. "When I left in '65,'' he 
said, "we had 13,000 in the Peace Corps." 
Getting back to 10,000, he said, is not 
enough. "The only missing ingredient is a 
shortage of money, a pittance. It's like a vin
tage wine everybody would like to get, but 
there aren't enough bottles." 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I con
gratulate my colleagues on the Appro
priations Committee, and particularly 
Senator INOUYE, for their careful 
crafting of appropriations for foreign 
assistance for fiscal year 1989. This 
bill, H.R. 4637, reemphasizes the fact 
that we have in the United States a bi
partisan consensus in favor of foreign 
assistance. This is not only because 
foreign aid is the right thing to do but 
also because foreign assistance, par
ticularly economic and development 
assistance, furthers our national inter
est. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
Appropriations Committee has insist
ed that the President allocate $5 mil
lion in economic support funds to Leb
anon. These funds will be used to sup
port the programs of international 
and private voluntary organizations 
which are providing assistance and 
relief to Lebanon's war-weary popula
tion. 

I hope that the administration will 
see to it that some of these funds are 
used to support the relief and voca
tional education programs of the Leba
non YMCA. As I noted in a statement 
made on August 7, 1987, I have 
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become familiar with the impressive 
programs of the Lebanon YMCA. The 
YMCA has provided vocational train
ing to approximately 20,000 youths, 
provides relief in the form of food, 
medicine, clothing and shelter to a 
quarter of a million people, and runs a 
summer camp program for 6,000 chil
dren affected by the war. The YMCA's 
programs are open to Lebanese of all 
ethnic, religious, and communal back
grounds. Specifically their programs 
serve Moslems as well as Christians. 

I understand that the YMCA re
ceived a clean bill of financial health 
and probity in a recent audit of U.S.
funded programs. In addition, it has 
succeeded in broadening its financial 
base-increasing its private fundrais
ing abroad from $3 million last year to 
$10 million this year. These develop
ments should give us all confidence 
that the YMCA does an excellent job 
in Lebanon, and will use future United 
States-provided resources effectively 
and efficiently. 

Mr. President, $5 million will not 
solve, let alone begin to solve, the suf
fering and violence visited upon the 
people of Lebanon. Leadership within 
Lebanon and effective diplomacy are 
needed to reestablish peace, effective 
government and a functioning econo
my in Lebanon. Yet this modest 
amount can provide hope for tens of 
thousands of Lebanese and will remind 
the world community that we all share 
a responsibility for bringing peace and 
stability to the people of Lebanon. 

MOZAMBICAN REFUGEE CRISIS 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
as we debate the Foreign Operations 
appropriations bill, I believe it is im
portant to highlight that the mount
ing flow of refugees in southern Africa 
over the past year is a very serious 
problem of crisis proportions. The 
State Department currently estimates 
that the total number of refugees 
from Mozambique is about 870,000, 
half of whom are in Malawi. 

The nrimber of Mozambican refu
gees has increased by 300 percent over 
the past year due to the violence and 
brutality by the RENAMO forces 
fighting the Mozambique Govern
ment. No resolution to the problems in 
Mozambique appears to be in sight 
and the increased flow of refugees sug
gests that there can be over 1 million 
Mozambican refugees by the end of 
the year. 

The international community has 
been quick to respond to this growing 
crisis, but the problem is only expect
ed to get worse over the coming 
months. I welcome the Appropriations 
Committee's report language which 
urges the Department of State to be of 
maximum assistance to international 
organizations who are struggling to re
lieve this tragic humanitarian emer
gency. 

But I remain concerned, Mr. Presi
dent, that the proportions of the crisis 

may be growing faster than the level 
of our commitment of resources. I be
lieve very strongly that earmarks in 
general cripple our abilitly to conduct 
a flexible foreign aid program and ex
asperate the problems created by the 
cuts in the overall foreign aid budget. 
This year, I am particularly concerned 
that the earmarks in the Migration 
and Refugee Assistance account and 
the Emergency Refugee and Migration 
Assistance account may dangerously 
limit our ability to meet the needs of 
the refugee crisis in southern Africa. I 
would urge that over the coming year 
that we remain open here in Congress 
to any reprogramming request for this 
crisis if the State Department deems it 
necessary. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in 1971, 
when I was still a prosecuting attorney 
in Vermont, Senator INOUYE became 
the chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations. 
Four years later, I became the young
est member of that subcommittee. 

For 16 years, under four Presidents 
and six Secretaries of State, my very 
good friend, the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii, has led Foreign Oper
ations, either as chairman or ranking 
member. During these many years, 
chairman INOUYE has been a force of 
stability, foresight, and compassion in 
the management of our foreign aid 
programs. 

When Senator INOUYE became chair
man, our foreign aid budget, measured 
in constant 1988 dollars, was $19 bil
lion, divided among some 102 coun
tries. Today it is down to $14 billion, 
spread among 125 countries. In addi
tion to bilateral assistance, that same 
$14 billion has to cover a wide variety 
of regional aid programs and our con
tributions to the United Nations, the 
multilateral banks, the Peace Corps, 
and a great deal more. 

In the last 16 years, we have learned 
a tremendous amount about the uses 
and management of foreign assistance. 
On the whole, we have seen a remark
able evolution in our foreign aid pro
grams, and it is in no small part due to 
the leadership of Senator INOUYE 
throughout this period. 

It is therefore with great regret that 
I heard Senator INOUYE announce 
during the subcommittee markup of 
the present Foreign Operations bill 
that that would be his final session as 
chairman of this subcommittee. 

I want to pay heartfelt tribute to 
Senator INOUYE for his long, devoted 
and inspiring years of leadership on 
Foreign Operations. Whether in pro
viding leadership to those of us who 
are committed to ensuring the security 
of Israel, in sustaining programs to 
help the poorest countries meet basic 
human needs, or in addressing the 
needs of refugees, year after year Sen
ator INOUYE has kept the United 
States at the forefront of the global 

effort to maintain the peace and fight 
poverty overseas. 

Fortunately, the Appropriations 
Committee will still benefit from Sen
ator INOUYE's leadership. Assuming 
our party retains the majority next 
year, he has indicated he plans to 
chair the Subcommittee on Defense, 
where he will be next in seniority after 
the retirement of that giant of the 
Senate, my admired friend and col
league, Senator JOHN STENNIS. I also 
sit on the Defense Subcommittee and 
I look forward to his able leadership 
there. 

Senator INOUYE has been unwaver
ing in his strong support for humani
tarian aid programs. Today, as the 
Senate considers this final Foreign 
Operations appropriations bill to be 
reported by Senator INoUYE as chair
man of the subcommittee, I want to 
mention just a few examples of how 
he has helped me achieve· some of my 
own goals in Foreign Operations over 
the past 2 years. 

In 1987, economic security funds to 
sub-Saharan Africa, a region of unpar
allelled economic devastation and po
litical instability, were cut by 27 per
cent. To prevent a further erosion of 
U.S. aid to that region, I asked Sena
tor INOUYE to include $50 million in 
economic support funds in the fiscal 
year 1988 foreign aid bill. Not only did 
he agree about the importance of this 
aid, he worked in the conference com
mittee to increase the amount to $90 
million in aid sub-Saharan Africa so 
desperately needs. 

Also last year, I urged Senator 
INOUYE to support the highest author
ized funding for a variety of humani
tarian aid programs, including 
UNICEF, child survival, microenter
prise loans and vitamin A. He saw to it 
that these programs received funding 
at or close to the levels I requested, 
and in several cases increased those 
amounts this year. 

This year I suggested to Senator 
INOUYE the idea of establishing a fund 
to help civilian victims of armed con
flicts around the world. Thousands of 
men, women, and children have lost 
legs from landmines in wars and insur
gencies in some of the poorest coun
tries in the world. Without our assist
ance, they have no hope of getting 
treatment. Senator INOUYE embraced 
this idea enthusiastically, and included 
a new section in the foreign aid bill 
providing up to $5 million for artificial 
limbs for these victims of conflict. Al
though this will only aid a fraction of 
the tens of thousands of amputees, 
Senator INOUYE shares my hope that 
this war victims fund will be expanded 
in the future. He also agreed to in
clude language in the bill authorizing 
AID to assist amputees in countries 
where it is prevented from doing so 
under current law, such as Vietnam. 
Senator INOUYE agrees with me that 
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the American people strongly support 
this kind of purely humanitarian ges
ture that can make a world of differ
ence to people who are suffering. Poli
tics should not stand in the way of our 
desire to help these people. 

Also this year, I suggested to the 
chairman that the administration's re
quest for !MET funds to train military 
officers from wealthy countries like 
Brunei and Austria simply cannot be 
justified. In Brunei, the per capita 
income is $20,000. That's $6,000 more 
than the average Vermonter earns, 
and yet the administration wants the 
American taxpayers to pay to train 
Brunei's military. Brunei, Mr. Presi
dent, is the country where the Sultan 
felt able to contribute $10 million in a 
secret Swiss bank account for the Con
tras, at the request of the State De
partment. Senator INOUYE agreed with 
me, and included in the bill a prohibi
tion on the expenditure of !MET 
funds for any country with a per 
capita income of more than $2,349. 

I could cite dozens of other examples 
of how over the years Senator INOUYE 
has done his utmost to see that our 
foreign aid goes to those who are most 
in need. His legacy sets a standard for 
the next Foreign Operations chairman 
to build upon. 

It is often said that foreign aid has 
no constituency. I disagree. Ver
monters over the years have made 
clear to me they want to help those in 
need abroad. Generosity has long been 
an American trait. Americans just 
want to know that their generosity is 
going to good purposes, not being si
phoned off by the wealthy, the cor
rupt or the inefficient. They do not 
want to pay for cruel military dictator
ships or unjust oligarchies. I believe 
that foreign aid, used wisely, has the 
strong support of the American 
people. 

This year's foreign aid bill illustrates 
the tremendous efforts by the Con
gress and the executive branch to ad
dress a vast array of foreign aid and 
related issues. It has not been easy. As 
America's interests overseas have ex
panded, our foreign aid budget has de
creased. The importance of reducing 
the Federal deficit means the foreign 
assistance program, like all Federal 
spending, will face stringent con
straints for several years to come. 

Recent trends in our foreign aid con
cern me. During the first half of this 
administration, foreign aid grew by 42 
percent. More recently, it has declined 
by 22 percent. And, during the past 8 
years, the balance between develop
ment and security aid has shifted dra
matically. Reflecting the attitudes and 
priorities of the Reagan administra
tion, military and security-related as
sistance is now more than twice the 
level of development aid. 

These ups and downs and shifts in 
emphasis have caused disruption in 
our foreign policies, and raise ques-

tions about our overall foreign aid ob
jectives. 

We are facing difficult choices as we 
begin our fifth decade since the Mar
shall plan. The world is a very differ
ent place today than it was in the late 
1940's, when President Truman began 
our first major foreign aid program. 
We can count on equally dramatic 
changes by the year 2000. With a new 
administration taking office next year, 
with far-reaching economic, financial 
and technological developments 
around the globe, and with intense 
budgetary pressure on our shrinking 
foreign aid programs, it is time for 
both Congress and the executive 
branch to undertake a comprehensive 
review of foreign aid. We need to step 
back and evaluate what has worked 
and what hasn't in foreign assistance. 

Some elements of our foreign assist
ance are unquestionably vital to our 
security and that of our friends. We 
must, for example, maintain our eco
nomic and military assistance to 
Israel, our only reliable democratic 
ally in a critical area of the world. We 
must continue to assist Egypt, the one 
Arab nation with the courage and 
statesmanship to make peace with 
Israel. We must help build strong 
international financial institutions 
dedicated to economic development. 
We must provide essential military 
and security assistance to friends and 
allies whose interests, values and inter
national behavior are in harmony with 
our own. And, we must do our part to 
address the desperate needs of the 1 
billion people who live in poverty. 

Many other economic, military, and 
financial programs have gone on for 
many years without an indepth review 
of their goals and achievements. With 
these, searching questions must be 
asked and purposes reevaluated. 

With the benefit of a comprehensive 
reexamination, we should, in coopera
tion with the new President, begin a 
sustained process of shaping a consist
ent, cost-effective and balanced for
eign aid program that addresses Amer
ica's and the world's needs during the 
remainder of this century and beyond. 

As a member of the Foreign Oper
ations Subcommittee, I look forward 
to working on this exciting and impor
tant fresh look at the purposes, struc
ture and objectives of our various for
eign aid programs. 

THE SALZBURG SEMINAR 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the 
Salzburg Seminar is an independent, 
nonprofit educational institution, 
founded in 1947 and incorporated in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
as the Salzburg Seminar in American 
Studies. 

The seminar's 1947 facility included 
Margaret Mead, Alfred Kazin, Wassily 
Leontief, Elspeth and Walt Rostow 
among others. In the 40 years since 
the seminar was founded, some of the 
leading figures of the world have lee-

tured, always as volunteers, at the 
Salzburg Seminar. These include Saul 
Bellow, W. Michael Blumenthal, 
former Congressman John Brademas, 
former Chief Justice Warren E. 
Burger, Solicitor General Charles 
Fried, Katharine Graham, John 
Hersey, Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM, 
William McChesney Martin, Jr., 
former Senator Charles McC. Mathias, 
Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist, 
and Senator TERRY SANFORD. 

Each year, the seminar offers a 
number of 1 to 3 week sesions, each 
devoted to a single subject which may 
be drawn from government, law, inter
national relations, or which may re
flect cultural, economic, social, or envi
ronmental concerns. Some sessions 
deal with science and technology, fo
cusing on new knowledge and social 
change. 

Since its roots are American, the 
seminar draws heavily on the Ameri
can experience. For example, a session 
on "American Law and Legal Institu
tions" is presented annually. In addi
tion to Chief Justice Rehnquist, Asso
ciate Justices Harry A. Blackmun, Wil
liam J. Brennan, Jr., Sandra Day 
O'Connor, John Paul Stevens, and 
Byron White, have all lectured at law 
sessions. 

The seminar is not a conference 
center, a training school or a research 
institute. It is an advanced educational 
activity which provides a unique 
forum for the frank exchange of ideas 
and informed opinion. It offers non
Americans practical insights into de
velopments in the United States, while 
familiarizing American fellows
roughly 10 percent-with the ideas 
and attitudes of participants from 
other countries and other cultures. 

Over 12,000 non-Americans have at
tended the Salzburg Seminar since 
1947, drawn from over 100 countries
Western Europe, Eastern Europe, the 
Middle East, Israel, and . increasingly 
Africa, Asia, and Latin America. 

The Salzburg Seminar has been self
supporting over the eyars, drawing its 
income from tuition fees-which com
prise 20 to 25 percent of total income
paid by those fellows who are in a po
sition to do so, grants from private 
U.S. foundations and European and 
American banks and corporations, in
dividual gifts, a modest contribution 
from the Government of Austria, and 
partial fellowships from USIA for fel
lows from Israel, the Middle East, 
North Africa, South Asia and Eastern 
Europe. 

The unique worth of the Salzburg 
Seminar was set for in an evaluation 
conducted in 1985 for the United 
States Information Agency. The eval
uator stated that: 

My conclusion is that the Salzburg Semi
nar has been and continues to be a "Good 
Thing" in terms of USIA objectives in East
ern Europe and the NEA area. It is, in the 
words of another former USIA officer who 
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recently participated in the Seminar, " ... 
virtually unsurpassed among mechanisms 
for intercultural communications which are 
available to USIA use or participation. 
What happens in Salzburg is powerful, in
delible communication." This view is shared 
by almost all those whom I consulted, and 
in its practical unanimity contributed in 
large measure to my evaluation and conclu
sion. 

My only important recommendation is 
that USIA continue its support of the Semi
nar. 

Since 1985, however, the dramatic 
increase in the value of the Austrian 
schilling-the preponderance of the 
Salzburg Seminar's income is received 
in U.S. dollars while the preponder
ance of its expenditures are made in 
Austrian schillings-has severely jeop
ardized the financial health of the 
seminar. As a result the seminar expe
rienced a deficit of $179,000 last year. 

In order to meet the challenge the 
board of directors of the seminar, 
chaired by Lloyd N. Cutler, has decid
ed to undertake an extensive renova
tion of its facilities in Salzburg. Not 
only will the planned renovations 
enable the seminar to attrract and ac
comodate more full-paying fellows, 
thus augmenting the seminar's core 
income, but it will also make the com
plex attractive to other users, on a 
commercial basis, as a conference 
center. This will provide a new source 
of assured and predictable income. 

According to the President of the 
Salzburg Seminar, former Congress
man Brad Morse of the Common
wealth of Massachusetts, unless the 
planned renovations are made-which 
will produce substantial additional 
income-the very survival of this re
spected and acclaimed U.S. institution 
will be threatened. 

The board and management have al
ready approved a major program to 
upgrade the facilities, and have identi
fied an established organization which 
is prepared to use the renovated facili
ties on a long-term basis. The planned 
arrangements made the investment 
feasible and will ensure the continued 
operation of a unique American educa
tional enterprise which has inspired 
understanding and respect for the 
United States on the part of hundreds 
of citizens from other countries 
throughout the world who have, after 
the Salzburg experience, gone on to 
the highest positions of responsibility 
and leadership in their governments 
or in their professions. 

An investment of approximately $2.9 
million will be required to complete 
the necessary renovations. Prelimi
nary arrangements have already been 
made to obtain a loan from an agency 
of the Austrian Government to cover 
65 percent of the investment, or $1.9 
million . on exceedingly favorable 
terms-5.5 percent interest for 15 
years. The seminar, whose board ap
proved the undertaking on June 12, 
1988, will launch a major campaign to 

raise the balance, or $1 million from 
public and private sources in the 
United States, Europe, and Japan. 

The American Schools and Hospitals 
Abroad Program supports institutions 
established by Americans which pro
mote private initiative, independent 
inquiry and innovative approaches to 
problem solving. The Salzburg Semi
nar meets each of these standards. 

ASHA's mandate stipulates that 
grants are made to help private, non
profit, American-sponsored schools 
and hospitals overseas to build and 
renovate facilities, to purchase equip
ment, and in a few cases, to meet the 
costs of operating educational and 
medical programs. ASHA-supported 
institutions educate a worldwide cadre 
which can communicate, share values, 
and work with Americans in business, 
government, the sciences, and other 
mutually beneficial endeavors. These 
institutions train future leaders in a 
wide variety of endeavors. 

Mr. President, it is more than appar
ent that ASHA support for the Salz
burg Seminar, in the amount of 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1989, is not 
only highly appropriate, but desirable 
as well. 

Therefore, I would like to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Subcom
mittee if he agrees that the ASHA 
office should give favorable consider
ation to such a request from the Salz
burg Seminar. 

Mr. INOUYE. I agree with my dis
tinguished colleague from Masssachu
setts that it is important that the Salz
burg Seminar obtain the necessary re
sources to move forward with, and 
complete, this important renovation. 
In this context, the ASHA program is 
an appropriate source of funding to 
assist in this effort and I would cer
tainly support their favorable consid
eration of a $500,000 request from the 
Salzburg Seminar. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this 
bill represents a balanced and reasona
ble apportionment of the limited 
funds available for our foreign assist
ance programs. These programs play a 
vastly underrated role in our society 
planning and represent a critical ele
ment of our foreign policy-tools to 
assist the poorest of Third World 
countries, to promote stability among 
developing nations, to fulfill commit
ments to governments which have 
granted us base rights, to increase 
commerce with the U.S. economy and 
to provide military assistance to our 
allies. 

In particular this legislation pro
vides greater security for the United 
States in the Eastern Mediterranean 
by maintaining previous aid levels for 
Israel, Egypt, and the southern flank 
of NATO. 

This year there was also a greater 
effort to provide and protect funding 
for the poorest African nations, which 

have been neglected in the past in 
spite of enormous need, strategic im
portance, and growing instability. 

I am especially pleased by the ef
forts of the committee to lock in great
er efficiencies in our foreign aid pro
grams. The Pentagon estimates that it 
wastes $35 to $45 billion every year, or 
three times the total amount of this 
bill. Foreign aid programs could never 
get away with that sort of inefficien
cy-and shouldn't-since in this scarce 
funding environment every aid dollar 
is precious. In our bill we have provid
ed more resources for AID's inspector 
general, who has done an outstanding 
job of uncovering waste and inefficien
cy. AID, to its credit, has responded in 
the past by correcting the problems 
uncovered by the IG, but there are 
many more improvements to be made. 

As a further efficiency effort the 
committee has approved a stepped up 
effort to involve more women in our 
development programs. When African 
women produce over 80 percent of the 
continent's food supplies but receive 
only 20 percent of AID's agricultural 
training and assistance, our aid is not 
being employed to greatest advantage. 
I expect to see much improvement in 
this area in the years to come. 

The committee has also underscored 
the importance by programs which 
provides a high payoff to U.S. busi
nesses by increasing the funding for 
the State Department's Trade and De
velopment Program, which is charged 
with locating business and trade op
portunities abroad for U.S. businesses 
and has shown an excellent return on 
previous funding. I am particularly 
pleased by the TOP's cooperation with 
state trade agencies, which I proposed 
last year and the committee has 
stressed in this year's report. 

My President, I cannot end these 
comments without a word of praise for 
our subcommittee chairman."' Senator 
INOUYE will not be leading our sub
committee next year, but for the past 
16 years, as chairman or ranking 
member, he has molded our foreign 
aid programs into their current form. 
He has shown great compassion for 
the problems of developing nations, 
tempered, however, by hard-headed 
considerations of what is in the best 
foreign policy interests of this coun
try. He has been ably aided by staff di
rector Richard Collins, who is one of 
the most outstanding congressional 
aides I have ever come into contact 
with. Together with ranking member 
BOB KASTEN, they have drafted a bill 
that will serve our country's interests 
extremely well. 

EL SALVADOR PROVISION 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the chairman of the For
eign Operations Subcommittee, Mr. 
INOUYE, for his leadership and guid
ance of this crucial subcommittee over 
the past 10 years. Speaking for other 
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members of our subcommittee, we will 
sorely miss your leadership on this im
portant subcommittee. 

I will support H.R. 4637, the Foreign 
Aid Appropriations Act, but am con
cerned that the full Appropriations 
Committee, by a close 1 vote margin, 
dropped a provision regarding El Sal
vador. 

This provision, which was included 
in the chairman's bill reported out of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommit
tee, would have delayed obligation of 
50 percent of El Salvador's military as
sistance until after April 1 of next 
year. 

In order to release those funds, the 
President was required to submit a 
report on the status of peace talks in 
El Salvador. 

It specified that the report describe 
efforts made by the Salvadoran Gov
ernment, the Salvadoran rebels and 
the United States to achieve a peace 
settlement as called for by the Esqui
pulas accords signed by President 
Duarte last August. 

It also specified that the report de
scribe efforts made by the Govern
ment of El Salvador to punish perpe
trators of death squad violence, mur
derers of American citizens, and those 
engaging in misuse of United States 
foreign aid funds. 

I believe the Appropriations Com
mittee's decision to delete this provi
sion was an unfortunate and misguid
ed one. All this provision required was 
a midyear report on the situation in El 
Salvador. It would have given our next 
administration and Congress an oppor
tunity to review United States policy 
toward El Salvador in the year ahead. 
It also would have given our next Am
bassador in San Salvador leverage to 
encourage support-or at least to dis
courage outright opposition-by the 
Salvadoran military and right to the 
reforms for which President Duarte 
worked during his 4 years as President 
of El Salvador. 

Contrary to the disinformation cam
paign waged against this proposal, it 
was not an affront to President 
Duarte. Rather, this provision sought 
to affirm President's Duarte's legacy 
of democracy and peace and to sup
port the Salvadoran people's efforts to 
achieve those goals. 

If there ever was a time for a critical 
review of the situation in El Salvador 
and United States policy there, that 
time is now. 

In the past year, much of democratic 
reforms for which President Duarte 
fought so hard, and in which United 
States taxpayers have invested so 
much, appear to be threatened by 
growing instability and the continued 
war in El Salvador. 

The future of El Salvador looks 
bleak. According to one State Depart
ment official, El Salvador "is a case of 
failed expectations." 

Death squad killings are on the rise. 
While nowhere near the proportions 
of the early eighties, in the first 4 
months of this year alone, death 
squad killings equalled figures for all 
last year. 

The pro-United States ruling Chris
tian Democratic Party is badly splin
tered. The Christian Democrats lost 
control of the National Assembly this 
March to the right-wing Arena Party. 
At a recent convention, the party was 
unable to unite behind a single presi
dential candidate. 

Meanwhile, right-wing Arena, which 
still counts alleged death squad leader 
Roberto D' Aubuisson as one of its 
leading figures, is getting stronger, 
and looks likely to win next March's 
presidential race. D' Aubuisson, whom 
Duarte himself accused of being 
behind the 1980 assassination of Arch
bishop Romero, gave the nominating 
speech for Arena's presidential candi
date. 

And the war continues. When 
Durate was elected 4 years ago, he 
promised to end the civil war. We 
pumped in hundreds of millions in 
military aid, quadrupled the size of 
the Salvadoran Armed Forces to their 
present size of 52,000. Yet the war 
grinds on. 

I commend to my colleagues' atten
tion the findings of a recent report by 
four U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonels 
who were fellows at Harvard's Kenne
dy School. That study concluded: 
"The FMLN-tough competent, highly 
motivated-can sustain its current 
strategy indefinitely. The Salvador
eans have yet to devise a persuasive 
formula for winning the war." 

According to the colonels, "The war 
in El Salvador is stuck • • • [and] un
happily, the United States finds itself 
stuck with the war." 

That is the reality of El Salvador 
today. The country's political institu
tions are in virtual chaos. The country 
essentially has no credible civilian 
leadership. And, according to the gov
ernment's own Human Rights Com
mission: "The horror of the violence 
of the past is increasing, threatening 
to plunge us into a bloodbath of un
controllable and disastrous conse
quences.'' 

The United States has committed 
too much of its credibility-not to 
mention $3 billion in U.S. aid-for it 
just to stay the course. The adminis
tration would have us believe that 
merely holding a presidential elec
tion-regardless of the outcome
counts as a success for United States 
policy in El Salvador. 

They would have us forget that 
right-wing Arena, whose new presiden
tial candidate is a Georgetown educat
ed businessman, is still run by the 
likes of Roberto D' Aubuission and his 
death squad cronies. They would have 
us forget this March's assembly elec
tions, which represent as much a slap 

at U.S. policy and the Christian Demo
crats as an Arena victory. 

U.S. policy hasn't worked, and it 
won't work. The Salvadoran people, 
whose children and families are being 
killed and dislocated as a result of the 
8-year civil war, haven't bought it. 
Look at recent election results. And 
the American people shouldn't have to 
buy it-but they are, to the tune of 
$400 million a year, $3 billion over the 
past 7 years. Tragically, United States 
policy in El Salvador has lost its direc
tion as well as its soul. Once again, vo
teers learn this lesson: political democ
racy will be short-lived if not founded 
on economic and social democracy. 
Neither one has been addressed over 
the last eight years in El Salvador. 

Congress-and the next administra
tion-can still review the situation in 
El Salvador by mid next year. The 
next administration and our new Am
bassador to El Salvador still has the 
tools to revive United States policy-to 
put some teeth into its commitment 
for peace and democracy, to pressure 
the Salvadoran military and the right 
<including Arena> into making moves 
toward a negotiated resolution of the 
civil war, to pressure the Salvadoran 
military and the right to reduce death 
squad killings, and to pressure those 
same forces to accept a civilian govern
ment's efforts to bring to justice those 
responsible for killing Americans and 
Salvadorans. 

The future of democracy in El Salva
dor may well be decided in the next 10 
months-between now and the March 
presidential elections. The Christian 
Democrats must select new leaders. 
Arena must decide between the forces 
of moderation and the forces on the 
far-right. And the military will soon 
select a new generation of leadership. 

The United States and Salvadorans 
can find constructive solutions to its 
current crisis. But we must do so by 
encouraging efforts at reform and rec
onciliation. 

We owe it to the Salvadoran people, 
and to stability in all of Central Amer
ica, to push for this type of resolution 
of the conflict there. 

I ask that the attached statements 
be printed in the record. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, May 

13, 1988] 

No END IN SIGHT FOR EL SALVADOR'S WAR, 
STUDY REPORTS 

<By Chris Norton> 
SAN SALVADOR.-An analysis Of United 

States military policy in El Salvador, based 
on interviews with U.S. advisers and offi
cials stationed in El Salvador, paints a pessi
mistic picture of progress in the war and 
overall U.S. abilities to fight counterinsur
gency wars in the third world. 

The study was written by four lieutenant 
colonels in the U.S. Army while they were 
·recent National Security Fellows at Harvard 
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University's John F. Kennedy School of 
Government. 

The March 22 study, made available to 
The Christian Science Monitor, contrasts 
starkly with generally more optimistic offi
cial predictions by the U.S. Embassy and 
the Salvadorean military's claims that the 
guerrillas are militarily weak. 

While the study acknowledges that suc
cess has been achieved in converting the 
former "nine-to-five" Salvadorean Army 
into a powerful military force, it says the 
Salvadorean government has failed in the 
more important, and more difficult, task of 
addressing the "root causes" of the insur
gency-the social, economic, and political 
problems that spawned the rebellion. 

"Victory required first redressing the 
grievances of the Salvadorean people," the 
study states. "The government had to trans
form itself into an institution perceived as 
effective, impartial, and committed to bring
ing about genuine reform. Meaningful im
plementation of this concept has eluded the 
Salvadoreans and their American advisers." 

"The FMLN remains a formidable foe, its 
attacks exacerbating the deterioration of 
the Salvadorean economy," the study con
tinues, referring to the Farabundo Marti 
National Liberation Front, an umbrella 
group of five rebel organizations. 

"The FMLN-tough, competent, highly 
motivated-can sustain its current strategy 
indefinitely. The Salvadoreans have yet to 
devise a persuasive formula for winning the 
war." 

"By most estimates, the war in El Salva
dor is stuck; unhappily, the United States 
finds itself stuck with the war," the study 
concludes. 

While U.S. officials once predicted the 
guerrillas would be isolated in remote parts 
of the country within two years, they now 
project the war lasting six or seven more 
years. Foreign diplomats and foreign mili
tary analysts say the war could easily last a 
decade more and that the final winner isn't 
at all certain. 

The guerrillas were on the defensive in 
1984 and 1985 when massive U.S. military 
aid was rushed in and the Salvadorean 
Army expanded rapidly. By the end of 1985 
the guerrillas had adapted, breaking down 
their large columns, reverting back to classi
cal guerrilla tactics and increasing their use 
of land mines, which continue to cause 
heavy casualties to government troops. 

"Since 1984, FMLN tactics have changed 
radically," the study notes. "The guerrillas 
now operate in smaller units and emphasize 
hit-and-run attacks, mostly against econom
ic targets, while avoiding confrontations 
with the Salvadorean Army except on their 
own terms." 

The study complains that the "Salvador
eans are using conventional tactics to fight 
an unconventional war." It says greater em
phasis must be placed on the "other war"
psychological operations, civil defense, civic 
action, and the coordination of civil and 
military activities to effect reform. Yet the 
Salvadorean Army's psychological oper
ations are portrayed as crude and ineffec
tive. And the study says efforts to expand 
the Army's paramilitary civil defense units 
have been unsuccessful, especially in zones 
of conflict. 

The Kennedy School study chronicles the 
failure of the U.S. designed National Plan 
and its successor, United To Reconstruct, 
both of which urged Vietnam-style counter
insurgency plans that use the promise of de
velopment projects to "win hearts and 
minds." 

The authors argue that part of the prob
lem rests with the U.S. military, which with 
its focus on the conventional war scenario 
of stopping Soviet tanks on the plains of 
Europe, gives counterinsurgency short 
shrift. Irregular warfare and specialized 
units, such as the Green Berets, were pro
moted by President John Kennedy. But 
stung by the defeat of Vietnam, the Army 
"all but abandoned counterinsurgency," ac
cording to the study. 

The study says the U.S. Army penalizes 
officers who take the time to develop skills 
needed to be effective in fighting guerrilla 
wars in the third world, such as learning 
language skills and becoming more sensitive 
to the local culture. And it describes many 
of the US advisers who end up in El Salva
dor as "mediocre" although it noted several 
exceptions. 

While the study has impressed foreign 
diplomats as well as foreign and Salvador
ean political analysts who have read it as 
perceptive and realistic, the authors seem to 
leave unaddressed the most important 
point-how to create a functioning govern
ment that could win the population's alle
giance. 

The study seems to assume that Army 
handouts of food and medicine, or even the 
building of a bridge, will win the allegiance 
of poor peasant families. Access to land and 
credit are what are needed, the diplomats 
and political analysts say, not Army hand-
outs. -

The study seems to reflect a dilemma the 
US often faces when it considers reforms. 
Such reforms can conflict with the interests 
of the monied elite, often traditional US 
allies. 

UNITED STATES POLICY ON EL SALVADOR RUN
NING ON AUTOMATIC-BUT FINGERPOINTING 
HAS BEGUN WITHIN REAGAN ADMINISTRA· 
TION 

<By Linda Feldmann) 
WASHINGTON.-As tensions rise in El Salva

dor over growing instability, the Reagan ad
ministration is keeping a stiff upper lip. 

Yes, death squad killings are on the rise, 
United States officials admit, but they're 
nowhere near the proportions of the early 
'80s, when bodies were turning up by the 
hundreds each month. 

Yes, the pro-U.S. ruling Christian Demo
crats are badly splintered, they say, but 
maybe President Jose NapoleOn Duarte, 
who is seriously ill, can muster his strength 
and pull his party together for next March's 
presidential elections. 

Or if the right-wing Arena Party does win 
the presidency as expected, maybe it has 
moderated in its years out of power. Maybe 
its candidate, Alfredo Christian!, is more 
than just a new face in the same old "death
squad party." Maybe party founder andre
puted death-squad leader Roberto d' Aubuis
son is no longer Arena's guiding force (de
spite the fact that he delivered the nominat
ing speech for Mr. Cristiani at the party 
convention). 

What is certain is that the situation is in 
flux, and that as the Reagan agenda focuses 
on areas of foreign policy with a greater 
chance of immediate success, such as U.S.
Soviet relations, policy in El Salvador is 
likely to remain on automatic pilot until the 
end of the administration. US Embassy offi
cials persist in trying to patch up the differ
ences in the Christian Democratic Party so 
it can mount a credible presidential cam
paign, despite the clear message of popular 
disillusionment the party got in the March 
legislative elections. 

"Salvador is not in decline," said a State 
Department official. "It's a case of failed ex
pectations." 

President Duarte and the Reagan admin
istration must share the blame for raising 
hopes too high, critics say. When Mr. 
Duarte was elected four years ago, he prom
ised to end the civil war and reform the gov
ernment. The U.S. backed him up with mas
sive economy and military aid-more than 
$3 billion this decade-in its plan to make El 
Salvador the democratic showcase of the 
region. But the war grinds on, official cor
ruption persists, and the military remains 
the country's most powerful institution. 

Some policy critics fault the administra
tion for even calling El Salvador a democra
cy at all. 

"The people are saying, if this is what de
mocracy is, then I don't want democracy," 
said a Senate aide with long experience on 
Central America. "The Reagan administra
tion thinks it can just set up elections and 
say they've established democracy." 

The military could take over at any time, 
analysis agree, and the fact that it hasn't 
shows that, for now, it doesn't want to. 
Such a move would, at the very least, jeop
ardize U.S. aid. 

"But if the security situation declines 
measurably in the city, the Army might feel 
it has to move in, i.e., if there's a dramatic 
rise in death-squad killings, other political 
violence, street violence, guerrilla attacks, 
front groups," one analyst said. 

Even as the Reagan administration de
fends its Salvador policy, quiet finger-point
ing within the administration has begun. 
The State Department official agreed with 
criticism made in a recent report by four 
U.S. lieutenant colonels who were fellows at 
Harvard's Kennedy School. The U.S. Army 
lost faith in the practice of counterinsur
gency because of the defeat in Vietnam, and 
has failed to steer the Salvadorean Army 
adequately in counterinsurgency tech
niques, the study said. 

"At the Pentagon, counterinsurgency is 
lowest on the list of priorities," the official 
said. A Defense Department official de
clined comment on the report, but added 
that the department would soon issue its 
own version. 

On Capitol Hill, Salvador is not an issue 
for most Senators, though if Arena does win 
the presidency, some may be less willing to 
bankroll the nation so heavily. For now two 
liberal Senators, Mark Hatfield <R> of 
Oregon and Tom Harkin (D) of Iowa, are 
hoping to send a signal by proposing that 
the administration withhold one-half of its 
military aid funds for fiscal year 1989 until 
the President reports to Congress on U.S. 
and Salvadorean efforts to promote peace 
negotiations. 

"With all due respect to the man, Durate's 
illness works against us on this," said a leg
islative aide. "Opponents will say. The head 
of state is in the hospital with terminal 
cancer and you want to impose this kind of 
restraint?" 

It's almost pointless to speculate on what 
the situation will be like next April 1, when 
such a provision would come into play, since 
both El Salvador and the U.S. will have new 
presidents. Regardless of who wins in the 
U.S. a reevaluation of the nuts and bolts of 
policy can be expected. Michael Dukakis 
says he supports military aid to El Salvador, 
but has suggested it could be cut to help 
fund the fight against drugs. 

The Salvadorean military, for its part, is 
reportedly anxious about the U.S. elections. 
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In October of '86 they were already think

ing ahead about the U.S. elections is '88, 
said a U.S. administration official. With El 
Salvador so dependent on the U.S. even a 
slight shift in policy could have major rami
fications. 

[From Newsweek, May 23, 19881 
PLUMMETING INTO THE ABYSS-WITH A 

RISING BoDY CoUNT AND VIRTUALLY No 
CREDIBLE CIVILIAN LEADERSHIP, EL SALVA
DOR IS FACING CHAOS 
Early one morning last week, several 

armed men pulled up in a jeep outside the 
modest San Salvador home of Judge Jorge 
Alberto Serrano Panameno. Firing from 
point-blank range, the gunmen pumped four 
pistol shots into the 45-year-old jurist's 
chest and another in his face. They checked 
to make sure he was dead, then sped away. 
Serrano had been assigned two of El Salva
dor's most sensitive cases, one at each end 
of the political spectrum: the investigation 
of the 1985 killing of four U.S. Marines by 
left-wing gunmen and the trial of four ac
cused kidnappers-three of whom are mili
tary men with links to right-wing death 
squads. At the time of this murder, he was 
about to rule on the kidnappers' plea for 
amnesty. Said Supreme Court President 
Francisco Jose Guerrero: "These are not 
only acts of vengeance, but also acts to ter
rorize other judicial officials." 

The murder was a reminder of the bloody 
days of the early 1980s, when the death 
squads were rampant. After the election of 
President Jose NapoleOn Duarte in 1984, po
litical assassinations fell off sharply. Now 
the level of violence is rising again. Accord
ing to admittedly sketchy figures supplied 
by the Roman Catholic Church, 94 noncom
batants have been killed in the first 11 
weeks of this year, 21 by death squads, 24 by 
the military, 17 by guerrillas of the Marxist 
Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front 
<FMLN> and 28 by land mines, a favorite 
guerrilla weapon. By those figures, there 
have been roughly as many death-squad 
murders in three months this year as in all 
of last year. Declared the government's own 
Human Rights Commission: "The horror of 
the violence of the past is increasing, 
threatening to plunge us into a bloodbath of 
uncontrollable and disastrous conse
quences." 

CRIES OF FRAUD 

The virtual chaos in the country's politi
cal institutions threatens the influence of 
the United States, which since 1981 has 
spent some $3 billion in economic and mili
tary aid to underwrite centrists led by 
Duarte. Last March 20, voters went to the 
polls to choose a new 60-member National 
Assembly and 262 municipal governments. 
The right-wing ARENA party upset 
Duarte's ruling Christian Democrats, 48 
percent to 35 percent-according to the vote 
count. But the Christian Democrats chal
lenged ARENA's claim to a majority in the 
Assembly. The result that was finally an
nounced gave half the seats to ARENA and 
the other half to the Christian Democrats 
and an allied party. That brought cries of 
fraud from ARENA. Both parties have 
staged "sessions" of the Assembly in which 
the only delegates who showed up were 
their own. The squabble has now landed in 
the hands of the Supreme Court, which 
says it won't render a decision until next 
month. 

In the meantime the country essentially 
has no credible civilian leadership. Presi
dent Duarte, deeply depressed by the elec-

tion results, has lost control of his own 
party, which is now torn by a fratricidal 
contest over the party's nomination for 
president in 1989. The power vacuum only 
strengthens expectations of a military coup. 
But in fact, the Army has little incentive to 
take over: the top brass already has veto 
power over most vital government decisions, 
and in any case the troops are busy fighting 
the guerrillas. Says one leading Christian 
Democrat: "The one who's least interested 
in a coup is the Army. They don't want to 
inherit all the problems of this country." 

The guerrillas themselves have benefited 
from the current chaos. Last week, in the 
latest example of their stepped-up assault 
on the nation's economy, they blew up two 
transformers at one of El Salvador's largest 
hydroelectric plants; more than 30 soldiers 
and guerrillas were reported killed. The 
rebels have also assassinated two newly 
elected ARENA mayors, set off three car 
bombs in the capital and issued a broad 
threat against U.S. personnel. ARENA, its 
legitimacy bolstered by the elections, also 
stands to gain from the crisis. Former Maj. 
Roberto D' Aubuisson remains a party 
leader, but the party is trying to build a 
more moderate image. Coffee grower Al
fredo Cristiani, who was educated at 
Georgetown University, will probably be the 
party's presidential candidate. But the U.S. 
Congress may not be willing to provide even 
a moderate ARENA president with the same 
level of aid that Duarte has received. 

BALANCE OF FORCES 
El Salvador's growing political polariza

tion is upsetting a balance of forces careful
lyl nurtured by the United States. In effect, 
the arrangement called for Duarte and the 
Christian Democrats to pursue reforms. The 
reforms would help the U.S. administration 
win military and economic aid from Con
gress. The Salvadoran military, in turn, 
would use the aid to fight the rebels, and 
would avoid human-rights abuses. For the 
last three and a half years that arrange
ment has kept the aid flowing from Wash
ington and enhanced human rights in El 
Salvador. But now, $3 billion later, U.S. 
policy on E1 Salvador is in danger of return
ing to where it began when Ronald Reagan 
took office. 

[From the Washington Post, June 12, 19881 
EL SALVADOR'S KILLING FIELDS-RIGHTS 

GROUPS CHARGE DEATH SQUAD RESURGENCE 
<By Douglas Farah) 

EL TABLON, EL SALVADOR.-Two simple 
wooden crosses marked the common grave 
of a youth and a man whose tortured, muti
lated bodies were exhumed at the request of 
family members and villagers, who blamed 
the killing on the military. 

The bodies were buried in the barren hills 
of Morazan province, about 100 miles east of 
the capital, and reporters walked several 
hours to the site through territory often 
stalked by leftist guerrillas. 

Human rights workers say the killings are 
the most grotesque illustration of a rapidly 
deteriorating situation here, and with Presi
dent Jose Napoleon Duarte terminally ill 
and the civilian government steadily weak
ening, they fear things will get worse. 

In addition to a growing number of deaths 
clearly attributable to political or military 
motives, bodies now frequently turn up on 
the Streets of the capital-often with a 
bullet in the head and thumbs tied behind 
the back. 

Maria Julia Hernandez, director of the 
Catholic Church's Legal Aid Office, El Sal-

vador's most respected human rights moni
tor, said the rising level of violence appears 
to be a result of three factors; declining eco
nomic and social conditions; a fear on the 
part of the military that political openings 
on the left permit legal standing for the 
guerrillas; and an amnesty enacted in No
vember that closed the books on all political 
crimes committed by the military, allowing 
soldiers to believe they can act with impuni
ty. 

In the early 1980s, the military was widely 
regarded as one of the hemisphere's most 
brutal, and U.S. policy had focused on con
trolling official abuses and disbanding right
wing "death squads" while supporting a ci
vilian government. 

Political killings, most of which were com
mitted by death squads, were at their height 
in 1980-82, reaching about 800 a month. 
There were only 24 for all of 1987. For the 
first four months of this year, 21 political 
killings occurred. The victims have included 
labor union organizers as well as seemingly 
nonpolitical peasants and urban laborers. 

Death squads began as paramilitary orga
nizations often organized among members 
of specific military units or security forces. 
They embarked on an unofficial war to ter
rorize and kill anyone suspected of involve
ment with leftist guerrillas or politically 
sympathetic to them. 

The Army has improved its reputation in 
recent years, but according to diplomats and 
government officials, U.S. officials here are 
troubled about reports of new military 
human rights violations and are pressing to 
have two colonels whose units have the 
worst records removed from their com
mands and transferred outside the country. 

Such transfers, used in previous years to 
purge the military of its most notorious 
human rights offenders, are often referred 
to as the "golden exile" because of the face
saving conditions under which they occur
sending an officer, for example to be a mili
tary attache at a Salvadoran embassy. No 
Salvadoran officer has been punished for in
volvement with death squads. 

U.S. officials and other diplomats here say 
military officers are frustrated by human 
rights requirements, feeling they slow down 
the war effort. The officers also are angered 
that since the country's state of emergency 
lapsed last year, they can hold suspected 
guerrillas for only three days before either 
freeing them or turning them over to the 
courts. Previously, they could be held for up 
to eight days. 

"Our troops and the security forces are 
very demoralized because of the three days, 
and we must lengthen the time we can hold 
people," one top military officer said. "Fif
teen days would be ideal, and eight would be 
sufficient. Sometimes if soldiers capture 
someone they say, 'It is better just to kill 
him; otherwise he will just go free again.' 
We know this happens, and it is not right, 
but it is the result of frustration." 

The guerrillas also have stepped up at
tacks on civilians, executing three suspected 
military informers in the northwestern 
town of Santa Ana last month and killing 
three mayors of small towns and several 
other suspected informers in the east. None 
of the rebels' victims was reported tortured 
or mutilated. 

According to preliminary figures from the 
Legal Act Office, the military has been re
sponsible for 32 civilian deaths in the first 
four months of this year, while the rebels 
have been charged with 23, and death 
squads 21. The numbers are expected to be 
substantially higher when final figures from 
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rural areas are tabulated. Mines and explo
sive devices of unknown origin, but widely 
used by the insurgents, claimed another 29 
victims. 

In a recent homily, Archbishop Arturo 
Rivera y Damas declared that every time 
the government violates human rights, it 
"loses what little had been gained, and the 
pendulum swings toward the other extreme. 
This is not right; we are moving backward. 
Human rights violations had diminished, 
but now they are increasing." 

Other observers note that while the drop 
in human rights violations and death-squad 
killings appears to have been impressive, 
they come against the background of 40,000 
estimated political killings since 1980. This 
terror caused tens of thousands of Salvador
ans to flee the country. Observers say the 
rapid decline in the number of killings may 
be because there are so few political oppo
nents left to be killed. Today, the scare 
value of a single death-squad-style killing is 
viewed as much greater because the memory 
of earlier mass killings is still fresh in the 
minds of the people. 

Rivera y Damas, illustrating his point, sin
gled out the El Tablon killings. "I ask the 
Army to stop regarding these people as 
guerrilla masas [civilian collaborators]," he 
said. "They have suffered too much. There 
have been four deaths and some disappear
ances among them, and they ask to be able 
to work without fear and in peace." 

The exhumation was carried out late last 
month under the direction of Jorgen Thom
sen, a Danish forensic pathologist and 
member of the Committee of Concerned Fo
rensic Scientists for the Documentation of 
Human Rights Abuses. 

It showed that the ears and nose of Mario 
Cruz Rivera, 16, had been sliced off, along 
with his ring finger. The skull of Felix An
tonio Rivera, 25, was crushed and his 
thumbs cut off. His ears were missing and 
one of his legs had been shattered. 

More than a dozen villagers and family 
members who said they witnessed the cap
ture of the two victims said government 
troops were responsible for the killings. 
"The soldiers came and asked for them by 
name the night of Feb. 25," said Hilario 
Cruz Rivera, Mario's father. 

Cruz Rivera and the others said the Army 
often accuses civilians of being guerrillas 
and threatens whole families. "Of course 
the guerrillas come through, as the Army 
does but we are not guerrillas," Cruz Rivera 
said, displaying his heavily calloused hands. 
"We are farmers." 

According to villagers, the soldiers were 
accompanied by a woman from the village 
who directed the troops to the homes of the 
victim and denounced them as rebel collabo
rators. A third man, Sebastian Gutierrez, 18, 
was reported taken away at the same time 
and missing. 

Witnesses said they watched the next day 
as the three were forced to run barefoot 
through a burning field and then as two of 
them were stabbed to death. Soldiers then 
told local people where to find the bodies to 
bury them, villagers said. 

Col. Rene Emilio Ponce, commander of 
the Army brigade with jurisdiction in the 
area, read reporters the battle report for 
the day the men died. In it, troops reported 
killing two "subversives" at the place where 
the two villagers were stabbed to death and 
said there had been a firefight. Civilians 
who testified said there had been no fight
ing and that soldiers had simulated a shoot
out while the men were being tortured to 
cover their cries of pain. 

"I do not know anything about the other 
reports," Ponce said. "If there was mutila
tion, it is reprehensible and should be con
demned in every aspect." 

Ponce said he would not investigate the 
unit that reportedly carried out the killings. 
"We cannot investigate every combat 
report", he said. "In these cases, I must be
lieve what my colonels report." 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, this bill 
contains over $3 billion in economic 
and military assistance for El Salva
dor. When one looks at the conditions 
in this war-torn country, it is easy to 
see why such assistance is needed. At 
the same time, it is also easy to see 
that El Salvador is in crisis and that 
the policy that the United States has 
been pursuing over the past 8 years is 
not working. 

Since 1980, the United States has 
followed a policy of support for Presi
dent Duarte and the Christian demo
cratic party in an effort to create de
mocracy. Unfortunately the Duarte 
government and the Christian demo
crats have failed to gain the necessary 
popular backing of the people of El 
Salvador, as witnessed by the recent 
legislative elections. The Christian 
democratic candidates were defeated 
by the more conservative ARENA 
party candidates. 

As we approve another $3 billion in 
aid for El Salvador, it is important 
that we pause and ask ourselves why it 
is that our policy is not working, what 
it is that our policy should be in the 
future, and how we are to help the 
people of El Salvador achieve peace 
and hope for their future. 

This Senator is not convinced that 
we can end the war or improve condi
tions for people just by providing more 
money to El Salvador. I am concerned 
that right-wing military death squad 
activity is on the rise again. The war 
between the right and the left, which 
has already claimed 65,000 lives, con
tinues. The Government is in chaos 
with President Duarte terminally ill 
and the people frustrated with corrup
tion in Government. The judicial 
system is not functioning. 

It is time to review United States 
policy toward El Salvador before it is 
too late. We must take steps to in
crease the likelihood of an end to the 
war. The only way this can come 
about is through a negotiated settle
ment between the right and left. The 
$3 billion in aid in this bill and future 
U.S. aid will provide the United States 
with tremendous leverage to influence 
both the right and the left to move 
toward negotiations. Without achieve
ment of such a peace, there is no hope 
for an end to death squad activity, for 
a functioning judicial system, or for a 
government that the people of El Sal
vador can have confidence in. 

I do support the effort which has 
been made in this appropriation bill to 
withhold $5 million of aid from El Sal
vador until investigative action and ju
dicial proceedings are complete in the 

case of those who are responsible for 
the January 1981 deaths of two United 
States land reform consultants, Mi
chael Hammer and Mark Pearlman. 
Mark Pearlman was from Washington 
State. His family has spent 6 years 
trying to make the judicial system in 
El Salvador work. To date, those re
sponsible for ordering the murder of 
these two Americans have never been 
brought to trial. After having been 
convicted of executing the murders in 
a criminal court, two individuals have 
been released under the political am
nesty program. 

Democracy cannot function in El 
Salvador when those who commit 
these sort of heinous crimes are not 
held accountable for their actions. 
Mark Pearlman and Michael Hammer 
were United States citizens working in 
El Salvador and thus entitled to inter
nationally protected status under 
international law. The State Depart
ment has sent a cable to the Govern
ment of El Salvador requesting that 
they acknowledge this fact and assist 
in the prosecution of those who com
mitted this crime. To date, the United 
States has received no response from 
El Salvador to this cable. Through 
this measure, and in the future, the 
United States must continue to send a 
strong and unwavering message that 
we will not rest until justice is served 
in this case. 

It is not only for the Pearlman and 
Hammer families that this justice 
must be secured. It is a matter of fun
damental importance for the people of 
El Salvador as well that their judicial 
system be made to work. Until it is 
they will have no hope for ending the 
continuing human ·rights abuses in 
their country. Finally, El Salvador 
must be made to recognize interna
tional law and adhere to the rights of 
internationally protected citizens who 
are in their nation working on projects 
to improve the quality of life for the 
people of El Salvador. 

I will continue to support efforts to 
pursue justice in this case because it is 
important to the United States and to 
El Salvador. Beyond this, though, we 
must reassess United States policy to 
El Salvador to determine how best we 
can contribute to peace instead of war, 
human rights instead of death squad 
activity, good government instead of 
corruption, and justice instead of in
justice. It is only when we are able to 
develop an effective strategy for 
achieving these goals that democracy 
can take hold in El Salvador, and 
indeed throughout Central America. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
commend the distinguished subcom
mittee chairman, the Senator from 
Hawaii, and the ranking minority 
member, my good friend from Wiscon
sin, for producing a bill consistent 
with the constraints of the budget 
summit agreement. With the technical 
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amendment offered by the managers, 
the bill is now within the subcommit
tee's 302(b) allocation. 

It is the first free-standing foreign 
assistance bill to come before the 
Senate since 1981 because the House 
has been unwilling to pass its compan
ion bill. 

It is an historic bill for another 
reason. This is the last year the 
Senate will benefit from the skill and 
experience of Chairman INOUYE as 
manager of this most complex and dif
ficult bill. 

Four Presidents and six Secretaries 
of State have relied on him. They 
know better than any of us the unique 
contributions the Senator from Hawaii 
has made to our foreign policy during 
16 years as chairman or ranking Dem
ocrat on the subcommittee. 

I appreciate the subcommittee's sup
port for a number of ongoing projects 
and programs important to my home 
State of New Mexico as it worked to 
keep spending to within the con
straints of the bipartisan budget 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The bill, having been read the third 

time, the question is, Shall the bill 
pass? 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BuMPERS], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON], and the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELLl are necessari
ly absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON] would vote "yea." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMs], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The results were announced-yeas 
76, nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall vote No. 231 Leg.] 

YEAS-76 
Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bingaman 

Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Burdick 

Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 

Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Ford 
Fowler 
Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Inouye 

Boren 
Byrd 
Dole 
Evans 
Ex on 

Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lauten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Matsunaga 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 

NAYS-15 
Gam 
Hatch 
Humphrey 
Karnes 
Proxmire 

Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Trible 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Wirth 

Quayle 
Roth 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 

NOT VOTING-9 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boschwitz 

Bumpers 
Dixon 
Hecht 

Helms 
Murkowski 
Pell 

So the bill <H.R. 4637), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I want 
to very quickly say thank you and con
gratulate the Senator from Hawaii. 
The Senator has been a leader in this 
subcommittee for 16 years; 10 years as 
chairman, and 6 years as ranking 
member. It has been a pleasure to 
work with him. 

I also want to thank and congratu
late Richard Collins and Jim Bond for 
the work they have done on this legis
lation. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

RocKEFELLER). The majority leader. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, would 

the Chair ask for order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate is not in order. The Senate will 
come to order. The Senators carrying 
on conversations will carry those con
versations to the Cloakroom. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish 

to thank my colleague from Wisconsin 
for his very generous words, and tell 
him what a great pleasure and honor 
it has been to work with him for the 
past 16 years. 

Mr. President, this is a rather histor
ic day because the last time this meas
ure was passed as a separate item was 
in 1981. Since then it has been part of 
a continuing resolution. I am glad that 
we are able to do it this time. 

Mr. President, it has been a great 
pleasure serving as chairman of this 
subcommittee. In some way I regret 
that I may not be able to do so in the 
coming years. Under the seniority 
system I am scheduled to be chainnan 
of the Defense Subcommittee. I hope 
that my partner at that time will be as 
friendly and helpful as the man from 
Wisconsin has been all these years. 

I would like to thank Richard Col
lins and Jim Bond for their help. 
Thank you. 

Mr. President, I move that the 
Senate insist on its amendments and 
request a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes thereon, and 
that the Chair be authorized to ap
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] 
appointed Mr. STENNIS, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DECON
CINI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. STEVENS 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to 
compliment the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii, Mr. INOUYE, and the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin, 
Mr. KAsTEN. This has been a very dif
ficult bill. It is the first bill of its kind 
that has passed in several years, some
thing like 7 years, I believe. And while 
hope springs eternal in the human 
breast, and I had hoped we would 
finish earlier, I think we have done 
very well. 

This is the kind of bill that could 
have been around for 2 or 3 days or 
longer. And in recent past years, as I 
have already indicated, we were not 
even able to pass a bill. So I commend 
the two Senators, and all who have 
had a part in the skillful managing of 
this bill throughout the hearings, the 
markup, and the floor. They have 
done a good job. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the 

Senate will be on the D.C. appropria
tions bill. It is my hope that we can 
finish all appropriations bills, again I 
hope, before August 1. That means 
that we have tomorrow, we have 4 
days next week, Monday, Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday, and we 
have the week following to finish. 

So while I would like to say let us 
call it quits for the day, I think there 
is a higher responsibility, and that is 
that we move on, try to do as much 
work as we can on the D.C. appropria
tions bill, and following that will be 
the HUD appropriations bill. Whether 
or not we can finish that by tomorrow 
is highly problematic. But at least if 
we could finish the D.C. appropria
tions bill for tonight and tomorrow, 
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then we would have made great Elizabeths Hospital and District of Colum
progress. bia Mental Health Services Act, approved 

So there will be rollcall votes yet November 8, 1984 <98 Stat. 3369; Public Law 
today, and I suggest that the Senators 98-621 >. $20,000,000. 
plan tO be around for a While. CRIMINAL JUSTICE INITIATIVE 

The $50,000,000 previously appropriated 
under "Criminal Justice Initiative" for the 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO- fiscal years ending September 30, 1986, Sep
PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR tember 30, 1987, and September 30, 1989, for 
1989 the design and construction of a prison 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the clerk will 
report Calendar Order 770, H.R. 4776, 
the appropriations bill for the District 
of Columbia. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 4776) making appropriations 

for the government of the District of Co
lumbia and for other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1989, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations 
with amendments, as follows: 

<The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack
ets, and the parts of the bill intended 
to be inserted are shown in italics.) 

H.R. 4776 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989, and 
for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-FISCAL YEAR 1989 
APPROPRIATIONS 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1989, $430,500,000: Provided, That none of 
these funds shall be made available to the 
District of Columbia until the number of 
full-time uniformed officers in permanent 
positions in the Metropolitan Police Depart
ment is at least 3,880, excluding any such of
ficer appointed after August 19, 1982, under 
qualification standards other than those in 
effect on such date. 

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR WATER AND SEWER 
SERVICES 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1989, in lieu of reimbursement for charges 
for water and water services and sanitary 
sewer services furnished to facilities of the 
United States Government, [$36, 726,000] 
$27,130,000, as authorized by the Act of May 
18, 1954, as amended (D.C. Code, sees. 43-
1552 and 43-1612). 

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT 
FuNDs 

For the Federal contribution to the Police 
Officers and Fire Fighters', Teachers', and 
Judges' Retirement Funds as authorized by 
the District of Columbia Retirement 
Reform Act, approved November 17, 1979 
(93 Stat. 866; Public Law 96-122>. 
$52,070,000. 

TRANSITIONAL PAYMENT FOR SAINT 
ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 

For a Federal contribution to the District 
of Columbia, as authorized by the Saint 

within the District of Columbia shall 
remain in the United States Treasury and 
shall be transferred to the District of Co
lumbia government only to the extent that 
outstanding obligations are due and payable 
to entities other than agencies and organiza
tions of the District of Columbia govern
ment, and payments to such agencies and 
organizations may be made only in reim
bursement for amounts actually expended 
in furtherance of the design and construc
tion of the prison: Provided, That construc
tion may not commence unless access and 
parking tor construction vehicles is provid
ed solely at a location other than city 
streets: Provided further, That the facility 
may not open unless parking tor stat/ and 
access and egress is provided other than to 
19th Street, Southeast: Provided further, 
That the Mayor take steps to ensure that a 
portion of the site of the old D. C. jail become 
a neighborhood shopping center: Provided 
further, That District officials meet monthly 
with neighborhood representatives to inform 
them of current plans and discuss problems: 
Provided further, That the District of Co
lumbia shall operate and maintain a tree, 
24-hour telephone in/ormation service 
whereby residents of the area surrounding 
the new prison, can promptly obtain in/or
mation from District officials on all disturb
ances at the prison, including escapes, /ires, 
riots, and similar incidents: Provided fur
ther, That the District of Columbia shall 
also take steps to publicize the availability 
of that service among the residents of the 
area surrounding the new prison. 

INAUGURAL EXPENSES PAYMENT 

For payment to the Distrtict of Columbia 
in lieu of reimbursements for expenses in
curred in connection with Presidential inau
guration activities, $2,300,000, as authorized 
by section 737(b) of the District of Colum
bia Self-Government and Governmental Re
organization Act, Public Law 93-198, as 
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1803). 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the 
District of Columbia, except as otherwise 
specifically provided. 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, 
$118,439,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Co
lumbia, and $2,500 for the City Administra
tor shall be available from this appropria
tion for expenditures for official purposes: 
Provided further, That any program fees 
collected from the issuance of debt shall be 
available for the payment of expenses of 
the debt management program of the Dis
trict of Columbia: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
there is hereby appropriated $6,948,000 to 
pay legal, management, investment, and 
other fees and administrative expenses of 
the District of Columbia Retirement Board, 
of which $807,000 shall be derived from the 
general fund and not to exceed $6,141,000 

shall be derived from the earnings of the ap
plicable retirement funds: Provided further, 
That the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board shall provide to the Congress and the 
Council of the District of Columbia a quar
terly report of the allocations of charges by 
fund and of expenditures of all funds: Pro
vided further, That the District of Columbia 
Retirement Board shall provide the Mayor 
for transmittal to the Council of the Dis
trict of Columbia an item accounting of the 
planned use of appropriated funds in time 
for each annual budget submission and the 
actual use of such funds in time for each 
annual audited financial report: Provided 
further, That of the $150,000 appropriated 
for fiscal year 1989 for Admission to State
hood, $75,000 shall be for the Statehood 
Commission and $75,000 shall be for the 
Statehood Compact Commission: Provided 
further, That the District of Columbia shall 
identify the sources of funding for Admis
sion to Statehood from its own locally-gen
erated revenues: Provided further, That no 
revenues from Federal sources shall be used 
to support the operations or activities of the 
Statehood Commission and Statehood Com
pact Commission: Provided further, That no 
part of these funds shall be used for lobby
ing to support or defeat legislation pending 
before Congress or any State legislature. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$144,616,000: Provided, That the District of 
Columbia Housing Finance Agency, estab
lished by section 201 of the District of Co
lumbia Housing Finance Agency Act, effec
tive March 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. 
Code, sec. 45-2111), based upon its capabil
ity of repayments as determined each year 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
from the Agency's annual audited financial 
statements to the Council of the District of 
Columbia, shall repay to the general fund 
an amount equal to the appropriated admin
istrative costs plus interest at a rate of four 
percent per annum for a term of 15 years, 
with a deferral of payments for the first 
three years: Provided further, That notwith
standing the foregoing provision, the obliga
tion to repay all or part of the amounts due 
shall be subject to the rights of the owners 
of any bonds or notes issued by the Agency 
and shall be repaid to the District of Colum
bia only from available operating revenues 
of the Agency that are in excess of the 
amounts required for debt service, reserve 
funds, and operating expenses: Provided 
further, That upon commencement of the 
debt service payments, such payments shall 
be deposited into the general fund of the 
District of Columbia: Provided further, That 
up to $270,000 within the 15 percent set
aside for special programs within the 
Tenant Assistance Program shall be target
ed for the single-room occupancy initiative. 

PuBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public Safety and justice, including pur
chase of not to exceed 135 passenger-carry
ing vehicles for replacement only (including 
130 for police-type use and five for fire-type 
use) without regard to the general purchase 
price limitation for the current fiscal year, 
[$735,528,000] $734,207,000, of which 
$250,000 of this appropriation shall be 
available to the Metropolitan Police Depart
ment during fiscal year 1989 to pay tor 
police salaries, transportation, communica
tions, drug testing services and equipment, 
and other related expenses tor establishing 
and operating a drug interdiction task force 
at the Lorton prison complex upon a joint 
agreement with appropriate Federal au-
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thorities: Provided, That the Metropolitan 
Police Department is authorized to replace 
not to exceed 25 passenger-carrying vehicles 
and the Fire Department is authorized to 
replace not to exceed five passenger-carry
ing vehicles annually whenever the cost of 
repair to any damaged vehicle exceeds 
three-fourths of the cost of the replace
ment: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$500,000 shall be available from this appro
priation for the Chief of Police for the pre
vention and detection of crime: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated for ex
penses under the District of Columbia 
Criminal Justice Act, approved September 3, 
1974 (88 Stat. 1090: Public Law 93-412; D.C. 
Code, sec. 11-2601 et seq.), for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1989, shall be 
available for obligations incurred under that 
Act in each fiscal year since inception in 
fiscal year 1975: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated for expenses under the 
District of Columbia Neglect Representa
tion Equity Act of 1984, effective March 13, 
1985 <D.C. Law 5-129; D.C. Code, sec. 16-
2304), for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1989, shall be available for obligations 
incurred under that Act in each fiscal year 
since inception in fiscal year 1985: Provided 
further, That $50,000 of any appropriation 
available to the District of Columbia may be 
used to match financial contributions from 
the Department of Defense to the District 
of Columbia Office of Emergency Prepared
ness for the purchase of civil defense equip
ment and supplies approved by the Depart
ment of Defense, when authorized by the 
Mayor: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$1,500 for the Chief Judge of the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, $1,500 for the 
Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia, and $1,500 for the Ex
ecutive Officer of the District of Columbia 
Courts shall be available from this appro
priation for official purposes: Provided fur
ther, That the District of Columbia shall op
erate and maintain a free, 24-hour tele
phone information service whereby resi
dents of the area surrounding Lorton prison 
in Fairfax County, Virginia, can promptly 
obtain information from District officials on 
all disturbances at the prison, including es
capes, fires, riots, and similar incidents: Pro
vided further, That the District of Columbia 
shall also take steps to publicize the avail
ability of that service among the residents 
of the area surrounding the Lorton prison: 
Provided further, That not to exceed 
$100,000 of this appropriation shall be used 
to reimburse Fairfax County and Prince 
William County, Virginia for expenses in
curred by the counties during fiscal year 
1989 in relation to the Lorton prison com
plex. Such reimbursements shall be paid in 
all instances in which the District requests 
the counties to provide police, fire, rescue, 
and related services to help deal with es
capes, riots, and similar disturbances involv
ing the prison: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated by this Act may 
be used to implement any plan that includes 
the closing of Engine Company 3, located at 
439 New Jersey Avenue, Northwest: Provid
ed further, That the staffing levels of two 
piece engine companys within the Fire De
partment shall be maintained in accordance 
with the provisions of article III, section 18 
of the Fire Department Rules and Regula
tions as then in effect, until final adjudica
tion by the relevant courts: Provided further, 
That none of the funds provided in this Act 
may be used to implement District of Co
lumbia Board of Parole notice of emergency 
and proposed rulemaking as filed with the 

District of Columbia Register July 25, 1986: 
Provided further, That the Mayor shall re
imburse the District of Columbia National 
Guard for expenses incurred in connection 
with services which are performed in emer
gencies by the National Guard in a militia 
status and which are requested by the 
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de
termined and certified as due and payable 
for these services by the Mayor and the 
Commanding General of the District of Co
lumbia National Guard: Provided further, 
That such sums as may be necessary for re
imbursement to the District of Columbia 
National Guard under the preceding proviso 
shall be available from this appropriation, 
and their availability shall be deemed as 
constituting payment in advance for the 
emergency services involved. 

PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Public education system, including the de
velopment of national defense education 
programs, [$623,424,000] $623,981,000, to 
be allocated as follows: [$452,403,000] 
$452,460,000 for the public schools of the 
District of Columbia; $70,100,000 for the 
District of Columbia Teachers' Retirement 
Fund; $76,310,000 for the University of the 
District of Columbia; $18,515,000 for the 
Public Library; $3,692,000 for the Commis
sion on the Arts and Humanities; $1,948,000 
for the District of Columbia School of Law; 
and $456,000 for the Educational Institution 
Licensure Commission: Provided, That the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
are authorized to accept not to exceed 31 
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the 
driver education program: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $2,500 for the Superin
tendent of Schools, $2,500 for the President 
of the University of the District of Colum
bia, and $2,000 for the Public Librarian 
shall be available from this appropriation 
for expenditures for official purposes: Pro
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
not be available to subsidize the education 
of nonresidents of the District of Columbia 
at the University of the District of Colum
bia, unless the Board of Trustees of the Uni
versity of the District of Columbia adopts, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1989, a tuition rate schedule that will estab
lish the tuition rate for nonresident stu
dents at a level no lower than the nonresi
dent tuition rate charged at comparable 
public institutions of higher education in 
the metropolitan area. 

HuMAN SuPPORT SERVICES 

Human support services, [$744,901,000] 
$745,665,000: Provided, That $17,000,000 of 
this appropriation, to remain available until 
expended, shall be available solely for Dis
trict of Columbia employees' disability com
pensation: Provided further, That $500,000 
shall be paid to the Alexander Graham Bell 
Association tor the Deaf, tor the sole purpose 
of the operation of Project Volta, within 15 
days of the certification to the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia that an equal amount 
of private contributions has been received: 
Provided further, That of the funds provid
ed for the D.C. General Hospital subsidy, 
$646,000 shall be used for providing health 
care to homeless persons. 

PuBLIC WORKS 

Public works, including rental of one pas
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the 
Mayor and three passenger-carrying vehi
cles for use by the Council of the District of 
Columbia and purchase of passenger-carry
ing vehicles for replacement only, 
$218,925,000, of which not to exceed 
$3,900,000 shall be available for the School 

Transit Subsidy: Provided, That this appro
priation shall not be available for collecting 
ashes or miscellaneous refuse from hotels 
and places of business: Provided further, 
That the Taxicab Commission shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives by Sep
tember 1, 1988, or within 15 days of the en
actment of this Act, on a plan to issue and 
implement regulations on the age of vehi
cles, frequency of inspection, cleanliness of 
vehicles and other items contained in 
Senate Report 100-162. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER FuND 
For the Washington Convention Center 

Fund, $7,274,000: Provided, That the Con
vention Center Board of Directors, estab
lished by section 3 of the Washington Con
vention Center Management Act of 1979, ef
fective November 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 3-36; 
D.C. Code, sec. 9-602), shall reimburse the 
Auditor of the District of Columbia for all 
reasonable costs for performance of the 
annual convention center audit. 

REPAYMENT OF LoANS AND INTEREST 

For reimbursement to the United States 
of funds loaned in compliance with an Act 
to provide for the establishment of a 
modem, adequate, and efficient hospital 
center in the District of Columbia, approved 
August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79-
648); section 1 of an Act to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to borrow funds for capital improvement 
programs and to amend provisions of law re
lating to Federal Government participation 
in meeting costs of maintaining the Nation's 
Capital City, approved June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 
183; Public Law 85-451; D.C. Code, sec. 9-
219>; section 4 of an Act to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to plan, construct, operate, and maintain a 
sanitary sewer to connect the Dulles Inter
national Airport with the District of Colum
bia system, approved June 12, 1960 <74 Stat. 
211; Public Law 86-515); and section 723 of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act, ap
proved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 821; 
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321, 
note>; and section 743(f) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act amendments, 
approved October 13, 1977 (91 Stat. 1156; 
Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219, 
note), including interest as required there
by, $235,796,000. 

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FuND DEFICIT 

For the purpose of reducing the 
$204,593,000 general fund accumulated defi
cit as of September 30, 1987, $20,000,000, of 
which not less than $19,000,000 shall be 
funded and apportioned by the Mayor from 
amounts otherwise available to the District 
of Columbia government <including 
amounts appropriated by this Act or reve
nues otherwise available, or both): Provided, 
That if the Federal payment to the District 
of Columbia for fiscal year 1989 is reduced 
pursuant to an order issued by the Presi
dent under section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 <Public Law 99-177, approved De
cember 12, 1985), the percentage (if any) by 
which the $20,000,000 set aside for repay
ment of the general fund accumulated defi
cit under this appropriation title is reduced 
as a consequence shall not exceed the per
centage by which the Federal payment is re
duced pursuant to such order. 
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SHORT-TERM BORROWINGS 

For the purpose of funding interest relat
ed to borrowing funds for short-term cash 
needs, $4,570,000. 

OPTICAL AND DENTAL BENEFITS 
For optical and dental costs for nonunion 

employees, $2,569,000. 
INAUGURAL EXPENSES 

For reimbursement for necessary expenses 
incurred in connection with Presidential in
auguration activities as authorized by sec
tion 737<b> of the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, Public Law 93-198, approved De
cember 24, 1973 <87 Stat. 824; D.C. Code, 
sec. 1-1803), $2,300,000, which shall be ap
portioned by the Mayor within the various 
appropriation headings in this Act. 

ENERGY ADJUSTMENT 
The Mayor shall reduce authorized energy 

appropriations and expenditures within 
object class 30a <energy) in the amount of 
$2,070,000, within one or several of the vari
ous appropriation headings in this Act. 

PERSONAL SERVICES ADJUSTMENT 
The Mayor shall reduce appropriations 

and expenditures for personal services 
within object classes 11, 12, 13, and 14 in the 
amount of $2,747,000 through a selective 
hiring freeze within one or several of the 
various appropriation headings in this Act. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
For construction projects, [$138,336,000] 

$148,336,000, as authorized by an Act au
thorizing the laying of water mains and 
service sewers in the District of Columbia, 
the levying of assessments therefor, and for 
other purposes, approved April 22, 1904 (33 
Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140; D.C. Code, 
sees. 43-1512 to 43-1519); the District of Co
lumbia Public Works Act of 1954, approved 
May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 101; Public _La_w 83-
364); an Act to authorize the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to borrow funds 
for capital improvement programs and to 
amend provisions of law relating to Federal 
Government participation in meeting costs 
of maintaining the Nation's Capital City, 
approved June 6, 1958 <72 Stat. 183; Public 
Law 85-451; D.C. Code, sees. 9-219 and 47-
3402); section 3(g) of the District of Colum
bia Motor Vehicle Parking Facility Act of 
1942, approved August 20, 1958 <72 Stat. 
686· Public Law 85-692; D.C. Code, sec. 40-
805(7)); and the National Capital Transpor
tation Act of 1969, approved December 9, 
1969 (83 Stat. 320; Public Law 91-143; D.C. 
Code, sees. 1-2451, 1-2452, 1-2454, 1-2456, 
and 1-2457>; including acquisition of sites, 
preparation of plans and specifications, con
ducting preliminary surveys, erection of 
structures, including building improvement 
and alteration and treatment of grounds, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That $10,276,000 shall be available for 
project management and $7,298,000 for 
design by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or by contract for architectur
al engineering services, as may be detemined 
by the Mayor: Provided further, That funds 
for use of each capital project implementing 
agency shall be managed and controlled in 
accordance with all procedures and limita
tions established under the Financial Man
agement System: Provided further, That 
$950,000 for the Department of Recreation 
and $4,703,000 for the Department of Public 
Works for pay-as-you-go capital projects 
shall be financed from general fund operat
ing revenues: Provided further, That all 
funds provided by this appropriation title 
shall be available only for the specific 

projects and purposes intended: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding the forego
ing, all authorizations for capital outlay 
projects, except those projects covered by 
the first sentence of section 23<a> of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, approved 
August 23, 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law 
90-495; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134, note), for 
which funds are provided by this appropria
tion title, shall expire on September 30, 
1990, except authorizations for projects as 
to which funds have been obligated in whole 
or in part prior to September 30, 1990: Pro
vided further, That upon expiration of any 
such project authorization the funds provid
ed herein for the project shall lapse: Provid
ed further, That $10,000,000 shall be provid
ed without regard to fiscal year limitation 
tor the Federal City Communications 
Center, and be advanced to the extent that 
outstanding obligations are due and pay
able. 

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FuND 
For the Water and Sewer Enterprise 

Fund, $200,805,000, of which $34,085,000 
shall be apportioned and payable to the 
debt service fund for repayment of loans 
and interest incurred for capital improve
ment projects. 

For construction projects, $24,200,000, as 
authorized by An Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the 
District of Columbia, the levying of assess
ments therefor, and for other purposes, ap
proved April 22, 1904 <33 Stat. 244; Public 
Law 58-140; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1512 et seq.): 
Provided, That the requirements and re
strictions which are applicable to general 
fund capital improvement projects and are 
set forth in this Act under the Capital 
Outlay appropriation title shall apply to 
projects approved under this appropriation 
title: Provided further, That of the 
$29,652,000 in water and sewer enterprise 
fund operating revenues for pay-as-you-go 
capital projects, $10,500,000 shall fund new 
authority in the fiscal year 1989 capital 
budget, $15,110,000 shall fund prior year 
capital project authority, and $4,042,000 
shall provide a cash reserve in the capital 
projects fund in order to meet financing 
needs caused by the time lag in securing 
bond financing. 

LoTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 
FuND 

For the Lottery and Charitable Games 
Enterprise Fund, established by the District 
of Columbia Appropriation Act for fiscal 
year 1982, approved December 4, 1981, as 
amended (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law 
97-91>, for the purpose of implementing the 
Law to Legalize Lotteries, Daily Numbers 
Games, and Bingo and Raffles for Charita
ble Purposes in the District of Columbia, ef
fective March 10, 1981 <D.C. Law 3-172; D.C. 
Code, sees. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-1516 et 
seq.), $8,050,000, to be derived from non
Federal District of Columbia revenues: Pro
vided That the District of Columbia shall 
identtly the sources of funding for this ap
propriation title from its own locally-gener
ated revenues: Provided further, That no 
revenues from Federal sources shall be used 
to support the operations or activities of the 
Lottery and Charitable Games Control 
Board. 

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FuND 
For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund, 

established by the Cable Television Commu
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22, 
1983 <D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 
et seq.), $1,000,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 101. The expenditure of any appro

priation under this Act for any consulting 
service through procurement contract, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to 
those contracts where such expenditures 
are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where other
wise provided under existing law, or under 
existing Executive order issued pursuant to 
existing law. 

SEc. 102. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this Act shall 
be audited before payment by the designat
ed certifying official and the vouchers as ap
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designated disbursing official. 

SEc. 103. Whenever in this Act an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
shall be considered as the maximum 
amount that may be expended for said pur
pose or object rather than an amount set 
apart exclusively therefor, except for those 
funds and programs for the Metropolitan 
Police Department under the heading 
"Public Safety and Justice" which shall be 
considered as the amounts set apart exclu
sively for and shall be expended solely by 
that Department; and the appropriation 
under the heading "Repayment of General 
Fund Deficit" which shall be considered as 
the amount set apart exclusively for and 
shall be expended solely for that purpose. 

SEc. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available, when authorized by the Mayor, 
for allowances for privately owned automo
biles and motorcycles used for the perform
ance of official duties at rates established by 
the Mayor: Provided, That such rates shall 
not exceed the maximum prevailing rates 
for such vehicles as prescribed in the Feder
al Property Management Regulations 101-7 
<Federal Travel Regulations). 

SEc. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con
cerned with the work of the District of Co
lumbia government, when authorized by the 
Mayor: Provided, That the Council of the 
District of Columbia and the District of Co
lumbia Courts may expend such funds with
out authorization by the Mayor. 

SEc. 106. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government: Provided, That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or affecting the pro
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the 
District of Columbia Income and Franchise 
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 
(70 Stat. 78; Public Law 84-460; D.C. Code, 
sec. 47-1812.11<c)(3)). 

SEc. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for the payment of public as
sistance without reference to the require
ment of section 544 of the District of Co
lumbia Public Assistance Act of 1982, effec
tive April 6, 1982 (D.C. Law 4-101; D.C. 
Code, sec. 3-205.44), and for the non-Federal 
share of funds necessary to qualify for Fed
eral assistance under the Juvenile Delin
quency Prevention and Control Act of 1968, 
approved July 31, 1968 <82 Stat. 462; Public 
Law 90-445; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.). 

SEc. 108. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
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for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEc. 109. Not to exceed 4% per centum of 
the total of all funds appropriated by this 
Act for personal compensation may be used 
to pay the cost of overtime or temporary po
sitions. 

SEc. 110. Appropriations in this Act shall 
not be available, during the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1989, for the compen
sation of any person appointed to a perma
nent position in the District of Columbia 
government during any month in which the 
number of employees exceeds 38,471, the 
number of positions authorized by this Act. 

SEc. 111. No funds appropriated in this 
Act for the District of Columbia govern
ment for the operation of educational insti
tutions, the compensation of personnel, or 
for other educational purposes may be used 
to permit, encourage, facilitate, or further 
partisan political activities. Nothing herein 
is intended to prohibit the availability of 
school buildings for the use of any commu
nity or partisan political group during non
school hours. 

SEc. 112. The annual budget for the Dis
trict of Columbia government for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1990, shall be 
transmitted to the Congress by no later 
than April 15, 1989. 

SEc. 113. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be made available to pay 
the salary of any employee of the District of 
Columbia government whose name, title, 
grade, salary, past work experience, and 
salary history are not available for inspec
tion by the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations, the House Committee on 
the District of Columbia, the Subcommittee 
on Governmental Efficiency, Federalism 
and the District of Columbia of the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, and 
the Council of the District of Columbia, or 
their duly authorized representative. 

SEc. 114. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
payments authorized by the District of Co
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, ef
fective September 23, 1977 <D.C. Law 2-20; 
D.C. Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.). 

SEc. 115. None of the funds contained in 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the District of Co
lumbia government whose name and salary 
are not available for public inspection. 

SEc. 116. No part of this appropriation 
shall be used for publicity or propaganda 
purposes or implementation of any policy 
including boycott designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before Congress 
or any State legislature. 

[SEc. 117. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be used to perform abor
tions.] 

SEc. 117. None of the Federal!unds provid
ed in this Act shall be used to pertonn abor
tions except where the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were car
ried to tenn; or except tor such medical pro
cedures necessary tor the victims of rape or 
incest, when such rape or incest has been re
ported promptly to a law enforcement 
agency or public health service. Nor are pay
ments prohibited for drugs or devices to pre
vent implantation of the fertilized ovum, or 
for medical procedures necessary for the ter
mination of an ectopic pregnancy. 

SEc. 118. At the start of the fiscal year, 
the Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by 
quarter and by project, for capital outlay 
borrowings: Provided, That within a reason
able time after the close of each quarter, 

the Mayor shall report to the Council of the 
District of Columbia and the Congress the 
actual borrowing and spending progress 
compared with projections. 

SEc. 119. The Mayor shall not borrow any 
funds for capital projects unless he has ob
tained prior approval from the Council of 
the District of Columbia, by resolution, 
identifying the projects and amounts to be 
financed with such borrowings. 

SEc. 120. The Mayor shall not expend any 
moneys borrowed for capital projects for 
the operating expenses of the District of Co
lumbia government. 

SEc. 121. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used for the implementa
tion of a personnel lottery with respect to 
the hiring of fire fighters or police officers. 

SEc. 122. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be obligated or expended by 
reprogramming except pursuant to advance 
approval of the reprogramming granted ac
cording to the procedure set forth in the 
Joint Explanatory Statement of the Com
mittee of Conference <House Report No. 96-
443) which accompanied the District of Co
lumbia Appropriation Act, 1980, approved 
October 30, 1979 (93 Stat. 713; Public Law 
96-93), as modified in House Report No. 98-
265, and in accordance with the Reprogram
ming Policy Act of 1980, effective Septem
ber 16, 1980 (D.C. Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 
47-361 et seq.). 

SEC. 123. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to provide a personal cook, chauf
feur, or other personal servants to any offi
cer or employee of the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 124. None of the Federal funds pro
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex
pended to procure passenger automobiles as 
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency 
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (94 
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425; 15 U.S.C. 
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection 
Agency estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided, 
That this section shall not apply to security, 
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles. 

SEc. 125. <a> Notwithstanding section 
422(7) of the District of Columbia Self-Gov
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, approved December 24, 1973 <87 Stat. 
790; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code. sec. 1-
242(7)), the City Administrator shall be 
paid, during any fiscal year, a salary at a 
rate established by the Mayor, not to exceed 
the rate established for level IV of the Exec
utive Schedule under 5 U.S.C. 5315. 

(b) For purposes of applying any provision 
of law limiting the availability of funds for 
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year, 
the highest rate of pay established by the 
Mayor under subsection <a> for any position 
for any period during the last quarter of cal
endar year 1988 shall be deemed to be the 
rate of pay payable for that position for 
September 30, 1988. 

<c> Notwithstanding section 4(a) of the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 
1945, approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 793; 
Public Law 79-592; D.C. Code, sec. 5-803(a)), 
the Board of Directors of the District of Co
lumbia Redevelopment Land Agency shall 
be paid, during any fiscal year, per diem 
compensation at a rate established by the 
Mayor. 

SEc. 126. Notwithstanding any other pro
visions of law, the provisions of the District 
of Columbia Government Comprehensive 
Merit Personnel Act of 1978, effective 
March 3, 1979 <D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, 
sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), enacted pursuant to sec
tion 422(3) of the District of Columbia Self-

Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, approved December 24, 1973 <87 
Stat. 790; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-242(3)), shall apply with respect to the 
compensation of District of Columbia em
ployees: Provided, That for pay purposes, 
employees of the District of Columbia gov
ernment shall not be subject to the provi
sions of title 5 of the United States Code. 

SEc. 127. The Director of the Department 
of Administrative Services may pay rentals 
and repair, alter, and improve rented prem
ises, without regard to the provisions of sec
tion 322 of the Economy Act of 1932 <Public 
Law 72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a), upon a determi
nation by the Director, that by reason of 
circumstances set forth in such determina
tion, the payment of these rents and the 
execution of this work, without reference to 
the limitations of section 322, is advanta
geous to the District in terms of economy, 
efficiency and the District's best interest. 

SEc. 128. No later than 30 days after the 
end of the first quarter of fiscal year 1989, 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia shall 
submit to the Council of the District of Co
lumbia the new fiscal year 1989 revenue es
timates as of the end of the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1989. These estimates shall be 
used in the fiscal year 1990 annual budget 
request. The officially revised estimates at 
midyear shall be used for the midyear 
report. 

SEc. 129. Section 466(b) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act, approved De
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 806; Public Law 
93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-326), is amended 
by striking out "sold before October 1, 1988" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "sold before 
October 1, 1989". 

SEc. 130. No sole source contract with the 
District of Columbia government or any 
agency thereof may be renewed or extended 
without opening that contract to the com
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Pro
curement Practices Act of 1985, effective 
February 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6-85), except 
that the District of Columbia Public 
Schools may renew or extend sole source 
contracts for which competition is not feasi
ble or practical, provided that the determi
nation as to whether to invoke the competi
tive bidding process has been made in ac
cordance with duly promulgated Board of 
Education rules and procedures. 

SEc. 131. For purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 <99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), 
as amended, the term "program, project, 
and activity" shall be synonymous with and 
refer specifically to each account appropri
ating Federal funds in this Act and any se
questration order shall be applied to each of 
the accounts rather than to the aggregate 
total of those accounts: Provided, That se
questration orders shall not be applied to 
any account that is specifically exempted 
from sequestration by the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
(99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), as 
amended. 

SEc. 132. In the event a sequestration 
order is issued pursuant to the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 <Public Law 99-177), as amended, 
after the amounts appropriated to the Dis
trict of Columbia for the fiscal year in
volved have been paid to the District of Co
lumbia, the Mayor of the District of Colum
bia shall pay to the Secretary of the Treas
ury, within 15 days after receipt of a request 
therefor from the Secretary of the Treas-
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ury, such amounts as are sequestered by the 
order: Provided, That the sequestration per
centage specified in the order shall be ap
plied proportionately to each of the Federal 
appropriation accounts in this Act which 
are not specifically exempted from seques
tration by the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 <Public 
Law 99-177), as amended. 

SEc. 133. <a> Within 30 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the United 
States, acting through a duly authorized of
ficial, shall convey to the District of Colum
bia, without consideration, all right, title, 
and interest of the United States, in the real 
property described in subsection <b> <and 
any improvements thereon>. 

<b> The real property referred to in sub
section <a> is that property which is de
scribed in the Maryland Department of As
sessments and Taxation, Prince George's 
County, tax map #45 grid C-2, parcel 153, 
and tax map #45 grid C-3, parcel124. 

SEc. 134. None of the funds available to 
the District of Columbia government shall 
be used for any purpose involved in billing 
individual agencies or establishments for 
water and water services and sanitary sewer 
services traditionally funded under the ac
count "Federal Payment for Water and 
Sewer Services" unless and until existing 
statutes <sections 106 and 212 of the District 
of Columbia Public Works Act of 1954, as 
amended, Public Law 364, approved May 18, 
1954; 68 Stat. 101; D.C. Code, sections 43-
1552 and 43-1612), are amended to specifi
cally provide for such billing. 

[SEc. 135. No funds appropriated under 
this Act shall be expended in any workplace 
that is not free of illegal use or possession of 
controlled substances which is made known 
to the Federal entity or official to which 
funds are appropriated under this Act. 

[SEc. 136. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be used to pay the salary or expenses of any 
officer, employee, or agent who is engaged 
in implementing, administering, or enforc
ing a District of Columbia residency require
ment under the District of Columbia Gov
ernment Comprehensive Merit Personnel 
Act of 1978 <D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-608.1<e> and sec. 1-609.1<d».] 

SEc. 135. fa) Subject to the provisions of 
subsections fb), fc), and (d), the Secretary of 
the Treasury (hereafter in this section re
ferred to as the "Secretary") shall insure or 
guarantee the payment of interest and prin
cipal on a loan made by the Government of 
the District of Columbia or other lender to 
the Washington Center, a not-for-profit cor
poration incorporated in the District of Co
lumbia, (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the "Center") in an amount not to exceed 
$20,000,000, for the construction of an edu
cational housing facility. 

fb) The Secretary shall not issue the guar
antee pursuant to subsection (a) unless the 
Mayor of the District of Columbia certifies 
that-

( 1J the debt to be guaranteed is construc
tion loan advances and the nonrecourse 
long-term mortgage debt which replaces the 
loan advances in connection with a project 
which is the security for the mortgage debt 
and which contains approximately 135 to 
165 apartments, and associated organiza
tion board and care, administrative, and 
classroom space; 

(2) the total certified project cost subject 
to mortgage indebtedness will not exceed 
$20,000,000 and all debt related to or sup
ported by the guarantee will be used for or 
in connection with the project to be con
structed,· and 

(3) the project is to be constructed within 
the boundaries of the District of Columbia, 
in accordance with all applicable zoning, 
development, and District of Columbia Cap
ital City plan and guidelines. 

fc)(1) The United States shall be entitled 
to recover from the Center the amount of 
any payment made pursuant to the insur
ance issued to the Center under this section. 
Upon making any such payment, the United 
States shall be subordinated to all of the 
rights of the recipient of the payment with 
respect to which the payment was made. 

(2) Any insurance issued under subsection 
fa) shall be incontestable in the hands of the 
Center, and as to any lenders which make or 
contract to make a loan to the Center. 

(d) Insurance may be issued by the Secre
tary under subsection fa) only if he deter
mines that the terms, conditions, maturity, 
security (if any), and schedule and amounts 
of repayments with respect to the loan are 
su,Jficient to protect the financial interests 
of the United States and are otherwise rea
sonable and in accord with regulations, in
cluding a determination that the rate of in
terest does not exceed a per centum per 
annum on the principal obligation out
standing as the Secretary determines to be 
reasonable, considering interest rates pre
vailing in the private market for similar 
loans and the risks assumed by the United 
States. The Secretary may charge a premium 
for such insurance in an amount deter
mined by him to be necessary to cover ad
ministrative expenses and probable losses 
under subsections fa). Such insurance shall 
be subject to such further terms and condi
tions as the Secretary determines to be nec
essary. 

(e) The Center shall provide annual re
ports to the Appropriations Committee of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
and to the Secretary of the Treasury detail
ing the financial status of the center and 
shall include such information as the 
number of students served, including the 
percentage of minority and low income stu
dents participating in the programs of the 
Center, and efforts to involve students from 
the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 136. Section 11-1563fd), D.C. Code is 
amended-

fA) by inserting "or while receiving retire
ment salary under this subchapter but 
before having recouped all contributions," 
before "the lump-sum credit for retirement"; 
and 

(B) by inserting "or the balance after de
duction of retirement salary paid prior to 
death, if applicable," before "shall be paid,". 

SEc. 137. Section 11-1703(b), D.C. Code is 
amended-fA) by adding the following 
second paragraph: 

"If an Executive Officer of the District of 
Columbia Courts, who has served at least 
Jive years as Executive Officer and is at 
least fifty years of age is removed from 
office, in accordance with this section, the 
removal shall be treated for all purposes of 
retirement as an involuntary retirement of a 
judge in accordance with sections 11-
1526fb) and 11-1564fb)." 

SEC. 138. No funds provided by this or any 
other Act may be used to condemn, vacate, 
or raze the Employment Security Building, 
located at 500 C Street NW., Washington, 
District of Columbia, until June 30, 1989. 

SEc. 139. Up to 118 officers or members of 
the Metropolitan Police Department who 
were hired before February 14, 1980, and 
who retire on disability before the end of 
calendar year 1989 shall be excluded from 
the computation of the rate of disability re-

tirement under subsection 145fa) of the Dis
trict of Columbia Retirement Reform Act, as 
amended, approved September 30, 1983 (97 
Stat. 727; D.C. Code §1-725fa)), for purposes 
of reducing the authorized Federal payment 
to the District of Columbia Police Officers 
and Fire Fighters' Retirement Fund pursu
ant to subsection 145fc) of the District of 
Columbia Retirement Reform Act. 

TITLE II-FISCAL YEAR 1988 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

DISTRICT OF CoLUMBIA FUNDS 
GoVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 
OJ the funds appropriated under this 

heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1988, in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1988, approved December 21, 
1987 (Public Law No. 100-202, sec. 101fc); 
101 Stat. 1329-91 to 1329-92), $1,357,000 are 
rescinded. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds appropriated under this 
heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1988, in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1988, approved December 21, 
1987 (Public Law No. 100-202, sec. 101fc); 
101 Stat. 1329-92), $11,136,000 are rescinded. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 
For an additional amount for "Public 

safety and justice", $33,251,000. 
PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 
For an additional amount for "Public edu

cation system", $8,886,000, to be allocated as 
follows: $10,000,000 additional for the public 
schools of the District of Columbia and a re
scission in the amount of $210,000 for the 
District of Columbia School of Law, 
$549,000 for the Public Library and $355,000 
for the Commission on the Arts. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds appropriated under this 
heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1988, in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1988, approved December 21, 
1987 (Public Law No. 100-202, sec. 101fc); 
101 Stat. 1329-94), $15,811,000 are rescinded.· 
Provided, That an additional $2,545,000, to 
remain available until expended, shall be 
available solely for the District of Columbia 
employees' disability compensation: Provid
ed further, That within funds remaining 
available under this heading for the Commis
sion on Mental Health, $400,000 shall be 
available for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1988, for the purpose of granting 
funds to a private non-profit organization 
establishing and operating a residential fa
cility for mentally disabled mothers and 
their infants as a demonstration of the cost
effectiveness of early intervention to keep 
families at risk together, together with 
$264,000 in each of the fiscal years ending 
September 30, 1989, September 30, 1990, and 
September 30, 1991. 

PUBLIC WORKS 
(INCLUDING RESISSIONJ 

OJ the funds appropriated under this 
heading for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1988, in the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act, 1988, approved December 21, 
1987 (Public Law No. 100--202, sec. 101fc); 
101 Stat. 1329-94). $6,293,000 are rescinded. 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 
For an additional amount for "Repay

ment of loans and interest", $3,469,000. 



17230 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND DEFICIT 

For an additional amount for "Repay
ment of general fund deficit", $118,000. 

OPTICAL AND DENTAL BENEFITS 
For an additional amount for "Optical 

and dental benefits", $1,080,000. 
PERSONAL SERVICES 

For an additional amount for "Personal 
services", for pay increases and related 
costs, to be transferred by the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia to the appropriations 
for fiscal year 1988 from which employees 
are properly payable, $34,377,000, which in
cludes a 12% pay absorption to be appor
tioned among the various appropriation 
titles by the Mayor. 

CAPITAL 0U77.AY 
For an additional amount for "Capital 

outlay", $6,340,000. 
WATER AND SEWER E'VTERPRTSE FUJID 

For an additional amc un! /o.· "Water and 
sewer enterprise fund", $39, 750,000, of which 
$8,385,000 shall be apportioned and payable 
to the debt service June Jor repayment of 
loans and interest incun·ed for capital im
provement projects and $31,365,000 in wuter 
and sewer enterprise fund operating reve
nues for pay-as-you-go capital projects, 
$10,500,000 of this $31,365,000 shall fund 
new authority in the Fiscal Year 1988 sup
plemental Budget and Rescissions of Au
thority Request Act of 1988 and $20,865,000 
of this $31,365,000 shall fund prior year cap
ital project authority. 

An additional amount for construction 
projects, $10,500,000, as authorized by an 
Act authorizing the laying of water mains 
and service sewers in the District of Colum
bia, the levying of assessments therefor, and 
for other purposes, approved April 22, 1904 
(33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140; D.C. Code, 
sec. 43-1512 et seq.). 
L07TERY AND CHAR.ITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 

FUND 
For an additional amount for "LotterY 

and Charitable Games Enterprise Fund", 
$764,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
SEC. 201. Funds appropriated by this title 

shall become available upon enactment. 
This Act may be cited as the "District of 

Columbia Appropriations Act, 1989". 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to present to the Senate the 
District of Columbia appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1989. 

Mr. President, the bill before us is 
2.5 percent below last year's appro
priation for total Federal funds to the 
District of Columbia, and 1 percent 
below the budget request and the total 
in the House bill. In addition we are 
within the Appropriations Commit
tee's allocation to us of budget author
ity and outlays. 

Mr. President, the committee is rec
ommending the following amounts in 

the Federal funds portion of the bill: 
$430.5 million for the Federal pay
ment. This is the same appropriation 
level as last year and 3 percent below 
the payment level of 2 years ago; $27.1 
million for the water and sewer pay
ment. This amount is $9.6 million 
below the House bill and the Presi
dent's submission, this reduction is 
made solely to stay within the subcom
mittee's allocation of outlays under 
the budget resolution; $52 million for 
the Federal contribution to the Dis
trict's various retirement funds, and 
$2.3 million for the costs to the Dis
trict of the upcoming Presidential in
auguration in January 1989. 

Mr. President, the bill also contains 
the allocation of $3.2 billion in District 
of Columbia funds for the various city 
government functions as requested by 
the District government. 

Mr. President, that completes my 
summary of the bill, however before I 
yield the floor I want to acknowledge 
the leadership and guidance that the 
distinguished chairman of the Appro
priations Committee has given us in 
bringing this bill to the floor today. 

At the same time I want to recognize 
the contribution of the Senator from 
Oregon, Senator HATFIELD, the rank
ing member of the committee for his 
cooperation. And finally, I want to 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma, 
our ranking minority member, Senator 
NICKLES for his help and support 
during the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments 
be agreed to en bloc, except for the 
amendments on page 24 beginning on 
line 17, and the bill as thus amended 
be regarded for purposes of amend
ment as original text, provided that no 
point of order under rule 16 shall have 
been considered to have been waived if 
the request is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Committee amendments agreed to 
en bloc except the amendment on 
page 24, beginning on line 17. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
to Senator NICKLES, the Republican 
manager of the bill, for any statement 
he might wish to make. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, I 
compliment my good friend and col
league, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN], for the good work he has 
done in bringing this bill to the floor. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
provide the District of Columbia with 
a Federal funds payment of $532 mil
lion-a decrease from last year of $18 
million. It further appropriates $3.1 
billion in operating expenses for the 
District government-this amount is 
not Federal funding, but the amount 
anticipated to be collected in local rev
enues. The committee has also ap
proved $172.5 million to be used for 
capital outlays during fiscal year 1989. 

Mr. President, the committee recom
mendation is within the 302(b) alloca
tions for budget authority and outlays. 
The recommendation is slightly more 
than the House and budget recommen
dations because of differences in the 
estimates for various operating ex
penses and capital outlays. However, I 
believe that the bill is fiscally sound. 

Mr. President, there are a few mat
ters which have been addressed by the 
committee with which I am not in 
total agreement. However, the issues 
of the water-sewer payment and ap
portionment will be further reviewed 
and hopefully can be addressed next 
year. The outcome, in my opinion, will 
simply make for better government. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee has provided the Senate 
with detail on the bill; and therefore, I 
will not go into further description of 
the committee recommendations. I do, 
however, want to commend the Sena
tor from Iowa and chairman of the 
subcommittee for his dedication to 
this legislation. Senator HARKIN has 
been most willing to cooperate with 
the District government and our col
leagues to bring about this bill in a 
fair manner. I thank him for his lead
ership. 

We worked with Senator TRIBLE, and 
I compliment him for the work he has 
done on behalf of Lorton Prison. 

For the information of our col
leagues, I expect a couple of amend
ments, one dealing with abortion, 
which will be coming up. I do not 
know if it will be tonight or tomorrow. 
There may be further amendments as 
well. I understand that there will be 
an amendment dealing with the D.C. 
residency provision. 

Mr. President, I hope we can pass 
this bill in very short order. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2533 

<Purpose: To maintain the zoning statutes 
with regard to certain property in the Dis
trict of Columbia) 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 

send my amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator from 
Oregon that he will need consent to 
lay aside the pending committee 
amendment. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2533. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEc. . (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, for purposes of zoning reg
ulations of the District of Columbia, the 
premises on squares 4302 through 4305, and 
parcels 167/64, 167/65, 167/67 and 167/68 in 
the District of Columbia shall be considered 
to be an eleemosynary institution in accord
ance with the decision of the Deputy Zoning 
Administrator on December 23, 1986, as au
thorized by the Certificate of Occupancy 
Number B-26019 dated November 8, 1960, 
and that the current use of the premises is 
within the non-conforming use of rights as 
permitted by such Certificate of Occupancy. 

(b) Subsection <a> shall not be construed 
to require any new license unless such was 
required by District of Columbia law prior 
to the adoption of Zoning Commission 
Order Numbered 347 dated July 9, 1981. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 
today I am offering an amendment 
which I had hoped would not be neces
sary but which now appears to be the 
sole means available to finally resolve 
a dispute involving the Missionaries of 
Charity home for AIDS patients in 
the District of Columbia. 

Over 2 years ago, Mother Teresa, at 
the invitation of Archbishop Hickey 
and with the enthusiastic support of 
Mayor Barry, brought four of her Mis
sionaries of Charity sisters to Wash
ington to open a home for the dying 
poor, especially those with AIDS. A 
month later, the deputy zoning admin
istrator ruled that no zoning change 
was necessary for the home, a decision 
which the mayor and the lawyers of 
Associated Catholic Charities, the 
owner of the property, felt was justi
fied by the laws and zoning regula
tions of the District of Columbia. At 
that point, the zoning question was 
firmly settled and it appeared the sis
ters could operate their home for 
these needy individuals who had no 
where else to stay. 

But the problems had just begun. I 
won't delay the Senate in recounting 
the details of how a hastily formed 
citizens group protested the house's lo
cation and pressured the zoning board 
to reverse the administrator's decision 
and place the house in danger of being 
shut down. The Washington Post in 
its editorial "Saving the Gift of Peace" 
last month protested this tactic by the 
citizens's group, and lauded Mother 
Teresa's sisters for their work-and let 
me point out, these sisters do their 
work without a penny of city money or 
Federal money. 

What I am proposing today is pre
cisely what the District of Columbia 
Department of Consumer and Regula
tory Affairs proposed to the zoning 
board 2 months ago, and resolves the 
question of whether the Gift of Peace 
home is operating lawfully or not. 

Mr. President, I propose that we 
adopt this amendment so that the 
Senate can put to rest a 20-month-old 
dispute and remove the cloud of 
threatened closure from above the 
heads of Mother Teresa's sisters and 

the residents of the Gift of Peace 
home. 

As I say, I talked to the Senator 
from Iowa, the chairman of the sub
committee, the Senator from Oklaho
ma, the ranking minority member, and 
this was discussed by the full commit
tee, and this procedure was agreed to 
at that time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I just 
want to give to the Senator from 
Oregon my thanks to him personally 
for bringing this to our attention both 
in the committee and here on the 
floor. 

I have checked with the mayor and 
the city council of the government of 
the District of Columbia. They are 
supportive of this measure. They 
would like to have it adopted so that 
indeed the Missionaries of Charity can 
continue to operate the Gift of Peace 
House in northeast Washington. 

Again I thank Senator HATFIELD for 
his attention to this matter and for 
helping to keep open a house that is 
really performing one of the great 
charitable works in the District of Co
lumbia. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I 
concur with Senator HARKIN's state
ment. 

I wish to compliment the Senator 
from Oregon, Senator HATFIELD, for 
his attention to this matter and trying 
to help people who really and truly do 
need some help. 

He did bring this before the subcom
mittee and before the full committee. 
We reviewed it and I think it is an out
standing amendment and I am pleased 
to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Oregon. 

The amendment <No. 2533) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator will suspend a moment, the 
Chair will point out the question 
occurs on the excepted committee 
amendment. 

The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment before us be temporarily aside 
for the purpose of offering an amend
ment by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HARKIN. Wait a minute. 
Mr. President, reserving the right to 

object, might I inquire as to the parlia
mentary situation here. I am sorry. I 
did not hear what the Senator re-

quested. I did not know there was an 
amendment pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
excepted committee amendment on 
abortion is the amendment that is cur
rently before this body. 

And the Senator from Nebraska is 
recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. And could I have re
peated again the unanimous-consent 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
regular order is as I described it, that 
is, the pending amendment being the 
excepted amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I believe I 
have the floor. 

To clarify the situation, it is not nec
essary to set the amendment aside. I 
am going to offer an amendment in 
the second degree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 
would just point out that the Senator 
can indeed call up amendments to the 
amendment that has been excepted in 
the unanimous-consent request if the 
Senator has an amendment dealing 
with that subject matter. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it would 
not have to deal with that subject 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
procedure is in order, and the Senator 
may proceed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2534 

(Purpose: To clarify the rape and incest ex
ception to the abortion spending prohibi
tion) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. ExoN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2534. 
On page 24, line 19 strike the word "Fed

eral". 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this is a 

simple and very straightforward 
amendment. It simply strikes the word 
"Federal" from line 19, page 24. 

Mr. President, no issue is more 
wrenching for Congress than the abor
tion issue which we have debated on 
many occasions. Men and women of 
this body have deep and serious agree
ments as to what is and is not appro
priate. 

I long felt that the Federal funds for 
abortion should be prohibited except 
where necessary to save the life of the 
mother or in promptly reported cases 
of rape or incest. For several years in 
the 1980's that had been the policy of 
the Federal Government. 

I was pleased that the D.C. appro
priations bill finally seemed to em
brace that position. Unfortunately, 
the bill is drafted in a way which 
makes the abortion prohibition essen
tially ineffective. 
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As the Senate knows, the D.C. ap

propriations bill controls both money 
coming directly from the Federal Gov
ernment and money coming from the 
local source passing through the Fed
eral Government. 

The abortion restriction contained 
in the bill before the Senate only ap
plies to those funds which flow direct
ly from the Federal Government and 
has no application whatsoever to 
other District funds passing through 
the Federal Government. As such, the 
prohibition on the use of Federal 
funds for abortion is really a fiction 
the way this measure is drawn. 

Mr. President, the amendment that 
I am offering will strike only the one 
word "Federal" that I have referred 
to. The term "Federal" is the part 
that makes the abortion language a 
fiction from the abortion language in 
the bill and in the committee amend
ment. This is a very slight change, but 
will make the abortion prohibition 
truly effective, and that is my goal. 

No one likes to face the tragic issue 
of abortion. Sadly, the District of Co
lumbia has one of the highest abor
tion rates anywhere. 

I submit that my amendment can 
provide the middle ground most of us 
are seeking in dealing with this issue 
given the circumstances that confront 
us at the present time. 

I encourage my colleagues to sup
port this amendment and in simply
stated terms it does this: It strikes the 
word "Federal," meaning that all of 
the funds, both from the Federal 
source and from the local source, will 
be included in the otherwise un
changed language in the bill. Or, to 
put it another way, it would simply 
make what seems to be the intent of 
the legislation clear. It would put it in 
law, and it would simply say that abor
tion funds could not be used by the 
District of Columbia unless the life of 
the mother was at stake or unless 
there were other conditions spelled 
out in the measure before us or in the 
case of promptly reported rape or 
incest. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
bill before us says that none of the 
Federal funds could be used for abor
tion in the cases that I have cited as 
clearly spelled out in the bill, but that 
District funds could be used. 

I think that one would clearly recog
nize that such a prohibition is not a 
prohibition at all because all that 
would be necessary would be for the 
District of Columbia to take the Fed
eral funds and place them and expend 
them in an area that would not be cov
ered and use the local or District
raised funds for any type of abortion 
that they desired. 

I simply say that my amendment in 
many respects is a perfecting amend
ment. 

Because I think and I thought and 
still believe that it was the intent of 

the framers of the measure before us 
to put this in the bill the way the Sen
ator from Nebraska has drafted and 
just sent his amendment to the desk, 
without leaving the gaping loophole 
that would be caused the way the 
measure is written. 

So, Mr. President, I think there is no 
need for a whole lot of time on this. I 
think I have stated very clearly what 
this amendment does. 

So it is fully understood, once again, 
it strictly strikes the word "Federal" 
from line 19 of page 24 of the commit
tee amendment and leaves all of the 
other wording exactly like it is. So it 
would simply say that 100 percent of 
the funds would come under this bill 
rather than just Federal funds. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment unless there 
is some indication on the part of the 
managers of the bill that they would 
accept the Exon amendment, in which 
case I would see no need for a rollcall 
vote. 

I withhold the request for the yeas 
and nays until I have heard from the 
managers of the bill. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I 
might ask my colleague from Nebras
ka a couple of questions. I am going to 
tell my colleagues that I think we are 
going to have a vote here pretty soon. 
It is my hope that we can move for
ward. Several Members have asked us 
how long we are going to be discussing 
this issue and others. I am not sure 
how long we will be on it. 

But the Senator's amendment basi
cally strikes out the word "Federal," 
so it applies to Federal funds and D.C. 
funds. As the Senator from Nebraska 
mentioned, presently if you do not 
have restrictions on D.C funds, you 
are going to have very lax, if not a 
very permissive abortion policy, prob
ably one of the most permissive abor
tion policies anywhere in the country; 
is that correct? 

Mr. EXON. In response to the ques
tion that has been asked, which is a 
very legitimate one, I would simply 
say, yes, the Senator understands it 
completely. As I pointed out in my re
marks, I believe, the way this measure 
is currently drafted, we could just as 
well leave out any language with 
regard to abortion because I think it is 
not effective at all. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator 
for his comments. 

Now, I want to make sure that I am 
correct. The Senator's amendment ba
sically amends the language that pro
vides, "None of the Federal funds." 
You strike the word "Federal," so your 
language would state: 

None of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be used to perform abortions except 
where the life of the mother would be en
dangered if the fetus were carried to term; 
or except for such medical procedures nec
essary for the victims of rape or incest, 
when such rape or incest has been reported 
promptly to a law enforcement agency or 

public health service. Nor are payments pro
hibited for drugs or devices to prevent im
plantation of the fertilized ovum, or for 
medical procedures necessary for the termi
nation of an ectopic pregnancy. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. NICKLES. For our colleagues 

who might want to know some of the 
other scenarios, I believe that the Sen
ator from New Hampshire was plan
ning on offering an amendment that 
would not have the rape and incest 
provision that is now in this language 
that the Senator from Nebraska is 
leaving in; is that correct? 

Mr. EXON. That is correct. There 
have been some differences of opinion 
with regard to promptly reporting 
rape and incest by many of us who 
oppose abortion. I am not going one 
iota beyond the language in the com
mittee amendment, other than strik
ing the word "Federal." So that what
ever funds would be available and ap
propriated under this measure would 
apply and there would not be the 
gaping loophole that is obviously 
there in the way it is drawn. 

Mr. NICKLES. I understand the 
Senator's amendment now. I wish to 
compliment him on his amendment. I 
think it is an improvement over the 
language that we had. 

I mentioned, Mr. President, in my 
opening comments that I had a few 
problems with the bill. One of them is 
the fact that the D.C. Government 
has spent as much money and has 
been permissive with abortions as they 
have. Actually, there have been more 
abortions in D.C. than live births. 
That bothers this Senator. Some 
people say, "Well, you shouldn't be in
volved in D.C. governmental affairs. 
That is their money. Let them spend 
it." 

But, unfortunately, we have almost 
a situation where abortion is a very 
common practice of birth control. As a 
matter of fact, over half of the abor
tions performed in the D.C. area are 
performed on women who have had 
one previous abortion. I think that is 
important. 

So I think the Senator's amendment 
is a good improvement over what we 
have in the present bill. 

I also think the Senator from New 
Hampshire has a better amendment. 
It is his decision whether he cares to 
pursue that amendment further or 
not. But I think both of them are im
provements over the present language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 
looked over the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska, my good 
friend, Senator ExoN. I listened to his 
comments in offering the amendment. 
I just wanted to respond to one small 
passage of the Senator's opening com
ments. 
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He said that he was pleased that the 

committee had finally adjusted the 
language in the bill. I would just point 
out to the Senator from Nebraska that 
the language that is in the bill which 
the Senator is modifying with his 
amendment, that language is the 
exact language that has been in every 
D.C. bill since 1980; the exact same 
language. It is the exact same lan
guage which President Reagan signed 
into law in 1981, 1982, 1983 on a D.C. 
appropriation bill; exact same lan
guage that we have in this bill. 

Now, since that time, we have always 
had continuing resolutions, so it has 
not been a specific thing that he could 
veto. So it has always been wrapped 
up in the continuing resolution. But it 
is the same language, as I said, that he 
signed personally into law on three 
separate occasions. 

Now, again, the reason for that, I 
would just say this to the Senator 
from Nebraska, President Reagan 
called in his State of the Union Mes
sage for, and I quote, "legislation that 
would stop all Federal funding of 
abortion." We have a letter from Mr. 
Miller, a member of the President's 
staff, saying he would recommend a 
veto of the bill if it is contrary to the 
President's stated position. The bill is 
not contrary to the President's stated 
position. We do say no Federal funds 
can be used for abortions. That is the 
President's stated position. 

As I said, the language only limits 
that. Just as we do in all other circum
stances dealing with abortion that we 
have voted on so many times around 
here, that deals only with Federal 
moneys. We have never, never told an
other jurisdiction how it can spend the 
tax dollars that it raises. 

What the Senator would have us do 
with his amendment would be to tell 
the residents of the District of Colum
bia that you can raise your taxes, but 
we are going to tell you how to spend 
it. 

Now, the Senator represents my 
neighboring State of Nebraska, a fine 
State, a great State, I might add, one 
in which I have spent a lot of time and 
a State for which I have the highest 
regard as I do personally for the Sena
tor who is my close friend. 

But I do not think the Senator from 
Nebraska would want us to tell the 
State of Nebraska how to spend the 
dollars it raises in the State of Nebras
ka. What if we were to say to the State 
of Nebraska, or to Omaha, you can go 
ahead and tax your citizens, but you 
can spend it this way and we are giong 
to put all these little things into law, 
how you can and how you cannot 
spend yor tax dollars. Well, the Sena
tor would be opposed to that. I would 
be opposed to that. I think every Sena
tor in this body would be opposed to 
the Federal Government injecting 
itself into every jurisdiction telling 
them how they can spend their tax 

dollars, whether it is on abortion or 
anything else. 

I know that abortion is a very sensi
tive issue. There is no one on this floor 
more opposed to the practice of abor
tion than this Senator. I have said so 
many times. But I do not believe that 
this kind of an amendment gets to the 
root causes of it or does anything 
about the issue of abortion, which I 
am going to have more to say about in 
a minute. But this amendment offered 
by the Senator from Nebraska, well
meaning though it is, and I know the 
Senator's strong feelings on the issue 
of abortion and I share those feelings 
with him-but this represents an in
trusion by the Federal Government 
into an area of local jurisdiction that 
this Government has never done. We 
just do not do those things. 

We used to do it in the District of 
Columbia over 12 years ago. It was 12 
years ago, Mr. President, that we 
passed the D.C. home rule bill giving 
the District of Columbia home rule. 

If we want to turn the hands of the 
clock back 12 years, if we want to take 
over running the District of Columbia 
again, then let us have a vote on it. 
Let us have somebody offer an amend
ment saying we hereby repeal the D.C. 
Home Rule Act. We will now run the 
District of Columbia. Get rid of the 
mayor, get rid of the city council, get 
rid of those elected officials; we will 
run the District of Columbia govern
ment once again. If Senators want to 
do that, let us vote on it. But I really 
do not think anybody wants to do 
that. 

There may have been a time when 
the Congress could run the District of 
Columbia but we have enough things 
to do now: Foreign aid bills, agricul
ture bills, Supreme Court Justice 
nominations, transportation policy, 
arms control. We have enough issues 
here to keep us busy from January 1 
to December 31. We do not need to be 
involved in running the District of Co
lumbia. 

As I said, maybe 30, 40, 50 years ago 
we could do it. We have moved beyond 
that. At least I hope we have moved 
beyond that. So I hope no one wants 
to turn back the clock to that time 
and I hope we do not have the interest 
in doing that. 

Again, obviously we do have an in
terest in how Federal dollars are 
spent. That is a legitimate interest of 
this Senate and this Congress. That is 
why, since 1980, we have included this 
language in the bill that no Federal 
funds could be used because we do 
have an interest in that. But not the 
money of the District of Columbia. 
And I want to make that clear. That 
this amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Nebraska covers not just Fed
eral money but funds, taxed by the 
citizens of the District of Columbia, 
raised by their government and spent 
by their government. 

I would point out to the Senator 
from Nebraska and others that we 
have, what, $3.2 billion in this bill. 
That is basically raised by the District 
of Columbia and spent by the District 
of Columbia for a variety of things. Do 
we want to start sticking our fingers in 
there, in how they can spend that $3.2 
billion? A little bit here, a little there? 
Maybe someone has a pet project 
downtown they would like to talk 
about. Maybe someone has something 
else out in the neighborhood in which 
they may live. We can start doing that 
again if we really want to make the 
District of Columbia a colony like it 
once was. 

Well, this is an appropriations bill. 
There are some Federal interests here. 
I will accede to that. That is why we 
had that language. But we do not have 
an interest in telling the District of 
Columbia how to spend its money, re
gardless of how strongly we may feel 
about this particular issue of abortion. 
If we do then, what the heck, let us 
start doing it to every State. Let us 
just start telling every State what 
they can and what they cannot do. 

I think this is an appropriations bill. 
It is not a bill on this issue. It is not an 
authorization bill. It is an appropria
tions bill. I have no problems with de
bating this matter. People may feel 
strongly about debating it but it ought 
to be debated on the proper bill and 
on the authorizing legislation. 

So, basically we have had a record 
here. We have had a record here since 
1980 of having this same language for 
8 years. Now all of a sudden, we are 
told for some reason what we have 
been doing for 8 years, we cannot do 
any longer. We have to change that 
procedure. 

Last year a vote on this same amend
ment, basically the same amendment, 
was tabled 60 to 39, as it was every 
year, going back to 1980. So I guess we 
just have to jump through the hoop 
another time on this amendment. 

I just point out that, again, I would 
hope those who feel just as strongly as 
I do about the practice of abortion
that it ought to be restricted to the. 
greatest extent possible-! would hope 
that those would not want to at least 
strike out these medical procedures 
and all these other things and that we 
would, in fact, look at the Federal 
funds portion. We adopted that. That 
is a legitimate interest that we have 
and it is shaped and it is fashioned in 
a manner, I think, to be humane and 
to take into account various exigencies 
such as rape and incest which is re
ported promptly to the authorities, ec
topic pregnancies, life of the mother. 
Those are all things I think we have 
generally agreed upon here as excep
tions to the general rule. After the 
debate is finished on this amendment, 
I will move to table it. I do not want to 
do so now. I want to let people have 
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their say on it, but at the appropriate 
moment, I will move to table the Exon 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
join the Senator from Iowa and will 
support a motion to table this amend
ment. We do go through this every 
year. Abortion is not a new subject to 
this Senate and I suppose this will not 
be the end of it when we have the vote 
on this amendment. It probably will 
not be the end for this year. We will 
probably face it on some other bill. 

Mr. President, I speak as one who 
thinks we ought to fund abortions for 
poor women. We ought to pay for that 
in the Medicaid bill. We have lost that 
battle. We are not here arguing that 
battle. I understand how passionately 
people feel on some things and they 
do not want Federal money spent, any 
of their tax money spent. I have been 
in this Senate long enough to have 
gone through that in the Vietnam 
war, and people did not want any of 
their money spent on the Vietnam 
war. They did not want any of their 
money spent on medical research on 
animals; did not want any money of 
theirs spent, you can put dot dot dot 
in. Whatever it is they felt strongly 
about. But this amendment goes fur
ther than that. They do not want any 
of your money spent, and I mean the 
District of Columbia's money. This is 
not any money out of any Federal tax
payers' pocket. 

Any number of States fund welfare 
funding of abortions. My own State of 
Oregon does, as a matter of fact, and I 
would very much resent it if the Fed
eral Government would try to say we 
are not going to allow you, State of 
Oregon, to spend your money as you 
want. We have had this on the ballot 
twice in the State of Oregon. Twice in 
the last 8 years. Both times the people 
of Oregon have voted to continue wel
fare funding of abortions. 

I think on occasion you could make 
a case for Federal interference in what 
the District might do, if what the Dis
trict was going to do was to effect the 
unique Federal character of the Na
tion's Capital. We may have a vote 
later on, I do not know if we are going 
to or not, on the House provision that 
would prohibit the District of Colum
bia from putting residency require
ments on their employees. I think it is 
a foolish bill, a foolish provision that 
they have and if they are going to 
deny themselves competent people 
from Maryland or West Virginia or 
Virginia working in the District, that 
is their business and it lowers the 
quality of their government because of 
it. But I think it is their business. 
That does not affect the unique Feder
al character of this town. 

Nor whether or not they choose to 
use their money to fund abortions, 
does not affect the unique Federal 

character of this town. If they were to 
pass a bill in the D.C. legislature 
saying we are going to put up a 40-
story office tower alongside the Wash
ington Monument, I think we could 
make a good case that that was inter
fering with the unique National Cap
ital of this country. But you cannot 
make that case for this amendment or, 
frankly, for most of the other things 
we attempt, from time to time, to 
interfere with in the District of Co
lumbia. 

So I would hope very much that we 
would say to the District-as far as I 
am concerned, I agree with their 
policy on funding abortions. The Sena
tor from Nebraska does not agree with 
it. That is a fair honest difference of 
opinion as to whether you agree with 
it. It is a fair, honest difference of 
opinion as to whether we should use 
Federal funds for abortion. He and I 
disagree on that. But to come to the 
District of Columbia on something 
uniquely their business, that frankly 
will not make any difference at all one 
way or the other in our policy about 
the sale of Mavericks to Kuwait; will 
not make any difference one way or 
the other on our policy as to low
income housing; will not make any dif
ference one way or the other as to the 
hundreds of thousands of tourists that 
come here every month and the mil
lions that come here every year, then 
that decision ought to be theirs to 
make, rightly or wrongly, just as 
Omaha and Des Moines and Portland, 
OR can make that decision, rightly or 
wrongly. 

We are a Federal system. I under
stand the unique legal character of 
the District of Columbia. We have the 
power to prohibit them from spending 
their own money any way we want to. 
Power is not the equivalent of wisdom. 
I hope in this case wisdom will tri
umph over power and we would be 
wise enough to leave it to them to 
make the decision as to how they want 
to spend, and I emphasize, Mr. Presi
dent, their money. Not yours, not 
mine, not a single taxpayer in the 
State of Oregon is going to be affected 
by this one way or the other. 

I think, therefore, that judgment 
ought to be theirs and not ours. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SANFORD). The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Oregon has framed 
the issue in a logical and thoughtful 
manner, and he always does that. I am 
glad to have a chance to speak follow
ing his remarks because, while I dis
agree with him, I think he has framed 
the issue in a way that is helpful to 
the Senate and helpful to any unde
cided Senators who may be following 
this debate. 

What his remarks put into perspec
tive is how we feel at the most essen-

tial level about abortion. If one be
lieves, as the Senator from Oregon 
does-and I agree with him on this
that we ought to have a predisposition 
toward home rule, we ought to have a 
presumption of the credibility of city 
councils and mayors here in the Na
tion's Capital, then we should only 
overrule those actions in cases of great 
moment, in cases of great significance 
and importance. 

The Senator from Oregon pointed 
out that if the city council authorizes 
the construction of a 40-story office 
tower next door to the Washington 
Monument that he would not hesitate, 
in that circumstance, to use the power 
of the Congress to overrule those ac
tions by the local governing authori
ties. In other words, in a zoning case 
with which he might disagree, he 
might think it would be appropriate, 
at least in an extreme zoning case, to 
exercise our Federal power over the 
District of Columbia to overrule the 
home rule powers of the city govern
ment. Yet, he is reluctant to do so 
when the issue is abortion; not just 
one abortion or a few abortions or 
dozens of abortions or hundreds of 
abortions, but hundreds of thousands 
of abortions. 

While he did not directly say so, I 
think it is fair to say, because I have 
listened to him speak on this subject 
before, that what it comes down to is 
this: That in his opinion, the issue of 
abortion does not rise to the level of 
significance to justify the exercise of 
Federal right, Federal power to over
rule the D.C. city council on this 
matter. I have wondered why that is. I 
believe I know the answer. 

I note the Senator is still here, and 
if I am mistaken, I hope he will re
spond to me. But I believe the reason 
why the Senator from Oregon and 
others who take a relatively permis
sive attitude toward abortion, even 
those who may not favor abortion 
nonetheless in some cases take a per
missive attitude, is because of their 
view of the nature of the unborn 
fetus. 

I very personally never met 
anyone-the Senator from Oregon 
may prove I am wrong on this-but I 
have never yet met anyone who con
fided to me or announced or they ad
mitted they believed the unborn fetus 
was indeed a true human baby who, 
nonetheless, entertained a permissive 
view toward abortion. There might be 
such a person. Perhaps there is even 
such a person here in the Senate to
night. I would be very surprised if that 
is the case. 

I will be very surprised if there is 
any Senator willing to rise and say, 
"Yes, I believe that is a living human 
baby and yet, nonetheless, I am willing 
to leave to the D.C. city council the 
right to fund the taking of those 
lives." 
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If one believes, as I do, and as I hope 

on this occasion a majority of Sena
tors will believe, that that fetus is a 
helpless, defenseless, unprotected 
human baby, then it seems to me that 
is more important than how tall the 
building is that they may build next 
door to the George Washington Me
morial; it is more important than 
almost any of the issues that routinely 
come before the D.C. city council; it is 
more important than any of the issues 
which day after day come before the 
U.S. Senate on a routine basis. If it 
really is, if we really believe, if Sena
tors believe that that is a baby, then 
our heart goes out to that defenseless 
child and both our hearts and our 
heads tell us that that child is entitled 
to protection and not just to some 
minimum standard of protection but 
compassion as legislators, as the 
people who make policy for this coun
try, as compassionate, caring human 
beings that we have to reach out to 
every proper way to the full extent of 
our authority to protect that human 
child from death. 

On the other hand, if one does not 
hold that view of what the fetus is, if 
one thinks the fetus is not a living 
human being but thinks it is merely 
some kind of other creature that is 
somehow likened to an organ, it is like 
an appendix or gall bladder of some
thing, it really has no spark of human
ity of itself, then it seems to me it is 
very hard to get excited about wheth
er or not the D.C. government funds 
abortions or not. 

In fact, I think, in my own mind, it 
would be impossible to justify any in
terference with the right of a woman 
to make that decision. If it is just an 
inanimate object, if the fetus is not a 
human being, then I do not see how 
you can be for the Hyde amendment; I 
do not see how you can be for restric
tions on the right of poor people to 
have this surgery; I do not see how 
you can say it is proper and appropri
ate for the Federal Government to 
fund surgery on the stomach, surgery 
on the appendix, surgery on other 
parts of the body, but to deny to any 
woman the right to make that deci
sion, if all we are talking about is just 
an organ, just an organism, just the 
flesh, but not really in any meaningful 
sense a true human being. 

So I think that is the issue that is 
presented here tonight. I do not think 
it is a home rule issue. I really do not 
think any Senators, bottom line, are 
going to vote on this as a home rule 
issue. I cannot imagine there might be 
a Senator who thinks that is really a 
human, live baby and, nonetheless, 
will say home rule is more important 
than humanity. There might be a Sen
ator who would make that case, but I 
doubt it. 

My own conviction is, and I base this 
on much study, more study than I ever 
expected to give the issue, I must say; 
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upon the testimony of many scientists, 
many doctors, many mothers, some 
who have had abortions and many 
who have considered it; upon testimo
ny before the Senate; upon conversa
tions which I have had in many set
tings; on a good deal of reading; on the 
profound and thoughtful comments of 
the Surgeon General and other medi
cal authorities; upon the visual proof 
which has been submitted before this 
body on many occasions; upon the tes
timony of doctors and nurses and 
others who have changed their own 
minds after performing abortions, and 
I am just convinced that the evidence 
is so strong, so overwhelming, so clear
cut that that fetus is not just a lump 
of tissue but, in fact, is a human being. 

I do not see how a Senator, if he or 
she feels that way, can fail to support 
not just the Exon amendment but the 
more carefully and more tightly drawn 
Humphrey amendment which I be
lieve will be offered subsequently. 

However this turns out-and I do 
not know how this is going to go to
night; nobody knows, I guess-! just 
hope that there will not be any Sena
tor who will try to make up their mind 
based on home rule. That just does 
not get it. There is not one Senator 
who, if the District of Columbia decid
ed to reinstitute slavery, would say, 
"Well, I don't approve of slavery but, 
after all, this is a home rule city." 
There is not one Senator who would 
do that. 

Suppose the District of Columbia de
cided they are going to have 100-mile
an-hour speed limit, how long do you 
think it would be before Congress 
would overrule such a matter? It 
would not be very long. We have al
ready heard, as an example, that if the 
D.C. government decided to have a 40-
story office tower across the street 
from the George Washington Monu
ment, at least one Senator would be 
willing to overrule that, and properly 
so, in my opinion. I do not dispute 
that. 

I just say that this is not a vote on 
home rule. This is a vote on how im
portant you think the issue underlying 
is, how important abortion is, and 
whether or not you think that is a 
baby or not. Those who think, who 
feel, who are convinced, as I am, that 
that is a baby are going to vote to pro
tect the baby. I cannot imagine that 
any Senator who feels that way about 
the baby is going to vote for home rule 
instead. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I wonder if I 
might respond to the Senator from 
Colorado because he has slightly twist
ed what I said. I think abortion is a 
very important issue, and I have 
thought so for a longer period of time 
than the Supreme Court's decision in 

Roe versus Wade. In 1970, I intro
duced a bill in this Congress to legalize 
abortion nationally, so I have not 
come lately to this, nor thought about 
it lately. It is a much more important 
issue than building the 40-story office 
building. It is important in Washing
ton. It is important in New York. It is 
important in Denver. It is important 
in Portland. It is not a unique issue to 
our Nation's Capital. 

I said that we should interfere with 
a decision if its effect was unique on 
our status as the Nation's Capital. 
Now, whether or not we prohibit or 
allow the District of Columbia to fund 
abortions is not unique to the Nation's 
Capital. If you accept the premise of 
the Senator from Colorado that abor
tion is bad, it should be stopped every
place and that this ought to be a 
moral vote and a moral decision and 
not a home rule decision, then I can 
justify carrying that logic to saying, 
when we have a Medicaid bill, that we 
will not give any Medicaid Federal 
funds to any State that uses its funds 
to fund abortion or we will not give 
them any public housing money be
cause we are so convinced of the right
ness of our position on abortion that 
we are going to try to coerce the local 
government to cease using its funds 
for fear of losing the Federal funds. 

We would have to go about it in that 
way because we do not have the power 
over Denver or the power over Port
land or Des Moines or Omaha that we 
do over the District. But if you follow 
the logic of the Senator from Colora
do, then you would say this is such a 
moral imperative that we have to do 
everything we can to stop it in the 
country by the use of Federal laws to 
attempt to cajole, coerce, almost bribe 
local governments into ceasing fund
ing of abortions. 

The difference is that we do not 
have the legal power to pass a law and 
say to Colorado or to Oregon, quit 
funding abortions. It would have to be 
a carrot rather than a stick. But we 
would not have the gall, Mr. President, 
to put that kind of--

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield on that point, the State of Colo
rado does indeed fund abortions, as do 
almost all the other States. The Sena
tor is correct that we probably would 
not have the power to say that the 
State of Colorado in raising its own 
tax money could not fund abortions. 
But I would submit that if the Senator 
from Colorado really wants to get to 
this issue we might say that no Feder
al dollars will be expended in the State 
of Colorado so long as they fund abor
tions. We will just stop all Federal 
money. We could close down the Air 
Force Academy. We could do every
thing out there. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I do not know if 
we would actually but there we are. 
We could take the money from the Air 
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Force Academy, and that is our right. 
We could say we are not going to 
spend money because Colorado funds 
abortions. 

Mr. HARKIN. We could coerce 
States in that manner. We could tell 
the State of Iowa or Nebraska we are 
not going to give drought payments to 
farmers if they fund abortions. We 
could do that. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Would the Sen
ators yield to me? I feel like sort of the 
silent third partner in this conversa
tion. In fact, Senators may have for
gotten, but that is exactly what we do. 
We say that if States enact a speed 
limit in excess of what Congress de
cides is the right speed limit, they do 
not get their highway money. We say 
if they permit or erect billboards that 
do not fit the Federal conception of 
what billboards ought to be along Fed
eral highways, they do not get their 
highway money. We say if they do not 
measure up to certain standards with 
respect to air pollution, by gosh, we 
are going to cut off their funds. In 
fact, we go further than that. We say 
that if worse comes to worst and they 
do not meet somebody's idea of what 
air pollution standards ought to be, 
then we will shut them down altogeth
er as far as building permits, as far as 
construction of new facilities, not just 
Federal funds but a lot of things more 
serious. 

It may be that the Senators were 
giving me a reality check or trying to 
determine whether or not I am being 
hypocritical about it. I support all of 
those things. In fact, one of the issues 
which I think we are going to vote on 
before this year is over, and I hope we 
do, is a new clean air bill. I am going 
to be one of those who is going to 
come and ask for tough standards to 
be extended and maybe made tougher 
in several instances on my own State 
along with others, and I am going to 
go in favor of some penalties if they 
do not comply because I think it is 
that important an issue. 

The point I wanted to make-the 
Senator from Oregon, I think, has 
stated the proposition correctly and 
fairly-it is simply a question of how 
far do we want to go. I understand 
that the Senator from Oregon is not 
deprecating the importance of the 
issue. He sees the issue differently 
than I do. He is basically in favor of 
abortion, or at least a permissive 
resort to abortion. I am basically op
posed to that, and I do not have any 
hesitation in standing before the 
Senate and saying that were the 
motion before us to simply forbid 
abortions except under very narrowly 
restricted exceptions, I would be 
pleased to vote to do that. 

That is not the question. The ques
tion is in the city which is the Nation's 
Capital, which is under the legal juris
diction of this Congress, what is the 
policy decision that we are going to 

make. Now, we have that power. That 
power resides in this body. Maybe it 
should not. Maybe this ought to be a 
State. Maybe we ought to have a con
stitutional form of home rule. We do 
not have those things. Instead, the 
law-making power is here and so long 
as it is we cannot escape that responsi
bility. We can only exercise it wisely 
or foolishly, but we cannot escape it. 
We have the responsibility. 

Now, is this, as the Senator from 
oregon inquires, a unique Federal 
issue? I think it is. First, because it is 
the Federal city; it is the Nation's Cap
ital, but more than that because if you 
believe, as I do, that what we are talk
ing about is the taking of tens and 
hundreds of thousands of innocent 
lives, I think it does affect the reputa
tion of the city far worse than an ugly 
building next door to the Nation's 
Capital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Senator 
has the floor, but if he would indulge 
me for, say, 15 or 20 seconds more, I 
will yield the floor. The point is if you 
believe, as I do, that we are taking in
nocent lives, that is a shame and a dis
grace and a national blemish far worse 
than an excessive speed limit or an 
ugly billboard or a bad looking build
ing next to the Washington Monu
ment. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I understand ex
actly what the Senator from Colorado 
says, and to follow his position logical
ly he ought to be the prime sponsor of 
an amendment that would prohibit 
the States from using their own 
money, any State, any city, on abor
tions. He ought to attach that rider to 
any other Federal bill that comes 
along that gives them any money at 
all. 

We passed pollution legislation be
cause we say in the national interest. 
We cannot confine pollution to the 
Los Angeles basin, to the Portland 
basin. We cannot confine it to waters 
within one State; we have a national 
problem, and we pass national legisla
tion. We felt the same way about the 
speed limit, although we have changed 
our mind on it. And if the Senator 
from Colorado feels that the same 
import applies to abortion, then he 
ought to be supporting an effort to 
stop it nationally. 

Now, I want to emphasize some
thing. I think he has-1 have not 
checked his voting record as I came 
here tonight, but I will wager he sup
ported most of the efforts we had, 
whether it be a court-stripping or 
something else, to prohibit courts 
from reviewing State decisions on 
abortion, to do everything possible-! 
think those would have been unconsti
tutional if they ever got up to the 
Court, but to do everything possible 
by Federal law to overturn that Su
preme Court decision, short of a con-

stitutional amendment-! think he 
probably supports a constitutional 
amendment, but there are not the 
votes for that-to overturn the Su
preme Court decision short of a consti
tutional amendment and to do every
thing else possible within the powers 
of the Congress to-and I use the 
words-force, coerce, cajole, prohibit 
local governments from using their 
own money for what he considers 
wrong. And that would be a fair propo
sition to put to this Senate. I would be 
happy to debate it, and I would bet 
this Senate would not have the gall, it 
would not muster 20 votes in this 
Senate to attempt to do that. And the 
only reason we try to do it over the 
District of Columbia is because we 
have the power and we still think of it 
as a mini-colony. I do not think that is 
sufficient justification to impose this 
restriction on their money. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
on that? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I am happy to. 
Mr. HARKIN. I agree. The Senator 

has really hit the nail on the head. I 
suppose the Senator from Colorado 
probably thought he would trump my 
ace but in fact he dealt a different 
hand a little bit ago because what we 
are talking about is locally generated 
revenues. We were not talking about 
billboards, clean air, and timber. We 
are talking about telling them how 
they spend their locally generated rev
enues. 

The Senator from Oregon has hit it 
exactly on the head. It does not have 
to do with whether or not they can put 
billboards up, or what their speed 
limits ought to be. It is how they 
spend their locally generated reve
nues. That is clearly the issue here 
and the Senator from Oregon has 
clearly delineated it. 

Mr. NICKLES. Would the Senator 
yield for a quick question? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Sure. 
Mr. NICKLES. I want to get back to 

the bill as soon as possible, and hope
fully move the bill along. I compli
ment the Senator for his statement, 
and also for his eloquent statement on 
supporting abortion rights, and very 
forthrightly. He stated that all along. 
We have debated and discussed this 
issue before. He mentioned he had in
troduced legislation to legalize abor
tion. How many votes did the Senator 
get on that piece of legislation? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I could not even 
get a cosponsor, let alone votes. 

Mr. NICKLES. The reason I state 
that is because this Senator is both
ered. I happen to read the Constitu
tion on a few occasions. I am bothered 
when we see people say abortion is the 
law of the land. We have never passed 
that law. As the Senator from Oregon 
knows better than most, Roe versus 
Wade is a court decision that legalized 
it. I also happen to read the Constitu-
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tion that says in article 1 that all legis
lative powers granted shall be vested 
in the Congress of the United States. 

I would like to see us have a bill
maybe the Senator from Oregon 
would like to introduce it-and let us 
see if it would pass both Houses of 
Congress. Again, I want to go back to 
our D.C. appropriations bill so we can 
get out of here before midnight. I 
would like to see if Congress would 
ever legalize abortion. I do not think 
Congress would. But I think it would 
be a very interesting question to dis
cuss, debate, and find out whether or 
not it would pass through both Houses 
of Congress. But it never did pass. It 
never has passed. Abortion was never 
legalized by Congress. That would · be 
an issue that maybe we have to discuss 
or should discuss at another time. 

I appreciate the Senator yielding. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Sena

tor yield? 
Mr. PACKWOOD. In fact, I yield 

the floor. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

have one footnote to this discussion. It 
is not intended to influence the vote, 
but only to correct the record. I be
lieve in the last few minutes someone 
had made the point that the State of 
Colorado uses State funds to provide 
abortion services, and while it has no 
bearing whatsoever on this amend
ment-it will not affect anybody's 
vote-I just did not want to let the 
moment pass without correcting that. 
That is not the case. It is the decision 
of the general assembly and the 
people of Colorado not to provide such 
funding, and the Senator who raised 
this may not be aware of it because it 
is a fairly recent decision made as a 
result of the statewide referendum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Oregon has raised 
an interesting hypothetical. But I be
lieve there is a flaw in his thesis. The 
flaw is that each of the States have 
their own duly elected legislatures em
powered under their own constitutions 
to deal with legislative matters, and 
matters of appropriation with respect 
to ·each of those States. The District of 
Columbia, however, does not have a 
legislature in the sense that each of 
the States has its own legislature. In
stead, the Congress of the United 
States is the legislature for the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Just for the record, I will cite the au
thority for the assertion which I have 
just made. Article 1, section 8 of the 
Constitution specifically grants to 
Congress the power to exercise exclu
sive legislation in all cases whatsoever 
over such district as may become the 
seat of the Government of the United 
States. As we all know, in the 93d Con
gress a statute was passed which gave 

the District of Columbia some meas
ure of home rule, so-called. In that 
law, Public Law 93-198, so-called Home 
Rule Act charter, the following is 
stated: 

No amount may be obligated or expended 
by any officer or employee of the District of 
Columbia unless such amount has been ap
proved by an act of Congress. 

And then only according to such act. 
Section 601 of the same statute 
states-and this drives the point home: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this act the Congress of the United States 
reserves the right at any time to exercise its 
constitutional authority as legislature for 
the District by enacting legislation for the 
District on any subject. 

So even in the words of Congress 
itself, in the words of the 93d Congress 
which granted some measure of home 
rule to the District, the clear excep
tion was made that notwithstanding 
any other provision of the act the 
Congress of the United States reserves 
the right at any time to exercise its 
constitutional-not whimsical but con
stitutional-authority as legislature 
for the District by enacting legislation 
for the District on any subject. 

So we are, as the 93d Congress chose 
to explicitly state, the legislature for 
the District of Columbia. Therefore, in 
my view at least, an interesting argu
ment, the new and novel argument 
raised by the Senator from Oregon 
does not hold any water because we 
should not legislate for the States be
cause they have their own duly elected 
and empowered legislatures. But the 
District of Columbia does not. If the 
Congress will not exercise its constitu
tional responsibility to act as legisla
ture for the District of Columbia, then 
the District of Columbia has no legis
lature. Is that what Senators want? 
Apparently not, because year in and 
year out, Members of both Houses in 
the annual D.C. appropriation bill 
enact a whole host of limitations on 
the way in which the District of Co
lumbia can spend its own money. They 
interfere, they cajole, they coerce, to 
use the words of the Senator from 
Oregon, routinely, wholesale, year 
after year, as the Congress has the au
thority to do when it sees so fit in its 
wisdom. 

Let me just cite from this very act in 
front of us some of the restrictions 
and instructions if you will, limita
tions, to the District of Columbia 
which the committee in its wisdom has 
chosen to bring on to the floor. 

For example, in section 104 of this 
bill before us there is a restriction on 
allowances for privately owned vehi
cles used for District business, such re
strictions limiting those rates to rates 
prescribed in Federal travel regula
tions. Section 109 restricts the use of 
funds under the act to pay for over
time and temporary help. We restrict 
the use of money for this purpose to 

"4¥2 percentum of the total of all 
funds appropriated by this act." 

Section 110, another example, disal
lows the use of appropriated funds for 
compensation to any person appointed 
to a permanent position in the govern
ment during any month in which the 
number of employees exceeds 38,471, 
the number of positions that we have 
authorized for the District in the act. 
There we are putting a cap on the 
number of employees which the Dis
trict may employ. 

Section 111 is another example. No 
funds appropriated in this act for the 
District of Columbia government for 
the operation of educational institu
tions, compensation of personnel, or 
for other educational purposes may be 
used to permit and encourage, facili
tate or further partisan political ac
tivities. 

We have restricted the District of 
Columbia in this bill with regard to 
lobbying activities. Section 113 and 
115 prohibit the use of any funds to 
pay the salary of any employee of the 
District whose name and salary are 
not available for public inspection. 

Section 116 states that no part of 
this appropriation shall be used for 
publicity or propaganda purposes for 
implementation of any policy includ
ing boycott designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before the 
Congress or any State legislature. 

Section 121 disallows the use of ap
propriated funds for the implementa
tion of the personnel lottery for hiring 
firefighters and police officers. 

Section 123 restricts the use of ap
propriated funds for providing a per
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other person
al servants to any officer or employee 
of the District. 

Section 124, section 138. 
I think Senators get the message. 
We have and we do and we will de-

termine for the District of Columbia, 
as its legislature, as we are empowered 
to do under the Constitution, which 
power is reserved to us by the D.C. 
home rule charter passed by the 93d 
Congress. We enact legislation that di
rects and restricts and constricts and 
interferes with the operation of the 
government of the District of Colum
bia, just as every State legislature 
enacts legislation that has the same 
effect in one way or another on the 
governmental affairs and the societal 
affairs of the respective States. 

It is ridiculous that we have to argue 
against States rights, this home rule 
thesis, because it is phony. 

For Senators to stand up and say we 
should not do this because it interferes 
with home rule flies in the face of the 
clearly stated intent of the 93d Con
gress, which granted some measure of 
home rule to the District while clearly 
reserving the right to act, as Congress 
said, as the legislature for the District 
of Columbia, as we are required to do, 
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empowered to do, and are responsible 
to do under the Constitution. 

The unfortunate thing about getting 
into this argument about home rule is 
that it distracts attention from the 
real underlying issue which the Sena
tor from Colorado has eloquently and 
movingly and convincingly and logical
ly addressed. 

I want to say a few words on that 
score, myself, but before I do, let me 
back up and attempt to clarify and 
perhaps erase erroneous impressions 
which might have been left by earlier 
statements by the Senator from Iowa. 

He suggested, by quoting from Presi
dent Reagan's State of the Union Ad
dress, that the President did not care 
about how local funds, D.C. funds, are 
spent with respect to abortion. Noth
ing could be further from the truth. 
That kind of argument, I suppose, can 
be summoned; but to suggest that 
about the President of the United 
States-this President of the United 
States, who has been so forthright and 
so courageous and so plainspoken on 
the subject of abortion, even with re
spect to the D.C. appropriations bill, 
year after year after year-is to resort 
to something absurd, if not mislead
ing. 

Just for the REcoRD, in case it needs 
to be said, let me cite from the June 
24, 1988, statement of administration 
policy with respect to the bill now 
before us: 

The committee bill does not include lan
guage prohibiting the use of District funds 
to perform abortions as requested by the ad
ministration. The administration . continues 
to oppose the use of either District funds or 
the Federal payment to the District to fund 
abortions, unless the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were car
ried to term. 
If that is not enough, I cite the 

President's message to Congress, 
transmitting the 1988 budget, April 27, 
1987: 

First, I want to reaffirm my concern that 
none of the funds appropriated for the Dis
trict of Columbia should be used for abor
tion unless the life of the mother would be 
endangered if the fetus were carried to 
term. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these two items be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

one more point, in response to the 
statement of the Senator from Iowa. 

The Senator from Iowa, in address
ing the Senator from Nebraska, sug
gested that Iowa should never tell N e
braska how to spend its own money, 
and that is true. That is not the point, 
but it is true, because Nebraska has its 
own legislature. The District of Co
lumbia does not, never has, and does 
not today. We are the legislature for 
the District of Columbia. If people 

object to that, we should change the 
Constitution, or we ought to change 
the statute passed by the 93d Congress 
that clearly reserved to Congress the 
right to exercise its constitutional re
sponsibility to act as the legislature 
for the District of Columbia. 

All the home rule arguments are 
bunk. It is a dodge, to avoid the real 
issue. I want to address what I regard 
to be the real issue. 

This is July 7, 3. days following the 
national celebration, the 212th cele
bration of our anniversary, of our Na
tion's birth. What was the organic doc
ument? What took place on July 4, 
1776? Every school kid knows it. The 
Declaration of Independence was pro
mulgated. 

What is the foremost principle enun
ciated clearly, boldly, for all peoples, 
for all times, in that document? 
Almost any high school kid can tell 
you that-1 hope. 

"We hold these truths to be self-evi
dent: All men are created equal, en
dowed by their Creator-" 

Not by Congress, not even by the 
Constitution, which came later. They 
are endowed by their Creator with cer
tain unalienable rights, as they wrote 
it. It should be "inalienable," but we 
will not quibble. "That among these 
are life • • • and to secure such rights 
governments are instituted among 
men." 

I would not be surprised if a number 
of Senators in this body, in their 4th 
of July orations, read that very pas
sage and are prepared today to deny it 
is the responsibility of this Govern
ment to secure the God-given right to 
life. 

There it is-the Declaration of Inde
pendence, the document we hold dear, 
hold up as the standard to the world, 
as we should. It could not be any clear
er on this point. The right to life is a 
God-given right. 

What do we suppose our forebears 
meant by that-that it is a God-given 
right with which we are endowed at 
birth or some other moment conven
ient to modern society, Or do we sup
pose, as seems self-evident, that when 
they talked-and we talk-of this in
alienable right with which we are en
dowed by our Creator, we are endowed 
with that right-when? At the 
moment of creation. How could it be 
otherwise? 

Therefore, it is the responsibility of 
Government, the highest responsibil
ity of Government, to secure those 
rights, the rights with which we are 
endowed by our Creator-those in
alienable rights. 

Could it be any more self-evident 
that the offspring of human beings 
are human beings? Does the Senator 
want to stand up and argue that the 
offspring of human beings is a dog, or 
a guinea pig, or a chicken, or a snake, 
or a Coke bottle, or a toothpaste tube? 

You do not have to be a geneticist or 
a biologist or a scientist of any stripe 
to understand, as a matter of obvious 
truth and fact, that the offspring of 
human beings are human beings. 
When do they become human beings? 
At some moment that is convenient to 
modern society, or from the start of 
their human existence, conception? 
The answer is obvious, at least to this 
Senator. 

That is why I and the Senator from 
Colorado, the Senator from Oklaho
ma, and the Senator from Nebraska, 
in certain respects stick our necks out, 
get our heads kicked over and over 
again, and come back fighting. Be
cause it is worth fighting for. Human 
life is worth fighting for. It is worth 
standing up for. It is worth taking all 
the guff modern society can throw at 
us. We take it and keep coming back. 
Is it because we want to give other 
Senators a bad time, put them on the 
spot, waste the Senate's time? Of 
course not. We do not enjoy this. It is 
not fun. 

We feel it is a matter of human, fun
damental principle that human life is 
precious; that what makes this coun
try unique and distinct is that we have 
the highest regard for human rights 
and constitutional and statutory 
means to protect those rights, to 
secure those rights, especially those 
rights which inure from our Creator, 
inure from our very nature as human 
beings. Abortion is wrong. Why? Be
cause abortion kills human beings. It 
does not kill a fetus. Fetus is a Latin 
word, medical term used to describe a 
prenatal infant. Fetus is not some
thing inhuman. It is just a term for a 
stage of human development. A prena
tal infant and postnatal infant. We 
hear postnatal care. We hear prenatal 
care. Infancy is a stage of life. Child
hood is a stage of life. Middle age is a 
stage of life. Old age is a stage of life. 
And so is natality a stage of life. 

To be sure we look different in the 
first few days, the first few weeks and 
even the first few months than we do 
when we are born, just as we look dif
ferent 5 years from our birth date, 
just as we look different 50 years from 
our birth date, just as we look differ
ent in our deathbed. 

Appearance has nothing to do with 
humanity. That a fetus in early stages 
does not look like a newborn infant 
has nothing to do with humanity of 
the fetus, that prenatal infant; that is 
the word that ought to be used be
cause it is a word that is consistent 
with our most recent knowledge that 
prenatality is just another stage of de
velopment, and prenatal infants are 
being slaughtered wholesale in this 
country because we hide it behind the 
mask of something called the fetus. 

People do not like to think about it 
and I can understand why because it is 
grisly, it is ghastly, it is horrible. It is 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17239 
the worst abuse of human rights in 
the history of civilization. It is a terri
ble tragedy. It is a heartbreaking trag
edy for everyone involved, needless to 
say the prenatal infant who is de
stroyed, but for his mother, for his 
father, for his family, for the whole 
family which is society and the human 
race. It is a terrible tragedy and it is a 
monstrous injustice. 

For those of us who have come to 
that conclusion which to us seems self
evident, we are bound to do everything 
that we can to reduce this slaughter 
and to do all we can ultimately to 
bring about an end to this holocaust. 

Senators can vote from whatever 
basis they choose obviously, but this is 
not a home rule issue. That is nothing 
but a red herring. It is just poppycock. 
It flies directly in the face of what we 
know to be the responsibility of this 
body under the Constitution and 
under the D.C. home rule statute. 
Forget home rule with respect to argu
ing against the pending amendment. It 
is nonsense and, frankly, it is just 
plain dishonesty to resort to that ar
gument. 

Abortion is wrong because it kills 
human beings. We are the legislature 
for the District of Columbia and we 
ought to prohibit the use of any funds 
appropriated by this Congress to the 
District of Columbia for killing prena
tal infants and if you are against kill
ing of prenatal infants because they 
are human beings, which is so self-evi
dent, then you have to support the 
Exon amendment, and I hope that 
Senators likewise will support the 
amendment which I will offer in due 
course. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. 
(EXHIBIT 1) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

The Administration objects strongly to a 
number of provisions in the current bill. If 
the bill were presented to the President in 
its present form, the President's senior ad
visers would recommend that he veto it. 

The Committee bill does not include lan
guage prohibiting the use of District funds 
to perform abortions as requested by the 
Administration. The Administration contin
ues to oppose the use of either District 
funds or the Federal payment to the Dis
trict to fund abortions, unless the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term. Applying this restric
tion solely to the Federal payment makes 
little sense because the Federal payment 
comprises only 19 percent of the total Dis
trict budget. The use of public funding in 
the District of Columbia for abortions is an 
unacceptable violation of a basic civil 
right-the right to life. The absence of such 
a prohibition would be viewed as a sufficient 
reason to veto this bill. It is unfortunate 
that the Full Committee did not accept the 
Subcommittee language that would have 
banned the use of District funds as well as 
the Federal payment to fund abortions. 

The Administration has three other sig
nificant concerns regarding the proposed 
bill: 

The bill exceeds the President's request 
by $27.1 million in budget authority. The in-

crease results from the proposal to compen
sate the District Government with a lump 
sum payment rather than by billing each 
Federal agency directly for water and sewer 
services provided to Federal establishments. 
The President's request for direct billing is 
consistent with the treatment afforded 
other State and local governments. More
over, the Committee has arbitrarily cut the 
estimated FY 1989 payment by $9 million. 
This is not a legitimate budget savings-it is 
at best a deferral because the District will 
request restoration of these funds. Rather 
than denying the District timely payment, 
the Senate could achieve legitimate savings 
by allowing the General Services Adminis
tration <GSA) to pay the District directly 
for these services for GSA controlled Feder
al buildings. Other Federal agencies could 
be phased into direct billing later. 

The Administration also continues to 
oppose any attempt to exempt the Federal 
payment and Federal water and sewer pay
ments to the District Government from the 
Presidential apportionment process. Last 
year, the Administration objected to section 
132 of the FY 1988 District of Columbia Ap
propriations Act, as contained in Public Law 
100-202. This section permanently excluded 
these Federal payments to the District from 
the apportionment process, resulting in a 
highly objectionable erosion of Executive 
Branch authority. 

The Administration opposes sections 133 
and 135 of the bill. Section 133 would trans
fer title of the 216 acre Glendale Hospital 
site in Prince Georges County, Maryland to 
the District of Columbia. This provision is 
contrary to the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949, that re
quires excess Federal property to be trans
ferred to the General Services Administra
tion for disposal. Section 135 would require 
a Federal guarantee for a $20 million loan 
by the District Government to a non-profit 
corporation to build an educational housing 
facility. Loan guarantees are a subsidy and 
represent a contingent liability for the Fed
eral Government. If this project is worth
while, it should receive direct funding with
out the Federal loan guarantee. 

The Administration does, however, com
mend the Committee for keeping the FY 
1989 Federal payment to the District at the 
level proposed by the President. 

The Senate is urged to remove the objec
tionable provisions noted above so that the 
President's senior advisers could recommend 
that he sign the bill. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS TRANSMITTING THE 
1988 BUDGET, APRIL 27, 1987 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the District of Colum

bia Self-Government and Governmental Re
organization Act, I am transmitting the 
1988 Budget of the District of Columbia 
Government. 

There are two issues that affect both the 
1988 Budget submitted to the Congress on 
January 5, 1987, and the 1988 Budget of the 
District of Columbia Government that I 
would like to bring to your attention. First, 
I want to reaffirm my concern that none of 
the funds appropriated for the District of 
Columbia should be used for abortion unless 
the life of the mother would be endangered 
if the fetus were carried to term. According
ly, I will support an amendment that goes 
beyond Section 116 in the accompanying 
District of Columbia Budget request and re
stricts the use of both the District's Federal 
and locally generated funds for abortion. 

Secondly, I request your support for the 
initiative in the 1988 Budget that requires 
the District Government to directly bill the 
Federal establishments for the water and 
sewer services provided. In response to the 
fact that the District has had the technical 
capacity to bill individual Federal establish
ments since 1985, the 1988 Budget provides 
for the Federal establishments to make 
their water and sewer payments directly to 
the District Government. Thus, the 1988 
Budget does not include an amount in the 
Federal Payment to District of Columbia 
for water and sewer services provided. The 
Budget provides for Federal establishments 
to make these payments directly. Although 
I understand the Comptroller General's 
office has expressed doubt about this pro
posal, I believe that existing law permits 
this change in billing practice, which will 
produce efficiency and accountability for 
the services provided. I urge the Congress to 
enact this needed reform. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
The White House, April 27, 1987. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am 
going to be brief as I was with my 
opening remarks. 

I have been listening with keen in
terest to my colleagues' debate of this 
matter, and I think most of the key 
issues have been brought out. I have 
stood on this floor on many, many oc
casions and if I remember correctly 
most of the Senators who are here de
bating this tonight were involved in 
the previous debate and not a great 
deal new has been said. 

There is a division of opinion on this 
issue, and I think no less of any of my 
colleagues that they do not agree with 
the position that this Senator from 
Nebraska holds and has held for a 
long, long time. 

I do want to correct two or three 
things. Early in the rebuttal to my 
opening remarks it was indicated that 
this language was exactly what Presi
dent Reagan had signed into law previ
ously and that therefore I guess the 
assumption was that President Reagan 
was in support of the legislation as 
drawn in the committee amendment. 

I take issue with that. I did not 
check with the President of the 
United States on this subject. But I 
think it is very safe to say that if 
President Ronald Reagan were in this 
body and if President Ronald Reagan 
had a vote, he would be in support of 
the Exon amendment. 

I just want to say that all this talk 
about the situation of our not dictat
ing to the government of the District 
of Columbia is certainly not the issue. 
It is clear that we have a unique situa
tion, we in the Congress, with the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia 
because we directly fund their oper
ations. That is what the amendment 
that I offer is all about. 

I also want to correct a statement 
that was made in rebuttal that this 
basic same issue was tabled or defeat
ed in a recent session of the Congress 



17240 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
when this matter came up. I would 
point out that the vote total that was 
used must have reflected an amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire that had no provision in it 
whatsoever with regard to rape or 
incest. Now the inclusion of rape or 
incest in these measures has long been 
a very salient point as far as this Sena
tor is concerned. I recall the last time 
this was debated at length that my 
friend and colleague, Barry Gold
water, stood over there and agreed 
with the position of the Senator from 
Nebraska on the rape and incest 
matter. 

I am not a Puritan, Mr. President, 
and I do not know how I justify all of 
my positions, but they have been long 
held. They have been very carefully 
thought out and at least I hope my 
colleagues will give me credit for being 
consistent. 

I think it is inconsistent to indicate 
that it would be wrong, terribly wrong 
for us to dictate how the funds that 
we provided with this measure are 
used by the government of the District 
of Columbia. 

Yet, on section 115, and I quote from 
the committee amendment, "None of 
the funds contained in this act shall 
be made available to pay the salary of 
my employee of the District of Colum
bia government whose name and 
salary are not available for public in
spection." Is that not dictating to the 
District of Columbia? I think it is a 
good inclusion but it is certainly dic
tating. 

Section 116 that immediately follows 
the one I just read says, "No part of 
this appropriation shall be used for 
publicity or for propaganda purposes 
or implementation of any policy in
cluding boycott, designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before the 
Congress," and so forth. 

Once again we are saying they 
cannot do it. I think that is a good 
provision. 

Interestingly enough, Mr. President, 
section 117, which is the one that I am 
trying to amend, immediately follows 
and the language suddenly changes. 
And section 117 says, "None of the 
Federal funds," none of the Federal 
funds, Mr. President, in direct contra
diction to section 115 and 116, immedi
ately above. I think that was done 
with considerable forethought and is 
in there for a very special reason that 
I will not elaborate on any further at 
this time. 

I would simply say that if we accept 
section 117 that none of the Federal 
funds, and so forth, are used, not one 
abortion, not one abortion will be 
funded under this committee amend
ment. The prohibition is a farce, and I 
do not think we should pass bills that 
knowingly are farce. 

This particular language is a concoc
tion of confusion since it holds the 
hope and the possibility of limiting 

abortion but the language of the bill is 
the furthest thing possible from that 
intent. 

Mr. President, I simply say that 
while no bill is perfect, the way this 
bill is written is totally meaningless, 
and I think that if the framers of this 
legislation were sincere in what they 
are trying to say here, then they 
would be anxious to accept the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
braska. 

I think it has been made clear in 
debate today that, indeed, that is not 
their intent. Therefore, I brand the 
language as a farce. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if all 

debate has ended on this amendment, 
I was trying to give everyone a chance 
and there were some I think who 
wanted to speak on this amendment. I 
did not want to cut off any debate. I 
had made it clear, Mr. President, in 
my initial remarks on this amendment 
that, at the proper time, I would move 
to table it, but I did not want to do 
that until every Senator has a chance 
to speak. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I do not expect 
to speak long. 

Mr. President, we have been here 
before. In fact, since 1978, those who 
oppose reproductive choice have regu
larly attempted to impose their will on 
the women of the District of Colum
bia. It is a pretty simple issue that we 
are talking about, and that is: Does 
the District of Columbia have the 
right to govern itself in connection 
with a woman's rights that pertain to 
her body, and the right of a woman to 
determine when and where and under 
what circumstances she will bear a 
child, and the right of poor women to 
have the same rights as rich women? 

Last year, when I heard that an
other antireproductive choice amend
ment would be offered, I hurried to 
the floor to express my dismay and to 
warn my colleagues. This is what I 
said then. I said that I thought that 
this body has spent far too much time 
trying to prevent women from choos
ing their reproductive destiny and 
that we ought to get on with the busi
ness of running the Government. I 
said that I agreed with the goal of 
passing a District of Columbia appro
priation bill, but that if the Senate 
should see fit not to table the anti
choice amendment, I would be pre
pared to explain to my colleagues how 
we have been into this subject over a 
period of over 480 separate amend
ments just since 1977. And I expressed 
the hope that we would dispose of the 
amendment and get on with the busi
ness of appropriating money to run 

the District of Columbia, a place 
where many of us live. 

I hope we will not have to consider 
such action again, and I am not sug
gesting that be the fact. But I do be
lieve that we ought to retain existing 
law and respect the right of the Dis
trict residents to choose. Let us vote 
down any amendments which would 
further curtail the rights of women in 
connection with reproductive issues. 
To me, any other course is unaccept
able. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKELS. Mr. President, I am 

going to be very brief, so I want to 
alert my colleagues that I think we are 
going to have a vote on Senator HAR
KIN's motion to table very soon. 

I have a couple of positions and 
points I would like to make. One, I 
wish to compliment my friend and col
league, Senator ARMsTRONG, for his 
outstanding statement, as well as Sen
ator HUMPHREY. I think they laid out 
very clearly what is at stake. Basically, 
we are trying to protect lives. That is 
really the purpose of the amendment 
of the Senator from Nebraska and I 
compliment him for it. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
talked about the Constitution. The 
Constitution gives us that right. It is 
in the Constitution. That separates 
the District from other cities. 

The Senator from Colorado stated 
the fact that, yes, we are not just talk
ing about any issue. We are not talk
ing about buildings. We are not talk
ing about home rule. If you believe in 
home rule-and I have heard a lot of 
people mention that-read the bill. We 
violate home rule throughout the bill, 
time and time again, section by sec
tion. Senator HUMPHREY mentioned 
that. He repeated those. I will not 
repeat them again. 

But we have violated home rule in 
almost every case except for in this 
area. So the result is we have lan
guage, as the Senator from Nebraska 
so ably stated, that means nothing. 
The language, if you read it, sounds 
like it is a restriction on abortion. But 
the net effect is the District of Colum
bia has the most permissive abortion 
rules anywhere in the United States. 
The facts are that they actually have 
more abortions than live births. The 
facts are that half of the women have 
already gone in and had previous abor
tions. They are on their second or 
their third abortion. So we are talking 
about some serious things. 

If you want to get an abortion in 
D.C., there are about 7 or 8 pages in 
the Yellow Pages where you can call 
up and get them. You can get one this 
afternoon. You can get one tomorrow. 
You can get one for $125. You can get 
one for $190. You can get one for $200. 
It depends on how far the baby has 
gone in their term in their life. 
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Yes, this is serious. I think that is 

the reason why we have had as many 
votes, and I am sure we will have 
many more, because it is an important 
issue. We are talking about lives. 

Mr. President, we have heard some 
people say, "Well, the administration 
is only opposed to Federal funds and 
this language is in compliance with 
the administration." The administra
tion's statement of policy, as of June 
24, 1988, states: 

The Committee bill does not include lan
guage prohibiting the use of District funds 
to perform abortions as requested by the ad
ministration. The administration continues 
to oppose the use of either District funds or 
the federal payment to the District to fund 
abortions, unless the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were car
ried to term. 

Then skipping a couple of lines: 
The use of public funding in the District 

of Columbia for abortions is an unaccept
able violation of a basic civil right-the 
right to life. The absence of such a prohibi
tion would be viewed as a sufficient reason 
to veto this bill. 

Mr. President, I am confident that if 
this bill passes individually and if it 
has this language, unless it is modified 
either by the Senator from Nebraska 
or the Senator from New Hampshire, 
this bill will be vetoed. I urge my col
leagues to oppose the motion to table. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again 
in response to the Senator from Okla
homa's comments, I will point out that 
the letter he was referring to was from 
OMB Director Miller. I read earlier 
the President's statement in his State 
of the Union Message. I quoted from 
it. The President called, in his State of 
the Union Message, for "legislation 
that would stop all Federal funding 
for abortion." 

The letter from Mr. Miller saying he 
would recommend a veto of the bill is 
contrary to the President's stated posi
tion, as noted in his State of the Union 
Message on. this issue. 

Second, Mr. President, I would point 
out that the very language that we 
have in the bill was signed by this 
President into law on three different 
occasions in 1981, 1982, and 1983. He 
specifically signed the District of Co
lumbia appropriation bill with that 
language in it. He did not veto it then 
and, of course, we put it in the con
tinuing resolution after that. So he 
signed it three times into law and 
never vetoed it. 

So I do not understand why now, all 
of a sudden, it has changed. This has 
been, as I said in the beginning, a part 
of the legislation since 1980. 

Mr. President, I think, really, all 
debate has been had on this, and I 
move to table the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold the tabling 
motion for just a moment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Might I inquire about 
how long the Senator would like to 
speak? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Well, not for very 
long. The Senator had his say. May we 
not have our say? The Senator had his 
second say. May we not have our 
second say, briefly? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will withhold. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

there can be no question that the ad
ministration opposes this bill and will 
veto it unless it is amended to preclude 
the expenditure of District funds to 
pay for abortions. I am sure the Sena
tor from Iowa agrees, notwithstanding 
his reading of the State of the Union 
Address. 

The most recent statement, authori
tative statement, from Budget Direc
tor Miller makes clear the President 
will veto it unless it is amended. 

Let me just address the point raised 
by the Senator from Ohio. He says 
this is about reproductive rights. 
There are ways of practicing birth 
control. I hope the Senator from Ohio 
and our colleagues are not going to 
suggest that killing prenatal infants is 
a legitimate means of birth control. 
That would be a horror. But, unfortu
nately, it goes on wholesale. 

We have the responsibility and the 
ability to see to it that this slaughter 
is stopped in the District of Columbia, 
at least to the extent of taxpayer 
funding of this slaughter. And that is 
what this debate is all about and this 
amendment is all about. 

I urge Senators to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nebraska and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there sufficient second? There is suffi
cient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] to table the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
ExoNl. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BUMPERS], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], 
and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. KARNES], and the Sena
tor from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 37, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 232 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Dodd 
Evans 
Fowler 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 

Armstrong 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Ex on 
Ford 

Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boschwitz 
Bumpers 
Conrad 

Heinz Rockefeller 
Hollings Roth 
Inouye Rudman 
Kassebaum Sanford 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Lauten berg Simon 
Leahy Simpson 
Levin Specter 
Matsunaga Stafford 
Metzenbaum Stevens 
Mikulski Warner 
Mitchell Weicker 
Moynihan Wilson 
Nunn Wirth 
Packwood 
Riegle 

NAYS-37 
Gam Melcher 
Gramm Nickles 
Grassley Pressler 
Hatch Proxmire 
Hatfield Quayle 
Heflin Reid 
Humphrey Shelby 
Johnston Symms 
Kasten Thurmond 
Lugar Trible 
McCain Wallop 
McClure 
McConnell 

NOT VOTING-14 
Dixon 
Gore 
Hecht 
Helms 
Kames 

Murkowski 
Pen 
Pryor 
Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2534 was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire would like to get recognition. I 
will be happy if he gets recognition 
and then yields to me. 

Mr. HUMPHREY addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
believe the majority leader would like 
to speak, and I will be happy to yield 
to him. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wonder 
if we can get an idea now as to what 
amendments remain and whether or 
not we can get a time agreement on 
the amendments. Senator HuMPHREY 
has an amendment, I believe. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to address the leader. I also have an 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. I believe the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire has an amendment dealing 
with abortion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Correct. 
Mr. BYRD. I have been told this 

would be, in all likelihood, the last of 
the amendments on that subject 
matter. Then what other amendments 
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would remain, may I ask the two dis
tinguished managers? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Ire
spectfully address the leadership and 
advise them that the Senators from 
Virginia and the Senators from Mary
land have joined together on a resi
dency amendment. 

I suggest the proponents of the 
amendment would not require more 
than 20 minutes, all four, to present 
their positions. 

Mr. BYRD. Four of the proponents 
who are presenting the amendment 
dealing with residency would agree to 
20 minutes? 

Mr. WARNER. Twenty minutes for 
the presentation of the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Twenty minutes under 
their control. I wonder if we can get 
an agreement on that amendment, 20 
minutes by the proponents, and how 
many minutes by the opponents? 

Mr. HARKIN. I would say it would 
not take any longer than equal time. 

Mr. BYRD. Forty minutes equally 
divided. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be 40 minutes equally 
divided on the amendment offered by 
Mr. WARNER, and others, and that no 
amendment to the amendment be in 
order. 

Mr. HARKIN. Oh, no. 
Mr. BYRD. But I have to have some 

kind of agreement lest somebody call 
up an amendment and there be no 
time for debate on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. SARBANES. Is it the leader's in
tention to take it up this evening, be
cause we are prepared to proceed with 
the amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Will the leader 

yield? 
Mr. BYRD. If I might ask the distin

guished Senator from New Hampshire 
how much time will he require on his 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Before I respond 
to that, I have to correct a misimpres
sion on the part of the majority 
leader. There are, in fact, two amend
ments on abortion. But before Mem
bers panic, let me point out that one 
of them is noncontroversial, believe it 
or not, and has been accepted by the 
floor managers, but has not yet been 
offered. It is an amendment dealing 
with reporting abortion statistics by 
the District of Columbia government. 

With respect to the controversial 
amendment, I certainly would be will
ing to agree to a time limit of 30 min
utes equally divided provided that no 
amendments are in order and no ta
bling motion is in order. 

Mr. BYRD. There would be a dispo
sition not to agree to the request 
which would preclude the tabling 
motion. 

Mr. HARKIN. Might I just say that 
I notice the Senator from New Hamp-

shire had another abortion amend
ment. We have debated the issue thor
oughly. I do not know if any more 
really needs to be said. I think the 
Senator can offer the amendment and 
talk a little bit about it. 

Obviously, it would be my intention 
to move to table at the time as we 
have in the last several years. The 
Senator has another amendment 
which deals with this issue which we 
have agreed to accept. Senator 
WARNER has the amendment on the 
residency, which I do not think will 
take that long, and Senator NICKLES 
has an AIDS amendment which I 
think we are prepared to accept. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Colo
rado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
perhaps the managers will recall that 
I have an amendment as well. 

Mr. HARKIN. I am not aware of the 
amendment of the Senator. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, if 
the Senator forgets, it is an amend
ment which I mentioned to him earlier 
today on the subject of religious liber
ty. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator did men
tion that to me on the floor. I apolo
gize. 

Mr. BYRD. If we cannot get time 
agreements on amendments at this 
point, could we get an agreement lim
iting the amendments to the two iden
tified by Mr. HUMPHREY, one by Mr. 
ARMSTRONG, and the one by Mr. 
WARNER and others. 

Mr. HARKIN. One by Mr. NICKLES. 
Mr. BYRD. One by Mr. NICKLES. 
Mr. HARKIN. I have two technical 

amendments. 
Mr. BYRD. Two technical amend

ments by Senator HARKIN. Are there 
other amendments? Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
limitation on the amendments, that no 
amendments other than those that 
have been identified be in order to the 
bill. The two by Mr. HUMPHREY, one 
by Mr. ARMSTRONG, one by Mr. 
WARNER and others, one by Mr. NICK
LES, two-all right, an additional 
amendment by Mr. HARKIN. 

Mr. HARKIN. Three amendments. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? 
Mr. WEICKER. Reserving the right 

to object. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. WEICKER. Might I inquire the 

nature of the amendment on religious 
liberty? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
will be happy to respond to that, and I 
was going to ask the same question 
about the amendment which was just 
qualified by the Senator from Iowa. 
The amendment concerns a lawsuit in
volving Georgetown University and 
the question of whether or not D.C. 
statutes may require religious-based 
private universities to provide facili-

ties, and so on, to groups which advo
cate points of view with which they 
disagree. 

Mr. WEICKER. Well, I am just not 
that sure. We are getting into some 
heavy stuff. I do not want to indicate 
that I might not choose to amend. I 
just have not seen the amendment of 
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado, and I do not want to give the im
pression that we have something that 
is blithely going to go skipping 
through here as more often than not 
those things that are titled "religious 
liberty" are the exact opposite. I do 
not want any limitations on how we 
might deal with this "religious liberty" 
amendment that is going to be offered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, could we 
proceed in this fashion then. I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
two amendments by Mr. HuMPHREY, 
there be no more amendments dealing 
with abortion, and that other than the 
amendment by Mr. WARNER and 
others dealing with residency, there be 
no other amendments dealing with 
residency-no amendments dealing 
with residency other than the amend
ment by Mr. WARNER, et al. 

Mr. HARKIN. There may be a modi
fication of the amendment and I want 
to reserve that right. I am not certain 
we are going to do it, but I may want 
to amend that amendment they offer. 

Mr. BYRD. All right, that there be 
no amendments dealing with residency 
other than the amendment by Mr. 
WARNER and other Senators, whom he 
named, and an amendment by Mr. 
HARKIN dealing with residency. It is on 
the same subject. No amendments 
dealing with residency other than 
those two. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. What two? 
Mr. BYRD. The one being offered 

by Mr. WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Mr. TRIBLE. I am just 
trying to limit the subject matter. If 
other Senators would like to offer an 
amendment dealing with residency, I 
would like to include that amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. We are prepared to 
go to the issue on the amendment, 
have no amendments to it. If the man
ager is going to amend it, depending 
on that development, we may have to 
be in a position to offer another 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. SARBANES. We are prepared to 

agree to a time limit and a very short 
one, have the debate and go to a vote 
on that one way or the other-in fact, 
run that risk of not being able to offer 
a further amendment. But if the man
ager is going to seek to amend it, then 
I think we would have to be in the po
sition to consider the situation after 
that action on the part of the manag
er, if he undertakes it. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, did I get 
consent that the amendment on abor-
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tion be limited to the two being of
fered by Mr. HUMPHREY? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, on 
the subject of residency, could we get 
a time limit on the amendment by Mr. 
WARNER, et al., and an amendment by 
the distinguished manager of the bill, 
an overall time limit on those two? 
And then this leaves open to other 
Senators, if they wish to offer an 
amendment after action is taken on 
those two amendments, they could do 
so. It at least helps to narrow it a bit. 

Mr. HARKIN. There be a time limit 
on the amendment and any amend
ments thereto. 

Mr. BYRD. On the amendment and 
the Senator's amendment thereto. 

Mr. HARKIN. I do not mind that as 
long as we reach a time limit. 

Mr. BYRD. What would the Senator 
suggest? 

Mr. HARKIN. Twenty minutes
twenty minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Twenty minutes on the 
amendment by Mr. WARNER and the 
other three Senators--

Mr. SARBANES. Forty minutes 
equally divided. 

Mr. BYRD. Forty minutes equally 
divided on that amendment, and how 
many minutes on the amendment by 
Mr. HARKIN? I take it that is an 
amendment to the amendment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. Maybe. I do not 
think I would take more than--

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator use the speaker. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would say about 15 
minutes, 10 or 15 minutes. Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Fifteen minutes equally 
divided on the Senator's amendment 
to the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think that the proponents of the 
Warner amendment would require an 
amount of time equal to the propo
nent of any amendment to the Warner 
amendment. So allocate the time and 
equally divide it would be our recom
mendation. 

Mr. BYRD. Twenty minutes equally 
divided? Thirty minutes? 

Mr. HARKIN. We have 40 minutes 
equally divided on the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. And my amendment, 

if I offer one, would be 20 minutes, 
half the time equally divided. I think 
that would be fair. 

Mr. BYRD. Twenty minutes equally 
divided. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug
gest it be 30, because we have no idea 
what the amendment is and it may be 
complex. 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will 
yield on that point, that is exactly the 
question I was going to ask. What is 
this amendment? The Senator has 

seen our amendment, I assume. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I do not know. 
It keeps changing every time I see it. 
Talk about a moving target--

Ms. MIKULSKI. If the Senator will 
yield, that is not fair. That is not true. 

Mr. SARBANES. That is an effort to 
be responsive to the Senator's percep
tive comments. Obviously, as we show 
the Senator the amendment, he makes 
his perceptive comments, and we try 
to take those into account in our 
thinking. But I think the Senator has 
now seen the amendment as it is pro
posed to be offered, or certainly has a 
much better idea about the amend
ment that Senator WARNER is going to 
offer than we have about the Sena
tor's amendment, since we have abso
lutely no idea about the Senator's 
amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is only because 
the situation has changed on this 
amendment. When I initially saw it, it 
was drafted one way. Then Senator 
WARNER put in a couple other words. I 
am talking to some other Senators in 
regard to an amendment to that, and 
that has not been clearly delineated. 
That is why I say I may. I do not know 
exactly how it is worded. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

make a proffer that my amendment 
which I think is now in the possession 
of the manager of the bill will not be 
changed. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the majority 
leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. We are prepared to 

send the amendment to the desk. 
Mr. NICKLES. I understand the 

Senator from New Hampshire has an 
amendment pending. I feel very fairly 
confident we can finish. He has two. I 
think we can knock . out both of those. 
There are a couple of other amend
ments which I think can be agreed 
upon. It would be the majority lead
er's call on how to handle the residen
cy requirement. I think that is liable 
to take some time. We can finish 
almost everything else, really, in fairly 
short order. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Could I inquire of 

the Senator from Virginia, is he not 
prepared to send his amendment to 
the desk at the first opportunity? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maryland is correct. The 
amendment is fixed in form. It will not 
change. It would require but 40 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think 
we can proceed with the amendment 
by Mr. HUMPHREY. During that time, 
perhaps those Senators who are work
ing on the amendment dealing with 

residency may be able to resolve the 
problems or at least come to some 
agreement as to how much time they 
would agree to. 

I thank the Senator from New 
Hampshire. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2535 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

HUMPHREY] proposes an amendment num
bered 2535. On page 24, line 19, strike the 
word "Federal". 

On page 24, line 22, strike everything after 
the semicolon, through page 25, line 3, and 
insert in lieu thereof a period. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
clear the well. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the amendment now pending is in 
truth even more restrictive than the 
amendment on abortion disposed of a 
short time ago. But for reasons which 
I will not elaborate, I feel it is impor
tant to offer the amendment. None
theless, I recognize the arguments 
have been pretty well made at this 
point. I do not propose to take a great 
deal of time. 

I want to quickly touch upon the 
points raised earlier in the hopes that 
perhaps a few Senators were at dinner 
or attending to other responsibilities 
and were not able to hear the entire 
debate. 

May we have order, Mr. President? 
Mr. President, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order. Senators will 
please cease conversations on the 
floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
want to make two basic points with re
spect to this amendment. First, with 
regard to the funding of abortion 
under this bill, the committee pro
poses to appropriate funds to pay for 
any abortion-any abortion. That is to 
say proposes to fund abortion on 
demand throughout pregnancy within 
the District of Columbia. This is wide
open abortion which this committee 
language will fund at the expense of 
taxpayers, local and national. 

The second point I want to make is 
this is not a vote on the issue of home 
rule. The home rule is in truth a 
phony argument because for the rea
sons cited extensively in the earlier 
debate-namely that the Constitution 
and the home rule statute reserve to 
the Congress the right and the au
thority to act as the legislature for the 
District of Columbia in all matters-
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we are the legislature. If we do not act 
in a particular area, there is no legisla
tive action with respect to the District 
of Columbia. So the whole argument 
about home rule is nonsense from the 
standpoint of the Constitution and 
statute. 

It is further, more practically speak
ing, nonsense because we all know that 
every year, including this year, fiscal 
year 1989, the District of Columbia ap
propriations bill contains a host of re
strictions and directions to the District 
of Columbia on how this money is to 
be spent. 

The House language which still re
mains before us unamended, the 
House language is still unamended, 
prohibits-! believe I must have mis
spoken earlier. If I misspoke, let me 
correct myself. The committee amend
ment would fund every kind of abor
tion for any purpose in the District of 
Columbia. The House version which 
the committee amended of the bill 
prohibits the use of congressionally
appropriated funds for most abortions 
performed in the District. 

The Senate version, however, as I 
said, proposes to fund abortions 
throughout all9 months of pregnancy. 

Let me just say one further point 
that was not raised during the debate 
with respect to the authority of Con
gress to act as the legislature for the 
District. Not only are we empowered 
and authorized to pass legislation, we 
are even authorized and empowered to 
amend and repeal actions of the Dis
trict of Columbia City Council. We 
have legislative authority to promul
gate legislation from here or to amend 
and repeal actions of the District of 
Columbia City Council. Up and down, 
back and forth, left and right, any way 
you look at it, diagonally, we have that 
power by amendment, and any argu
ment to the contrary is frankly hot 
air. 

Mr. President, the question which 
Senators really must answer is wheth
er they wish to apply to the District of 
Columbia Government the same ethi
cal standard we apply to all other rele
vant appropriations, namely the Hyde 
amendment restriction on the public 
funding of · abortion except where the 
life of the mother is endangered by 
continued pregnancy. 

It is an unfortunate fact, Mr. Presi
dent, that the Nation's Capital is the 
center of abortion in America. 

May we have order, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The District of 

Columbia, the Nation's Capital, the 
seat of our National Government is 
the center of abortion in America. The 
Capital City of the United States is 
the most dangerous city in America 
for prenatal infants. This place is a 
slaughterhouse for unborn human 
beings. The District of Columbia has 
the highest abortion rate in the 

United States. For every 1,000 infants 
born in this city, 1,500 infants are de
stroyed prenatally. You have better 
than an even chance in this city to be 
killed before you are born, thanks to 
the Congress of the United States. 
These statistics are unmatched in any 
city or State in the Nation. They are 
disgraceful, and they are an abomina
tion, and we should do something 
about it. 

The question is not home rule. That 
is a phony issue. The question is, Are 
we going to continue to provide funds 
without strings attached so that the 
District of Columbia can continue to 
be the abortion capital of America, or 
at least are we going to attach the 
same ethical restrictions acting as the 
legislature for the District that we 
routinely attach to appropriations 
bills for other purposes; namely, that 
funds appropriated by Congress shall 
not be used to pay for an abortion 
unless the life of the mother is endan
gered by continued pregnancy? 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 

yield? Is the Senator's language basi
cally identical to or very close to the 
language that was adopted in the 
House of Representatives? Correct me 
if I am wrong, but I think the Sena
tor's language which has the only ex
ception for the life of the mother, is 
actually even more permissive than 
the language that was adopted by the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed it is. In 
that sense, the Humphrey amendment 
now pending is more liberal, if you 
will, more permissive with respect to 
payment for abortion than the House. 
The House language reads: "None of 
the funds provided in this act shall be 
used to perform abortions." Not even 
an exception for the life of the 
mother. 

The Humphrey language is essen
tially the Hyde language, which this 
body has accepted and which the Su
preme Court has upheld, and is much 
less restrictive than the House lan
guage. 

Mr. NICKLES. Is the Senator's lan
guage basically the language that the 
administration, time and time again, 
requested it should be? The only ex
ception would be to protect the life of 
the mother? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is 
the same amendment that this body 
voted on on September 30, 1987. It was 
propounded by the distinguished Sen
ator from Oklahoma. At that time, the 
Senate tabled it by a vote of 60 to 39. I 
think we have been through all the ar
guments before on this, and we do not 
need to belabor it any longer. 

I move to table the Humphrey 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BuMPERS], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIXON], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], 
and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS], are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH
WITZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
HECHT], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. KARNES], the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI], and 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
QuAYLE], are necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 51, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 233, Leg.] 
YEAS-51 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Evans 
Fowler 
Glenn 
Graham 

Armstrong 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Ex on 
Ford 

Bentsen 
Biden 
Boschwitz 
Bumpers 
Conrad 

Harkin Riegle 
Heinz Rockefeller 
Hollings Roth 
Inouye Rudman 
Kassebaum Sanford 
Kennedy Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Lauten berg Shelby 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Simpson 
Matsunaga Specter 
Metzenbaum Stafford 
Mikulski Stevens 
Mitchell Warner 
Moynihan Weicker 
Nunn Wilson 
Packwood Wirth 

NAYS-34 
Gam McConnell 
Gramm Melcher 
Grassley Nickles 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Proxmire 
Heflin Reid 
Humphrey Symms 
Johnston Thurmond 
Kasten Trible 
Lugar Wallop 
McCain 
McClure 

NOT VOTING-15 
Dixon 
Gore 
Hecht 
Helms 
Kames 

Murkowski 
Pell 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Stennis 

So the motion to table the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
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motion to lay on the table was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Virginia indicated to me he 
might be willing to accept 15 minutes 
on a side on this amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. How about the other 
amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. That would not preju
dice the Senator from Iowa on his 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. I would like to also 
hear from the colleagues from Mary
land as to whether they would be will
ing to reduce the time to 15 minutes 
on a side? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I have no objec
tion. 

Mr. BYRD. How about the amend
ment of Mr. HARKIN? 

Mr. HARKIN. Fifteen minutes on a 
side on the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. And the same on Mr. 

HARKIN's amendment. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that on the amendment offered 
by Mr. WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Mr. TRIBLE there be a 
30-minute time limitation to be equal
ly divided in accordance with the usual 
form, that there be a time limitation 
on the amendment by Mr. HARKIN of 
30 minutes, is that right, to be equally 
divided in accordance with the usual 
form and that that amendment would 
be offered to the amendment by Mr. 
WARNER? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mr. BYRD. May I inquire of Mr. 

SARBANES and others if that is agree
able? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I did 
not understand the previous agree
ment of the Senate that the amend
ment by the Senator from Iowa could 
be laid on this amendment. My under
standing was it was an independent 
amendment. Will the desk clarify 
that? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the 
RECORD will not show it, but the Sena
tor from Iowa nodded his head in the 
negative; did he not? Would he please 
respond? 

Mr. HARKIN. If I could get the 
question correctly, I would respond. I 
am just trying to figure out what the 
question is here. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
restate the question. At the time the 
unanimous-consent request was pro
pounded the Senator from Virginia 
speaking on behalf of his three co
sponsors indicated that we would not 

require more than 20 minutes on a 
side. My understanding is that was 
agreed to. Later in the colloquy by 
my--

Mr. BYRD. No. 
Mr. WARNER. May I continue? 

Then I will be glad to be corrected. 
Later in the colloquy the Senator from 
Iowa said he had three amendments. 
After further questioning one of those 
amendments could relate to the resi
dency requirement which is the sub
ject of this amendment. 

Then I understood that it was 
agreed that those amendments would 
be independent. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suppose 
I have contributed to the confusion. I 
wonder if we could start all over and if 
we could get 30 minutes on the amend
ment by Mr. WARNER, the two Mary
land Senators, and the other Senator 
from Virginia, to be equally divided in 
accordance with the usual form, and 
that there be 30 minutes on an amend
ment by Mr. HARKIN, a residency 
amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Which will be an 
amendment to this amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Which would be an 
amendment to the Warner amend
ment. And that there be 30 minutes, 
equally divided, on that amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is fine with me. 
Mr. BYRD. Is that agreeable with 

all Senators? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

would like to have an expression from 
my cosponsors. It was my understand
ing that the amendment by the Sena
tor from Virginia and the other co
sponsors would be a freestanding 
amendment and, after the Senate 
worked its will on that amendment, 
the Senator from Iowa had the option 
to bring up three additional amend
ments and the subject was unan
nounced at the time we agreed to a 
time agreement on this amendment. I 
could be in error, but that is the recol
lection of this Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there was 
not any order entered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
The request was propounded, but was 
not agreed to. 

Is there objection to the pending re
quest? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
the distinguished Senators from Mary
land would care to comment on this. 

Mr. HARKIN. Would the Senator 
from Virginia be agreeable, and the 
other Senators involved in this, to a 1-
hour time limit on your amendment 
and all amendments thereto? I do not 
know of any other amendment other 
than mine, to tell you the truth, that 
would be offered to your amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
would just like to have an expression 
from my cosponsors. We are all in this 
as equal partners. 

Mr. SARBANES. First of all, as I un
derstand it, are other amendments on 
residency in order? 

Mr. BYRD. It is my understanding 
that there would be no other amend
ments dealing with residency; am I 
correct? 

Mr. HARKIN. Not that I know of. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I make 

this request: I ask unanimous consent 
that there be 30 minutes on the 
amendment to be offered by Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. SARBANES, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI, to be equally divid
ed in accordance with the usual form; 
that there be 30 minutes on an amend
ment by Mr. HARKIN that may be an 
amendment to the amendment that 
deals with residency, 30 minutes equal
ly divided in accordance with the usual 
form; that if there be any points of 
order, there be how much time on 
such points of order? 

Mr. HARKIN. I intend to raise a 
point of order on the amendment. I do 
not know whether I will succeed or 
not, but I intend to raise a point of 
order on it. I do not know how much 
time would be required for the point 
of order, but not very much. I would 
say I would not take more than 5 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. Ordinarily, there would 
not be any time on it unless the Chair 
submits it to the Senate. Do Senators 
want some time on it? 

Mr. HARKIN. If it is submitted to 
the Senate, then I want just a little bit 
of time to discuss why it should not be 
germane. But then, again, I do not 
think it would take over 10 minutes, at 
the most. 

Mr. BYRD. Twenty minutes, equally 
divided? 

Mr. SARBANES. If the leader would 
yield-who has the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
leader has the floor. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the leader 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this 

is the first we have heard of a point of 
order; is that correct, I say to the Sen
ator? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mr. SARBANES. Well, I would like 

to know the nature of the point of 
order. I would say to the manager of 
the bill, we can have a free floating 
situation in which new elements are 
introduced, and that is fine, and we 
can just keep it free floating. If we are 
going to try to structure it, I think 
then both sides ought to know what is 
involved. 

We gave the Senator our amend
ment. We said this is what the amend
ment is going to be and the Senator 
had a chance to look at it, and so forth 
and so on. Now new elements are 
being introduced all the time. And 
that is fine, if you want to do that. 
But then, I do not think, at the same 
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time, we should try to structure the 
arrangement, since we do not know 
what it is that is being structured. We 
want to expedite this matter and move 
it along. We have indicated our will
ingness to do that. 

This is the first we have heard of a 
point of order that the manager is 
considering making. The inquiry to 
the manager is: What is this point of 
order? 

Mr. BYRD. Very well, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there be 
no further amendments, other than, I 
believe, the Senator from Oklahoma 
had one amendment and identified it. 

Mr. NICKLES. On AIDS. 
Mr. BYRD. And that there be an 

amendment by Mr. HUMPHREY on 
abortion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It has been 
agreed to by the managers. 

Mr. BYRD. And that there be an 
amendment by Mr. WARNER, an 
amendment by Mr. HARKIN, and that 
Senators may not be precluded from 
offering amendments to the Warner 
amendment or to the Harkin amend
ment as long as they are not in the 
third degree, of course. They have to 
deal with residency. And that there be 
one other amendment, and that one 
by Mr. ARMSTRONG. 

Mr. DOLE. I think the Senator from 
Iowa had two technical amendments. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have a couple of 
technical amendments. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, the Senator from 
Iowa has two technical amendments. 

I better accept the amendment by 
Mr. ARMsTRONG, because there may be 
amendments to that. 

I ask unanimous consent that, other 
than the amendment by Mr. ARM
STRONG and amendments thereto, that 
amendments be limited to the amend
ment by Mr. HUMPHREY, the amend
ment by Mr. WARNER and others, the 
amendment by Mr. HARKIN, the 
amendment by the Senator from Okla
homa, and two technical amendments 
by Mr. HARKIN. That leaves all Sena
tors with their rights to make points 
of order, move to table, et cetera. 

Mr. DOLE. That protects the Sena
tor from Colorado? 

Mr. BYRD. That protects him and 
protects the Senator from Connecti
cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
all Senators. That is a little bit of 
progress. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2536 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, parlia
mentary inquiry: What is the pending 
business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia <Mr. WARNER), 
for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. TRIBLE, and 

Mr. SARBANES, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2536. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of Title I, insert the following 

new section: 
Section . <a> If by May 1, 1989, the Dis

trict of Columbia government has not 
adopted and implemented a preference 
system that does not preclude the hiring of 
noncity residents, none of the Federal funds 
provided or otherwise made available by 
this Act may be used to pay the salary or 
expenses of any officer, employee, or agent 
who is engaged in implementing, adminis
tering, or enforcing a District of Columbia 
residency requirement with respect to em
ployees of the Government of the District 
of Columbia. 

(b) After the date of enactment of this 
section, the District shall not dismiss any 
employees currently facing adverse job 
action for failure to comply with the resi
dency requirement. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
joined in this amendment by the dis
tinguished Senators from Maryland, 
Ms. MIKULSKI and Mr. SARBANES, and 
my colleague from Virginia, Mr. 
TRIBLE. 

This Chamber is on notice that the 
House of Representatives, by a vote of 
246 to 163, passed a measure which, in 
effect, struck down the current provi
sion requiring that employees of the 
District of Columbia be residents of 
the District of Columbia. The purpose 
of this amendment is not to go that 
far. We recognize the importance of 
respecting home rule, of the strides 
that the government of the District of 
Columbia have made under that char
ter. 

It is our intention simply to fulfill 
the obligations that the Congress has 
requested of the District of Columbia 
over a period of 3 years; namely, that 
the District of Columbia provide op
portunities whereby preference is 
given to an individual seeking employ
ment in the District of Columbia if 
that individual is a resident. 

But if there is a more qualified incH
vidual, who is not a resident, they will 
not be precluded from holding employ
ment in the District of Columbia. 

Now, for 3 consecutive years, Con
gress has urged the D.C. government 
to accept that principle. For reasons 
best known to others, they have not 
implemented the wishes of Congress. 

My amendment will provide addi
tional time, through the 1st of May 
1989, within which period the govern
ment may exercise its right to govern 
and adopt what is known as the pref
erence type of employment restriction. 
It seems to me that is eminently fair. 

My amendment also protects those 
currently employed, should they have 
residences other than the District of 
Columbia. 

If they fail, however, to heed the 
clear intent of the Congress, an intent 
which has been clear for some 3 years, 
then funds would be cut off. And I 
hasten to say only Federal funds 
would be cut off from any further use 
to compensate those implementing a 
continuation of the current law re
garding residency. 

To me, that is an eminently fair 
proposition. The District, if it should 
desire, could take this loophole we 
have purposely left in here and utilize 
their own funds and continue to 
pursue the current law. But, in doing 
so, they would send a very clear mes
sage back to the Congress which I am 
certain would prompt further action 
by the Congress. We put this provision 
in here specifically in a spirit of fair
ness. In a spirit of fairness we have 
given them additional time within 
which, I am told by a number of the 
leaders in the District of Columbia 
government, they will act, vote and in 
all probability adopt the system that 
is recommended by this amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 

time to the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland, Ms. MIKULSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator cannot yield the floor. The 
Senator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
there is no time limit? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, parlia
mentary inquiry. Would there not be a 
control of time here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is no control of time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I raise 
a point of order against the amend
ment under rule XVI, paragraph 4, 
that this is legislation on an appro
priations bill in that the pending 
amendment directs the District of Co
lumbia government to do certain 
things and then . 'urther, in paragraph 
(b), further directs the District of Co
lumbia to take certain actions which 
in no way have any connection with 
the appropriations of money to the 
District of Columbia. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I raise a 
point of order under rule XVI, para
graph 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
raise the issue of germaneness on the 
Warner amendment. I simply note 
provision on this matter is in the 
House-passed bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is 
not in the bill. 

Mr. ADAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair is not aware of the language to 



July 7, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17247 
which the Senator from Maryland is 
referring. 

Mr. SARBANES. In any event, it is 
not essential for me to have that lan
guage in order for me to raise that 
issue of germaneness and, therefore, I 
raise the issue of germaneness on the 
Warner amendment and ask that it be 
put to the Senate. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, on the 
parliamentary inquiry? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. I object. 
The assistant legislative clerk re

sumed the call of the roll. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. SARBANES. Is the point of 
order now pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is pending since the 
Chair is not aware of any House lan
guage remaining in the bill which is 
arguably legislative to which the 
amendment at issue could be germane. 
Therefore, the Chair will rule on the 
point of order. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Virginia does constitute a legislative 
proposal. The point of order is sus
tained. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
appeal the ruling of the Chair, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, parlia

mentary inquiry. An appeal of the 
ruling of the Chair is debatable; is it 
not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. I do not know that 
any debate needs to be required on 
this. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
motion to appeal the ruling of the 
Chair. 

Mr. SARBANES addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Is the Senator cut
ting off any debate, having ascertained 
that there is-I am prepared to take 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator would have to withhold his 

motion to table because it is not debat
able. 

Mr. HARKIN. I did not hear the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 
the Senator from Maryland to be ac
corded any time to speak, the Senator 
from Iowa would have to withhold his 
motion to table. 

Mr. SARBANES. That is right. 
Mr. HARKIN. Does not the Senator 

from Iowa have the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator lost the floor when he made 
the motion to table, but it takes a con
sent for the Senator from Maryland to 
speak. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to table the 
motion made or the appeal of the 
Chair made by the Senator from 
Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is entitled to 
seek recognition to ask for consent to 
proceed for a stated number of min
utes, and he has. For that to be afford
ed, the Senator will then have to with
hold his motion to table. 

Mr. HARKIN. In other words, the 
Senator from Maryland has requested 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 
minutes on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Iowa also have 2 minutes, so that 
the Senator from Maryland can have 2 
minutes and the Senator from Iowa 2 
minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I also 
seek 2 minutes. 

Mr. ADAMS. This is on the appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. ADAMS. I ask for 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may I 

have 2 minutes? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent there may be 10 
minutes for debate to be divided as fol
lows: 2 minutes by Mr. WARNER; 2 by 
Mr. SARBANES; 2 by Ms. MIKULSKI; 2 by 
Mr. ADAMs. Does anybody else want 
the last 2? 

Two by Mr. HARKIN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

want to be very explicit about this, 
and I am addressing this now to the 
manager of the bill. I did not realize 
that this issue was going to move down 
this pathway. That is unfortunate be
cause earlier we indicated we were pre
pared to go to the issue on the sub
stance. 

There was, in fact, language in the 
House-passed bill on this very subject. 
That language was taken out by the 
committee and adopted in the course 
of adopting a set of committee amend
ments on which the manager of the 
bill is now premising, as I understand 
it, his point of order based on the 1979 
precedent. 

It was never indicated to us at any 
point this thing was going to take this 
turn. I do not know that I would have 
proceeded that way, but in any event, 
that is the way it has proceeded. 

As Members now turn to consider 
the question, which I take it will be a 
motion to table the appeal of the 
ruling of the Chair, I hope they will 
turn down that motion and on the 
appeal itself sustain our position, 
which is not to sustain the ruling of 
the Chair. 

There was language in the bill 
passed by the House which clearly 
makes the Warner proposal germane. 

On the basis of striking that lan
guage, the manager now is premising 
an argument of nongermaneness on 
the 1979 precedent. Obviously, the 
adoption of those amendments en bloc 
at the outset in normal consideration 
of the bill should have been fore
stalled. 

I must say to the manager of the 
bill, I did not anticipate we were going 
to be playing this kind of game, in all 
fairness. I say to the Members that we 
at least ought to be able to go to the 
substance of this issue. Therefore, I 
very much hope that this motion to 
table will be rejected when it is made 
by the manager of the bill, that the 
Chair's ruling will not be sustained on 
the appeal, and that we will be able to 
move on to the substance of the issue 
and at least then deal with it in an 
open and fair fashion. 

Mr. ADAMS. I want to state to the 
Senators from Maryland and the Sen
ators from Virginia, I did not know 
this was going to come up in this fash
ion. I was prepared to debate the 
amendments. This afternoon we had a 
discussion, because we were preparing 
for the El Salvador amendments, of 
legislation on appropriations. 

This is a very important precedent 
of the Senate, that we not legislate on 
appropriations, I hope we will vote to 
table the appeal, not because I do not 
respect the Senator from Maryland 
and the other cosponsors but because 
we are now really moving out into a 
very technical area of whether lan
guage was included in the bill that this 
amendment could attach to. 

Now it is being further complicated 
by saying there was language in one 
bill and it was stricken in another bill 
so it is not before us. The issue is a 
very technical procedural one. I hope 
that we will table the appeal of the 
ruling of the Chair; in other words 
sustain the Chair and sustain the 
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precedents of the Senate and not legis
late on appropriation bills. 

There may be very good merit, and I 
think there is a great cross-cutting ar
gument on this point of residency, but 
certainly this should not be debated 
on an appropriation bill. We should 
sustain the ruling of the Chair, move 
away from this amendment, go to the 
other amendments and finish this bill. 

As I say, I did not anticipate we 
would go into this because we had not 
known during the course of the day 
what the amendments would be and 
what compromises might be offered. 
So I hope the motion to table is agreed 
to and we can then move from this 
amendment and there will be another 
day when this can be debated in a 
more orderly fashion on an authoriza
tion bill where legislation can come up 
the way it should. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has used his time. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair. 
On the appeal I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks of the Sena
tor from Maryland and ask the ruling 
of the Chair be overruled. 

Mr. President, stated simply, section 
136 of the House-passed bill does deal 
with the residency issue. It was in fact 
the Parris amendment. But for a par
liamentary maneuver which struck the 
House language and adopted the 
Senate committee amendments en 
bloc, we would be debating this issue 
of residency on the merits. 

Now, there are those who might say, 
"Well, Senator MIKULSKI, you are on 
the committee. Why did you strike 
that? You feel so strongly about this 
amendment. You feel so passionately." 
I tell you why I agreed to it. It was to 
create a climate for a compromise, to 
create a climate for a compromise 
where the Senate legislation would 
have been different than the House, 
along the lines, quite frankly, of 
the Warner-Trible-Mikulski-Sarbanes 
amendment. 

So, sure, I did agree that it be 
struck. But I did not know we were 
going to get into parliamentary games. 
I did not know we were going to try to 
pull rabbits out of a hat and call it a 
parliamentary point of order. If I had 
known that was the climate in which 
we were dealing, then I might not 
have been so willing to create a cli
mate for compromise. 

The Senate has addressed residency 
in D.C. appropriations and it has done 
it for the last 2 years. 

I close by saying the House passed 
section 136, the Parris amendment, by 
80 votes. Let us not get into this on 
parliamentary procedure. Let us have 
the Senate work its will. Those of us 
who are proponents of a compromise 
are willing to accept the will of the 

Senate, but I would hope that this 
issue would not be decided on a gim
mick. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. I join my two distin

guished colleagues from Maryland. We 
have been dealing in a spirit of fair
ness. Originally this amendment was 
put forward by the distinguished Sen
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], 
but then during the course of the rec
onciliation of differences I offered to 
put in the amendment. She being on 
the Appropriations Committee, it was 
my thought that we were dealing in 
good faith and that this matter would 
receive the judgment of the Senate. 

It is in the appropriation bill that 
this body addresses issues relating to 
the District of Columbia. So far as I 
know, there is no annual authorization 
or semiannual authorization, but it is 
this legislative vehicle. So I ask that 
our colleagues consider that the four 
of us are acting in good faith to try to 
ameliorate a much stronger position 
taken by the House which will have to 
be confronted in a conference. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the distinguished Sena
tor from Maryland for what additional 
remarks he may wish to make. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first of 

all, I have heard talk about parliamen
tary games. There are no parliamenta
ry games. This Senator was well 
within his right both as a Senator on 
the floor and as the manager of the 
bill to raise a point of order as is done 
almost daily around here. Talking 
about climates, I have seen at least 
three versions of this amendment 
today and a fourth one talked about 
on the phone. But quite clearly, all of 
that aside, this is, indeed, legislation 
on an appropriations bill of the most 
blatant form. 

If we want to debate this issue, I sug
gest to the two Senators from Mary
land and the two Senators from Vir
ginia that they introduce a bill, have it 
referred to the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, which has jurisdiction on 
this, chaired by the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio, Senator GLENN, have 
the chairman of the appropriate sub
committee, Senator SASSER, from Ten
nessee, bring it out of that committee 
and onto the floor so that we can 
debate it and pass it. ·That is the 
proper way to do this if we want legis
lation but not do it on an appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
what is the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty
two seconds. 

Mr. SARBANES. And for the Sena
tor from Iowa? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty
one seconds. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
provision is right here in the House
passed bill. Now, that was stricken. I 
concede that the manager of the bill is 
technically within his rights. I do not 
concede in the context in which we 
have been discussing this issue today 
that this was an appropriate way to 
deal with the matter. We have been 
trying to go to the substance of it. We 
should have held the bill up right at 
the beginning. We did not do that to 
the manager of the bill. No one 
thought the necessity of playing that 
kind of game with the manager of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. On the basis of its 
being stricken now it is being argued 
there is not a hook on which to hang 
germaneness. But it is here; it is an 
issue. I urge the Senator to reject this 
motion to table when it is submitted 
and not to sustain the ruling of the 
Chair. This is not the way this matter 
should have been dealt with given the 
way the issue has been approached 
throughout the course of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as I 
said before, we seem to have points of 
order raised on germaneness all the 
time on the floor of the Senate. This is 
nothing new, untoward. It is done all 
the time. Clearly this is legislation on 
appropriations. The Chair has ruled 
on it. Again, I would suggest that the 
proper way to deal with this issue is to 
refer it to the authorizing committee, 
the Governmental Affairs Committee. 
That is the proper place to take it. I 
assume that they would give it due 
regard and bring the bill out on the 
floor for debate. Perhaps the Senators 
who are offering this would win. But 
that is an appropriations bill. Clearly 
this is legislation on that appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question. 

Mr. HARKIN. My time--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 

seconds. 
Mr. HARKIN. Has expired. 
Mr. FORD. We have 4 seconds. 

When this bill came to the floor did it 
have the D.C. residency in it? 

Mr. SARBANES. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for 15 seconds to 
respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. When the bill was of
fered today, unanimous consent was 
asked and it was granted that the com-
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mittee amendments be offered en bloc. 
They were accepted in that manner, as 
is the due course in every appropria
tions bill that ever comes to the floor. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
appeal of the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. FORD. The D.C. residency 
matter was in it before the motions 
were made. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the sub

stance of the matter of course here is 
very controversial. That is one thing. 
Some things have happened here 
which are all appropriate insofar as 
precedent is concerned. The Senate 
agreed to adopt the committee amend
ments en bloc. 

But I am concerned about two par
ticular things here. One is that we are 
about to do serious damage to rule 
XVI. And also we have engaged our
selves on a path that will probably 
result in the Senate not adopting com
mittee amendments en bloc in the long 
run. Both of those prospects concern 
me. 

I, therefore, am going to put the 
Senate out. I hope we can find a way 
to resolve this that will be fair to all 
Senators and at the same time will not 
result in gutting rule XVI and prece
dents and also will not get us into that 
other situation in which the Senate 
from here on out will refuse to adopt 
committee amendments en bloc, which 
I think would be very unfortunate as 
we consider other appropriation bills 
this year and in the future. 

I hope that we will sleep on this 
overnight. I apologize to Senators that 
we have gone this long and will not be 
able to resolve this bill tonight. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business not to 
exceed 10 minutes and that Senators 
may speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:11 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amend
ment: 

S. 2248. An act to designate the U.S. 
Courthouse located at 156 Federal Street in 
Portland, ME, as the "Edward Thaxter Gig
noux United States Courthouse." 

The message also announced that 
the House disagrees to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 1720) to 

replace the existing AFDC Program 
with a new Family Support Program 
which emphasizes work, child support, 
and need-based family support supple
ments, to amend title IV of the Social 
Security Act to encourage and assist 
needy children and parents under the 
new program to obtain the education, 
training, and employment needed to 
avoid long-term welfare dependence, 
and to make other necessary improve
ments to assure that the new program 
will be more effective in achieving its 
objectives; it agrees to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints the following as manag
ers of the conference on the part of 
the House: 

From the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for consideration of the House 
bill <except title X), and the Senate 
amendment <except sections 203(b)(5), 
203(b)(6), 302, 303, 402(d), and 509), 
and modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York, Mr. FORD of 
Tennessee, Mr. PEAsE, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Mr. FRENZEL, and Mr. 
BROWN of Colorado. 

From the Committee on Education 
and Labor, for consideration of title I 
and sections 202, 511, and 804 of the 
House bill, and title II and sections 
502, 503, and 506-508 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. HAWKINS, 
Mr. FoRD of Michigan, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SOLARZ, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
TAUKE, and Mr. HENRY. 

From the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, for consideration of title 
IV of the House bill, and sections 
203(b)(5), 203(b)(6), 302, 303, 402(d), 
402(f}, 404, 508-510, and 704 of the 
Senate amendment, as well as that 
portion of section 201 of the Senate 
amendment which addS a new section 
417<f><6> to the Social Security Act, 
and modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. WHIT
TAKER, and Mr. TAUKE. 

From the Committee on Agriculture, 
for consideration of title X and section 
801 of the House bill, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. GLICKMAN, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. OLIN, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
SCHUETTE, and Mr. HERGER. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 6:00 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bills: 

S. 623. An act to amend the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal years 1987, 1988, 
1989, and 1990, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 4229. An act to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to codify in that title 
certain defense-related permanent free
standing provisions of law; and 

H.R. 4567. An act making appropriations 
for energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989, and 
for other purposes. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. STENNIS]. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the 
second time, and placed on the calen
dar: 

S. 2613. A bill to enhance the competitive
ness of American industry, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 1158. An act to amend title VIII of 
the act commonly called the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968, to revise the procedures for the 
enforcement of fair housing, and for other 
purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-3492. A communication from the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, notice of funds in support 
of the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-3493. A communication from the 
Deputy Director of the Office of Manag
ment and Budget, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting, pursuant to law, re
porting the appropriation for the Veterans' 
Administration for "Compensation and Pen
sions" for the fiscal year 1988 has been 
reapportioned on a basis indicating a need 
for supplemental estimate of appropria
tions; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-3494. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Army <Installations 
and Logistics), transmitting, pursuant to 
law, notification of a decision to convert to 
contract performance of a commercial activ
ity or industrial type function of the De
partment of Defense; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3495. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Department of the Navy's proposed Letters 
of Offer to Brazil for Defense Articles esti
mated to cost $50 million or more; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3496. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Department of the Air Force's proposed Let
ters of Offer to Korea for Defense Articles 
estimated to cost $50 million or more; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3497. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Department of the Air Force's proposed 
Letters of Offer to Malaysia for Defense Ar
ticles estimated to cost $50 million or more; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3498. A communication from the Sec
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, a report on Tank Barriers; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-3499. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on the Department of the Navy's 
proposed letter of offer to Kuwait for de
fense articles estimated to cost $50 million 
or more; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-3500. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on the Department of the Army's 
offer to Greece for defense articles estimat
ed to cost in excess of $50 million or more; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BUMPERS, from the Committee 

on Small Business, without amendment: 
S. 2619. An original bill to provide reau

thorization for the Small Business Adminis
tration for fiscal year 1989, and for other 
purposes <Rept. No. 100-416). 

By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, with an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 3400. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to restore to Federal civilian 
employees their right to participate vohm
tarily, as private citizens, in the political 
processes of the Nation, to protect such em
ployees from improper political solicita
tions, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 
100-417). 

By Mr. CRANSTON, from the Committee 
on Veterans Affairs, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute and an amend
ment to the title: 

S. 11. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish certain procedures 
for the adjudication of claims for benefits 
under laws administered by the Veterans' 
Administration; to apply the provisions of 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code, to 
rulemaking procedures of the Veterans' Ad
ministration; to provide for judicial review 
of certain final decisions of the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs; to provide for the 
payment of reasonable fees to attorneys for 
rendering legal representation to individuals 
claiming benefits under laws administered 
by the Veterans' Administration; and for 
other purposes <Rept. No. 100-418). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROCKEFEL· 
LER, Mr. GORE, Mr. DANFORTH, and 
Mr. PRESSLER): 

S. 2614. A bill to amend the National Sci
ence and Technology Policy, Organization, 
and Priorities Act of 1976 in order to pro
vide for improved coordination of national 
scientific research efforts and to provide for 
a national plan to improve scientific under
standing of the earth system and the effect 
of changes in that system on climate and 
human well-being; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. GLENN: 
S. 2615. A bill to continue until January 1, 

1991, the existing suspension of duty on m-

Aminophenol; to the Committee on Fi- Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
nance. Transportation. 

S. 2616. A bill to continue until January 1, 
1991, the existing suspension on Trichloro 
salicylic acid; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DOMENICI): 

S. 2617. A bill to revise the boundary of 
Aztec Ruins National Monument in the 
State of New Mexico, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. 2618. A bill for the relief of Geetha 

Kannan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BUMPERS, from the Commit

tee on Small Business: 
S. 2619. An original bill to provide reau

thorization for the Small Business Adminis
tration for fiscal year 1989, and for other 
purposes; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 2620. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable 
credit to parents for dependents under age 
5, that the earned income credit shall not 
apply to families having such a dependent, 
and that the dependent care credit shall not 
apply with respect to such dependents; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. REID: 
S.J. Res. 348. Joint resolution to designate 

the week of February 5, 1989, through Feb
ruary 11, 1989, as "National Burn Awareness 
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION ON CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BYRD (for Mr. BURDICK): 
S. Res. 450. Resolution to acknowledge the 

service provided to consumers by the Na
tional Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BYRD (for Mr. RocKEFELLER): 
S. Res. 451. Resolution authorizing use of 

the Hart Building atrium for a concert by 
the Congressional Chorus; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. HATCH <for himself, Mr. 
ADAMs, Mr. BuRDICK, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mr. DoLE, Mr. GoRE, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. WILSON): 

S. Con. Res. 131. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the International Decade for 
Natural Disaster Reduction by endorsing 
the establishment of a United States 
Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HOLLINGS <for himself, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER Mr. GORE, Mr. 
DANFORTH, and Mr. PRESSLER): 

S. 2614. A bill to amend the National 
Science and Technology Policy, Orga
nization and Priorities Act of 1976 in 
order to provide for improved coordi
nation of national scientific research 
efforts and to provide for a national 
plan to improve scientific understand
ing of the Earth system and the effect 
of changes in that system on climate 
and human well-being; referred to the 

NATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
during the past weeks we have heard a 
great deal about the drought in the 
Midwest and about the American 
farmer's struggle to cope with it. 
We've heard reports of fields turned to 
dust by the 100-degree temperatures. 
We've seen pictures of fields of brown, 
withered corn, of dried-up ponds and 
rivers, of barges stuck in the Mississip
pi River mud. 

Even more disturbing than the cur
rent problems are indications that this 
drought may reflect a fundamental cli
mate shift caused by greenhouse 
warming. Millions of tons of carbon di
oxide enter our atmosphere from the 
burning of fossil fuels and the destruc
tion of forested areas. The total 
amount of atmospheric carbon dioxide 
has jumped by 25 percent in the last 
100 years. Likewise, the amount of 
methane in the atmosphere appears to 
be increasing at a rate of more than 
one percent a year. Still other man
made gases, like chlorofluorocarbons 
[CFC'sl, are released from automobile 
air conditioners, fast food containers, 
and abandoned refrigerators. These 
greenhouse gases trap the Sun's radi
ation, increasing temperatures world
wide. 

Scientists now estimate that the 
mean global temperature will increase 
half a degree each decade if we main
tain our current habits. And recent cli
mate trends indicate that these scien
tists are right on target. Since 1980, we 
have experienced the 4 hottest years 
since the 1880's and this year's mean 
global temperature may be the hottest 
ever. Although we cannot be certain 
that the greenhouse effect is responsi
ble for the current drought, some re
searchers predict that it is a dry run of 
the weather we can expect in the 
years ahead. 

In addition to higher temperatures 
and more frequent droughts, we also 
are also told to expect a rise in sea 
level, flooding much of our coast 
areas. The latest figures indicate that 
the depth of our oceans could increase 
more than 2 inches every decade. 
While that doesn't sound too serious, 
over time such a change poses a seri
ous threat to low-lying regions like the 
Louisiana deltas, the Florida coast, 
and the lowlands of South Carolina, 
where much of the land is only a foot 
or two above sea level. Such a change 
would aggravate beach erosion, de
stroy wetlands and increase flooding 
and damage to ports and coastal com
munities. 

And our concern is not limited to 
global warming. In recent months, in
creasing attention has focused on the 
depletion of the atmospheric ozone 
layer which shields us from the Sun's 
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damaging ultraviolet rays. Last fall, 
scientists presented their initial find
ings from an expedition to study the 
Antarctic ozone hole. Disturbingly, re
searchers reported that levels of man
made chemicals in the Antarctic air 
were high enough to destroy atmos
pheric ozone. In March, a new interna
tional study provided the first evi
dence of worldwide depletion. Clearly, 
man is no longer a passive element of 
the global environment. Although the 
effects of human activities are not 
fully understood, mounting evidence 
indicates the potentially serious conse
quences of ignoring the Earth's warn
ing signals. 

As we work to develop policies which 
respond to these global threats, it is 
essential that our decisions be based 
on the best scientific information 
available. Providing the information 
needed to develop responsible global 
change policies is widely considered 
one of the greatest challenges ever to 
face the scientific community. The 
questions that must be addressed are 
fundamental and difficult because 
they require an understanding of the 
whole Earth as a system. 

Collaboration among scientists in 
fields as diverse as atmospheric chem
istry, terrestrial ecology, physical 
oceanography, and supercomputing 
will be essential. A high degree of 
international cooperation will be nec
essary to collect the global observa
tions needed. Research will require 
the use of most recent technology, in
cluding satellites, supercomputers, and 
highly advanced sensing instruments. 
Data management systems must be in 
place to process and distribute the 
enormous flow of information collect
ed. 

Many of the elements of a global 
change research program are already 
in place. Cooperative efforts are un
derway, both within the Government, 
and with the governments of other na
tions. International attention has cen
tered on the International Geosphere 
and Biosphere Program [IGBPl. De
veloped by the International Council 
of Scientific Unions [ICSU], this long
term program is designed to begin in 
the early 1990's. Its specific purpose 
will be "to describe and understand 
the interactive physical, chemical, and 
biological processes that regulate the 
total Earth system, the unique envi
ronment that it provides for life, the 
changes that are occurring in this 
system, and the manner in which they 
are influenced by human actions." 
The IGBP will be aimed at providing 
the fundamental knowledge that will 
permit an assessment of likely changes 
on the Earth over the next 100 years. I 
understand that the U.S. role in this 
effort is being planned and coordinat
ed by the National Academy of Sci
ences. 

In the United States, the Federal 
Government has spent tens of millions 

of dollars in recent years studying 
global change. Because of the breadth 
of the problem and its widespread ef
fects on our society, a number of dif
ferent Federal agencies are involved in 
global change research. NASA, NSF, 
NOAA, EPA, the Agriculture Depart
ment, the Department of Defense, the 
U.S. Geological Survey, and the 
Energy Department all have roles to 
play. As the challenges become better 
defined, the amount of money that 
Federal agencies spend on global 
change research will grow. It is essen
tial that the money be spent effective
ly. Our national effort must be well
planned and well-coordinated. 

Today I am introducing a bill to pro
vide that planning and coordination. 
This legislation would amend the Na
tional Science and Technology policy, 
Organization, and Priorities Act of 
1976. The Science Act was passed 12 
years ago because it was clear that sci
ence and technology were playing an 
increasingly important role in our soci
ety and that there was a need for a na
tional science and technology policy. 
Since 1976, we have had to face prob
lems like acid rain, nuclear waste dis
posal, depletion of the ozone layer, the 
decline of American competitiveness in 
the world marketplace, and other 
technological challenges. We have 
learned that many of these complex 
problems are multidisciplinary and 
can only be solved by a well-coordinat
ed, long-term effort involving several 
Federal agencies. 

This bill will provide a mechanism 
for planning such long-term efforts. It 
provides authority to the Federal Co
ordinating Council for Science, Engi
neering, and Technology, also known 
as FCCSET, for developing long-range 
plans for research efforts involving 
more than two Federal agencies. 
FCCSET was established by the Na
tional Science and Technology Policy, 
Organization, and Priorities Act of 
1976. It is located in the Executive 
Office of the President and consists of 
representatives of a dozen Federal 
agencies involved in scientific re
search, with the Director of Office of 
Science and Technology Policy serving 
as chairman. This bill reinforces 
FCCSET's existing responsibilities for 
coordinating the various agencies' re
search efforts in areas of national con
cern. 

In addition, the legislation goes on 
to give FCCSET specific responsibility 
for coordinating the Federal research 
on global change. The bill would re
quire FCCSET to develop a 10-year na
tional global change research plan. In 
carrying out that responsibility, 
FCCSET would: 

Establish national goals and prior
ities for global change research, work
ing with the National Research Coun
cil and other research groups; 

Define the roles of each agency and 
department in implementing the plan 

by building on their existing missions 
and responsibilities; 

Review each agency budget estimate 
in the context of national goals, using 
a budget crosscut to be provided by 
OMB; and 

Submit an annual report to Con
gress, regarding progress in imple
menting the national research plan. 

In the last decade, we have started 
to realize that human activities have 
had an impact on a global scale. As the 
world population grows, the damage 
done to our global habitat is likely to 
increase. Our understanding of how 
our planet works and how man's ac
tivities are affecting it is incomplete. 
Despite an active research program, 
many large uncertainties remain. This 
bill should help us decrease some of 
those uncertainties. I hope that my 
fellow Senators will join me in sup
porting this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed following my statement. 

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

s. 2614 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "National Science 
and Technology Policy Amendments of 
1988". 

SEc. 2. Section 102(a)(6) of the National 
Science and Technology Policy, Organiza
tion, and Priorities Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 
6602(a)(6)) is amended to read as follows: 

"<6> The development and coordination of 
long-range, interagency research plans to 
support policy decisions regarding identified 
national and international concerns, and for 
which a sustained and coordinated commit
ment to improving scientific understanding 
will be required.". 

SEc. 3. Section 401 of the National Science 
and Technology Policy, Organization, and 
Priorities Act of 1976 <42 U.S.C. 6651) is 
amended-

<1> by redesignating subsections (f), (g), 
and (h) as subsections (g), (h), and (i), repec
tively; 

<2> by inserting immediately after subsec
tion (e) the following: 

"(f) The Council may be assigned respon
sibility for developing long-range and co
ordinated plans for scientific and technical 
research which involve the participation of 
more than two Federal agencies. Such plans 
shall-

"<1) identify research approaches and pri
orities which most effectively advance scien
tific understanding and provide a basis for 
policy decisions; 

"(2) provide for effective cooperation and 
coordination of research among Federal 
agencies; and 

"(3) encourage domestic and, as appropri
ate, international cooperation among gov
ernment, industry, and university scien
tists."; and 

(3) in subsection (i), as so redesignated, by 
inserting "developing interagency plans," 
immediately after "purpose of". 

SEc. 4. The National Science and Technol
ogy Policy: Organization, and Priorities Act 
of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended 
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by adding at the end thereof the following 
new title: 

"TITLE VI-NATIONAL GLOBAL 
CHANGE RESEARCH PLAN 

"SHORT TITLE 

"SEc. 601. This title may be cited as the 
'National Global Change Research Act of 
1988'. 

"FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

"SEc. 602. <a> Congress finds and declares 
the following: 

"<1) Industrial, agricultural, and other 
human activities, coupled with an expand
ing world population, are contributing to 
processes of global change that may signifi
cantly alter our habitat within a few human 
generations. 

"(2) Such human-induced changes may 
lead to significant global warming and the 
depletion of stratospheric ozone, and thus 
have the potential to alter world climate 
patterns, increase global sea levels, and 
reduce the ability of the atmosphere to 
screen out harmful ultraviolet radiation. 
Over the next century, the consequences 
could seriously and adversely affect world 
agricultural and marine production, coastal 
habitability, regional economic well-being, 
human health, and biological diversity; 

"(3) Development of effective policies to 
mitigate and cope with human-induced 
global changes will rely on greatly improved 
scientific understanding of global environ
mental processes and on our ability to dis
tinguish between the effects of human ac
tivities on one hand and the results of natu
ral change on the other. 

"(4) New developments in interdiscipli
nary earth sciences, global observing sys
tems, and computing technology make pos
sible significant advances in the scientific 
understanding and prediction of these 
global changes and their effects. 

"(5) Efforts are ongoing in several Federal 
agencies which could contribute to a well
defined and coordinated national program 
of research, monitoring, assessment, and 
prediction. 

"(6) The United States, as a world leader 
in earth system science, should continue to 
provide leadership in developing and imple
menting an international global change re
search program. 

"(b) It is the purpose of Congress in this 
title to provide for a national global change 
research plan which when implemented will 
assist the Nation and the world to under
stand, assess, and respond to human-in
duced and natural processes of global 
change. 

NATIONAL GLOBAL CHANGE RESEARCH PLAN 

"SEc. 603. <a><1> The President, through 
the Council, shall develop a National Global 
Change Research Plan (hereafter in this 
title referred to as the 'Plan') in accordance 
with section 40l<f> of this Act and the provi
sions, findings, and purpose of this title. 
Consistent with the responsibilities set 
forth under subsection (d) of this section, 
the Plan shall contain recommendations for 
a 10-year national research effort, to be sub
mitted to Congress within one-year after 
the date of enactment of this title and to be 
revised at least once every three years 
thereafter. 

"(2) The Plan shall-
"<A> establish the goals and priorities for 

Federal global change research for the 10-
year period beginning in the year the Plan 
<or revised Plan) is submitted; 

"(B) set forth the role of each Federal 
agency and department in implementing the 
Plan; 

"<C> describe the levels of Federal funding 
and specific activities, including research ac
tivities, data collection and analysis require
ments, participation in international re
search efforts, and information manage
ment, required to achieve such goals and 
priorities; and 

"(D) consider and utilize, as appropriate, 
reports and studies conducted by Federal 
agencies and departments, the National Re
search Council, or other entities. 

"<3> The Plan shall address, where appro
priate, the relevant programs and activities 
of the following Federal agencies and de
partments: 

"<A> the Department of Commerce, par
ticularly the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration; 

"(B) the National Science Foundation; 
"<C> the National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration; 
"(D) the Department of Interior, particu-

larly the United States Geological Survey; 
"<E> the Department of Energy; 
"<F> the Department of Agriculture; 
"(G) the Environmental Protection 

Agency; 
"<H> the Department of Defense, particu

larly the Department of the Navy; and 
"(!) such other research agencies and de

partments as the President or the Chairman 
of the Council considers appropriate. 

"(b) The Council shall-
"(1) serve as lead entity responsible for 

oversight of the implementation of the 
Plan; 

"(2) coordinate the global change research 
activities of Federal agencies and depart
ments and report at least annually to the 
President, through the Chairman of the 
Council, on any recommended changes in 
agency or departmental roles that are 
needed to better implement the Plan; 

"<3> following the President's submission 
to Congress of the annual budget estimate, 
review each agency budget estimate in the 
context of the Plan and make the results of 
that review available to each agency and to 
the appropriate elements of the Executive 
Office of the President, particularly the 
Office of Management and Budget; 

"(4) work with the National Research 
Council and with academic, State, and other 
groups conducting research and assessments 
of global changes and their effects; 

"(5) coordinate Federal interagency par
ticipation in international activities related 
to global change research and assessment; 
and 

"(6) consult with actual and potential 
users of such research and assessments. 

"(c) The Plan shall provide for, but not be 
limited to, the following research elements: 

"(1) Global measurements, establishing 
worldwide observations necessary to under
stand the physical, chemical, and biological 
processes responsible for changes in the 
earth system on all timescales. 

"(2) Documentation of global change, in
cluding the development of mechanisms for 
recording changes that will actually occur in 
the earth system over the coming decades. 

"(3) Studies of earlier changes in the 
earth system, using evidence from the geo
logical and fossil record. 

"<4> Predictions, using quantitative models 
of the earth system to identify and simulate 
global trends. 

"(5) Development of an information base, 
the assembly of the information essential 
for effective decisionmaking to respond to 
the consequences of global change. 

"(d)(1) The Plan shall take into consider
ation, but not be limited to, the following 

existing agency missions and responsibil
ities: 

"<A> The National Science Foundation 
shall continue to be responsible for basic re
search in all areas of earth, atmospheric, 
and ocean science, including the relevant bi
ological sciences. Such basic research may 
include ground-based measurements for re
gional and global studies; polar studies; 
large-scale field programs; interpretation 
and use of space-based data; theoretical and 
laboratory studies; research facilities sup
port; and development of numerical models, 
information and communication systems, 
and data bases. 

"(B) The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration shall have primary responsi
bility for earth science research missions 
from space, including those of broad scien
tific scope, to study the earth as an integrat
ed whole. Associa.ted efforts may include re
lated ground studies; remote-sensing and ad
vanced instrument development; and im
provement of techniques for the transmis
sion, processing, archiving, retrieval, and 
use of data and related models; and other 
research activities. 

"<C> The National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration shall continue to be 
responsible for operational environmental 
satellite programs and research programs 
on ocean and atmospheric processes. Addi
tional responsibilities shall include climate 
diagnostics and prediction; development of 
predictive models and techniques for detect
ing natural and human-made changes; ac
quisition, maintenance, and distribution of 
long-term data bases; calibration and valida
tion of environmental observations; process
ing and archiving of space-based data; and 
development and support of ground-based 
oceanic and atmospheric monitoring sytems. 

"(D) The United States Geological Survey 
shall have primary responsibility for geolog
ical studies and mapping. Additional areas 
of responsibility shall include paleoclimate, 
hydrologic cycles, geographical information 
systems, and management of land remote
sensing data, including acquisition, mainte
nance, and distribution of long-term data 
bases for these areas. 

"(2) The Plan shall reflect the need for 
collaboration among agencies with respect 
to-

"(A) the establishment and development 
of an information system for earth system 
science; and 

"<B> basic research into the development 
of new conceptual and numerical models of 
the earth system. 

"(e) The Chairman of the Council and the 
Secretary of State shall cooperate in-

"<1> providing representation at interna
tional governmental meetings and confer
ences in global change in which the United 
States participates; and 

"(2) coordinating the Federal activities of 
the United States with the global change re
search and assessment programs of other 
nations and international agencies and orga
nizations, including the World Meteorologi
cal Organization and the United Nations 
Environmental Program. 

"(f) Each Federal agency and department 
involved in global change research shall, as 
part of its annual request for appropriations 
to the Office of Management and Budget, 
submit a report identifying each element of 
its proposed global change activities, 
which-

"<1 > specifies whether each such element 
<A> contributes primarily to the implemen
tation of the Plan or <B> contributes primar
ily to the achievement of other objectives 
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but aids Plan implementation in important 
ways; and 

"(2) states the portion of its request for 
appropriations that is allocated to each 
such element. 
The Office of Management and Budget 
shall review each such report in light of the 
goals, priorities, and agency responsibilities 
set forth in the Plan, and shall include, in 
the President's annual budget estimate, a 
statement of the portion of each agency or 
department's annual budget estimate that is 
allocated to each element of such agency or 
department's global change activities. The 
Office of Management and Budget shall 
ensure that a copy of the President's annual 
budget estimate is transmitted to the Chair
man of the Council at the same time as such 
budget estimate is submitted to Congress. 

"RELATION TO OTHER LAWS 

"SEc. 605. <a> The President, the Chair
man of the Council, and the Secretary of 
Commerce shall ensure that the research 
elements of the National Climate Program, 
established by the National Climate Pro
gram Act (15 U.S.C. 2901 et seq.), are made 
an integral component of national global 
change research efforts. 

"(b) The President, the Chairman of the 
Council, and the heads of the agencies rep
resented on the Council shall ensure that 
the research findings of the Council and of 
Federal agencies and departments are avail
able to the Environmental Protection 
Agency for use in the formulation of a co
ordinated national policy on global climate 
change pursuant to section 1103 of the 
Global Climate Protection Act of 1987 <15 
U.S.C. 2901, note). 

"ANNUAL REPORT 

"SEc. 606. (a) The Chairman of the Coun
cil shall prepare and submit to the Presi
dent and Congress, not later than January 
31 of each year, an annual report on the ac
tivities conducted pursuant to this title 
during the preceding fiscal year, including-

"<!) a summary of the achievements of 
Federal global change research efforts 
during that preceding fiscal year; 

"(2) an analysis of the progress made 
toward achieving the goals and objectives of 
the Plan; 

"(3) a copy or summary of the Plan and 
any changes made in such Plan; 

"<4> a summary of agency budgets for 
global change activities for that preceding 
fiscal year: and 

"(5) any recommendations regarding addi
tional action or legislation which may be re
quired to assist in achieving the purposes of 
this title. 

"(b) The annual report required under 
section 7 of the National Climate Program 
Act <15 U.S.C. 2906) may be incorporated 
into the annual report required under sub
section <a> of this section.". 

Mr. PRESSLER. I am pleased to join 
Senator HOLLINGS as a sponsor of the 
National Science and Technology 
Policy Amendments of 1988. He has 
eloquently and correctly stated the im
mediate need for an understanding of 
the global changes which are now oc
curring and which are predicted to ac
celerate in the future unless we do 
something now. 

Crops are dying in a drought which 
is truly nationwide. The global mean 
temperature, if it continues at the 
present rate, will be higher this year 
than at any time since recordkeeping 

began. The ozone depletion in the at
mosphere continues at an alarming 
rate. These and other significant 
changes in the Earth's environment 
require a national and international 
commitment to research and damage 
control. 

As a member of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee, I under
stand the danger we face if we do not 
comprehend the effects of our actions 
upon the global environment. As a 
South Dakotan, I have seen firsthand 
the devastation caused by the current 
drought. I only hope that 10 or 15 
years from now, we don't look back on 
1988 as the first in a series of perenni
al drought years. The global climate is 
changing for the worse. It is incum
bent upon us to find out as soon as 
possible what we can do to slow down 
or stop this potentially disastrous 
course. 

I strongly support current and 
planned efforts through NASA, 
NOAA, and other agencies to research 
the effects of global change. This leg
islation, I believe, will assist, coordi
nate, and promote these actions. The 
bill's language stresses the importance 
of long-term data bases. In fact, the 
most essential element of global 
change research is the acquisition, 
maintenance, processing, archiving 
and retrieval of data. 

The Earth Resources Observation 
System [EROS1 Data Center, a facili
ty devoted to remote-sensing data ar
chiving and processing, is located in 
my home State of South Dakota. This 
center has been archiving and distrib
uting land remote sensing data since 
1973. Public Law 98-365 called for the 
establishment of a National Satellite 
Land Remote Sensing Data Archive at 
the EROS Data Center. On March 16 
of this year, the U.S. Geological 
Survey and NASA entered an agree
ment to use that facility for process
ing, distributing, and archiving land 
remote sensing data acquired by 
NASA's research and development and 
experimental activities, including the 
Earth Observing System [EOS1 com
ponent of the Space Station Polar 
Platform projected to be operational 
by the mid-1990's. The EROS Data 
Center continues to process and ar
chive data collected from the Landsat 
satellites, which will be of great impor
tance as a historical data base for all 
future global change research. 

Mr. President, I close by reemphasiz
ing my support for a national commit
ment to global change research. We 
must understand what we are doing to 
our future and our children's future. 

By Mr. GLENN: 
S. 2615. A bill to continue until Jan

uary 1, 1991, the existing suspension 
of duty on m-Aminophenol; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

CO!fTINUATION OF CERTAIN DUTY SUSPENSION 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am in
troducing this legislation to suspend 
temporarily the duty on meta-amino
phenol [MAP] from January 1, 1987, 
to December 31, 1990. This legislation 
is noncontroversial and should be ac
ceptable to the Senate as part of the 
miscellaneous tariff bill. 

At present, MAP is classified as an 
intermediate chemical (T.S.U.S. 
404.9200) and is subject to the duty of 
5.8 percent ad valorem. It is used in 
the production of certain dyes and pig
ments, which are, in tum, used to 
produce crayons, paper, and pigment 
formulas. Additionally, it is used in 
the production of para-aminosalicylic 
acid, a medicine to combat tuberculo
sis. 

There is no commercial production 
of MAP in the United States. As a 
result, domestic users are forced to 
rely on foreign sources to meet their 
needs. Domestic users had been able to 
minimize this problem by purchasing 
the chemical duty-free under item 
906.32 of the appendix to the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States <19 
U.S.C. 1202). However, this exemption 
expired on December 31, 1987. Domes
tic users are now forced to import 
MAP with a considerable duty at
tached. This has resulted in higher 
production costs, which has raised the 
cost of finished products for American 
consumers. 

The foreign manufacturers of final 
end products can purchase MAP duty
free and are therefore able to use 
their intermediate chemical price ad
vantage to penetrate U.S. markets and 
to increase their share of world mar
kets. Furthermore, a duty on MAP 
places an unnecessary cost burden on 
the end user of the final product
without any commensurate benefit to 
U.S. industry. There is no domestic 
producer of MAP, nor will there be 
one in the foreseeable future. Since 
most of these finished products are 
sold here in the United States, it is the 
American consumers who will bear the 
brunt of the consequences. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S.2615 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That item 
906.32 of the Appendix to the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States <19 U.S.C. 1202> is 
amended by striking out "12/31/87" and in
serting "12/31/90". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this Act applies with respect to 
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption, after December 31, 
1987 .• 
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By Mr. GLENN: 

S. 2616. A bill to continue until Jan
uary 1, 1991, the existing suspension 
of duty on trichlorosalicylic acid; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN DUTY SUSPENSION 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am in
troducing this legislation to suspend 
temporarily the duty on trichlorosali
cylic acid [TCSAl from January 1, 
1987, to December 31, 1990. This legis
lation is noncontroversial and should 
be acceptable to the Senate as part of 
the miscellaneous tariff bill. 

At present, TCSA is classified as an 
"intermediate chemical" <T.S.U.S. 
404.4600) and is subject to the relative
ly high duty of $0.17 per pound plus 
17.9 percent ad valorem. It is a critical 
raw material in the oxalate component 
of the chemiluminescent system for 
chemical light products. 

TCSA is principally used in the pro
duction of chemical light "sticks" 
which have a variety of uses, including 
use by the military and the Coast 
Guard. American Cyanamid Co. is the 
sole producer of these chemical light 
components, and its patents will 
expire over the next 6 years. 

There is no commercial production 
of TCSA in the United States. While 
several attempts were made to produce 
it in the late 1970's, domestic produc
tion proved not to be economically 
viable. The result has been that do
mestic users of TCSA have had to rely 
on British sources to meet their needs. 
American Cyanamid has been able to 
minimize this problem by purchasing 
the chemical duty free under item 
906.30 of the Appendix to the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States < 19 
U.S.C. 1202). However, this provision 
expired on December 31, 1987. 

The domestic user is now forced to 
import TCSA with a considerable duty 
attached. This has resulted in higher 
production costs, which have raised 
the prices for American customers of 
the finished products. Furthermore, a 
duty on TCSA would place an unnec
essary cost burden on the end user of 
the light "stick" without any corre
sponding benefit to U.S. industry. 
There is no domestic producer; nor 
will there be one in the foreseeable 
future. Since most of these finished 
products are sold here in the United 
States, it is the American consumer 
who will bear the brunt of the conse
quences. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

s. 2616 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That item 
906.30 of the Appendix to the Tariff Sched-

ules of the United States < 19 U.S.C. 1202) is 
amended by striking out "12/31/87" and in
serting "12/31/90". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this Act applies with respect to 
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption, after December 31, 
1987 .• 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DoMENICI): 

S. 2617. A bill to revise the boundary 
of Aztec Ruins National Monument in 
the State of New Mexico, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 
AZTEC RUINS NATIONAL MONUMENT EXPANSION 

e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today on behalf of myself and 
Senator DoMENICI to introduce legisla
tion to expand the Aztec Ruins Na
tional Monument. This bill would in
corporate additional lands critical to 
the preservation of the existing monu
ment and add significant archeological 
resources located on adjacent private 
lands. 

The monument is threatened by ac
tivities on adjacent lands. Irrigation 
activities have increased ground water 
levels within the monument to the 
point that the ruins are being dam
aged by saturated soils. Seasonal 
flooding of the administration and vis
itor center basement also occurs. This 
bill would allow purchase of these 
lands to prevent further damage. In 
addition, protection of adjacent arche
ological resources will be improved. 

The Aztec Ruins National Monu
ment currently consists of 27.14 acres 
located in San Juan County, NM, on 
the northern boundary of the commu
nity of Aztec. These ruins have been 
listed in the National Register of His
toric Places and the World Heritage 
List. The monument preserves the re
mains of a massive terraced pueblo, a 
partially restored Great Kiva, an exca
vated triwalled structure called the 
Hubbard Ruin, and numerous unexca
vated sites. The terraced pueblo which 
covers 2 acres, stands 3 stories high 
and contains 500 rooms. These ruins 
are a blending of the cultural styles of 
the Chacoan and Mesa Verdean people 
and offer unique insights into the 
social relationships between the two 
peoples. 

Adjacent lands contain known arche
ological resources. Acquisition will 
allow us to gain more knowledge of 
the Anasazi culture and permit fur
ther interpretation of several themes: 
The intercultural relationships be
tween the Chacoan and Mesa Verdean 
peoples; the Chacoan phenomenon; 
the Masau Trail; the history of the 
area from prehistoric to historic times; 
and the story of Earl Morris and 
Southwest archeology. 

This bill will improve protection of 
area resources and provide new oppor
tunities to interpret the ancient Ana
sazi cultures that once flourished in 
the valley of El Rio de las Animas Per-

didas. Enactment will also allow the 
development of improved administra
tive facilities, better access, and ex
panded visitor parking. 

For these reasons, I encourage my 
colleagues to support this bill to pro
vide for expansion of the Aztec Ruins 
National Monument.e 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 2620. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide are
fundable credit to parents for depend
ents under age 5, that the earned 
income credit shall not apply to fami
lies having such a dependent, and that 
the dependent care credit shall not 
apply with respect to such dependents; 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

FAMILY CHOICE TAX ALLOWANCE FOR SMALL 
CHILDREN ACT 

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Family 
Choice Tax Allowance for Small Chil
dren Act of 1988. This legislation 
would make a substantial investment 
in our children by directly helping 
families with small children care for 
their children, while accommodating 
the growing diversity in child care 
needs and equally benefiting all fami
lies in need. 

Today, we are all seeing a great 
influx of women into the work force 
and are asking ourselves very impor
tant questions about how we are 
caring for our children. Many families 
with children-particularly small chil
dren-are finding themselves severely 
strained in trying to make ends meet. 

There is a strong effort underway, 
Mr. President, to create a multibillion
dollar Federal grant program to re
spond to growing child care needs. The 
bill gaining a great deal of attention 
these days, known as the Act for 
Better Child Care or ABC bill, will 
send money through Federal and 
State bureaucracies to build and sup
port a relatively small number of li
censed day care centers around the 
country. 

A consensus appears to be building 
to do something about child care, but 
is this what we should be doing? With 
only about a tenth of America's chil
dren being cared for in p!fessional 
group care centers of the k' d directly 
supported in the ABC bill, am very 
concerned that that policy w uld miss 
a huge percentage of families in need. 

The ABC bill actually proposes to 
spend $3 billion a year; $2.5 billion in 
Federal funds and requiring about 
one-half billion in matching State 
funds. This is a great deal of money, 
and I'm not sure it can be found, but if 
we are going to spend that kind of 
money, we ought to attack the pro
gram in the right way and make sure 
it benefits as many families in need as 
it can. 

Should such a substantial program, 
aimed at providing the best care for 
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our children, really insist that parents 
use a State system of care centers? 
Should we not let the parents choose 
to let their church, their neighbor, a 
family member, or even one of the 
parents care for their children? 

The proposal I am making today is, I 
believe, a vastly superior approach to 
addressing the child care needs of our 
country. It too costs about $3 billion, 
but the approach I am suggesting is 
that it all go directly to parents in the 
greatest need of assistance-letting 
them decide how their children will be 
cared for. 

My proposal would provide for each 
child under age 5 a direct $700 tax 
credit, or cash-refundable credit, for 
families earning less than $30,000 a 
year. If certain future deficit reduc
tion targets are met, these benefits 
would be increased and expanded to 
all families. 

Low-income families with children 
under age 5 would receive a cash-re
fundable, earned income tax credit 
worth even more than $700. Parents in 
such families would get a wage supple
ment of 15 percent for their first child 
and 10 percent for each additional 
child. This wage supplement decreases 
for families with higher incomes as 
they are more able to take advantage 
of the tax credit. 

This bill I am offering today would 
extend a hand of help to all young 
parents in need-regardless of the 
type of child care they choose or 
career choices they make. 

THE CHANGING AMERICAN FAMILY AND ITS 

NEEDS 

Mr. President, we are currently ex
periencing a dramatic change in the 
makeup and character of the Ameri
can family. The large-scale entrance of 
women into the work force, and the in
creasing number of two-working
parent and single parent families, are 
generating a very profound set of 
choices for today's young families. 

The Department of Labor recently 
reported that 57 percent of all women 
with children under 6 work-up 45 
percentage points over the last three 
decades. Almost 70 percent of the 15 
million new jobs created in the last 6 
years have been taken by women. The 
Department's report shows how dra
matic work force changes are altering 
the way America cares for its children. 

Only a couple weeks ago the Census 
Bureau reported that 13.4 million two
worker families where the wife was 18 
to 44 years old had children in 1987-
up from 8.3 million in the last 11 
years. Of all women who gave birth, 51 
percent were employed after birth. 

Gone are the days, Mr. President, 
when all mothers stayed at home to 
care for children while father worked. 
Mothers of today-particularly in 
young families-are more and more 
likely to hold a job and be pursuing a 
career. 

Whether by choice or necessity, the 
character and needs of today's families 
are becoming very diverse. Today's 
families face difficult tradeoffs be
tween their lifestyles, their careers, 
and the ways they nurture their fami
lies. 

While many parents still choose to 
stay at home with their children, large 
numbers of parents are seeking child 
care alternatives-from babysitting by 
relatives, to neighborhood group care, 
to worksite day-care programs. 

THE GROWING QUESTION OF CHILD CARE 

Finding the means to properly care 
for children-particularly in their 
tender years-is of considerable impor
tance to parents. Whether seeking day 
care so both parents can work, or 
simply trying to pay the bills on one 
salary, the high cost of child care is a 
substantial concern for the average 
American family. 

This situation is not new. After eight 
children of our own, my wife and I can 
testify to the age-old difficulties of 
raising a family. 

Yet, today so many of our young 
parents are facing the difficult prob
lems of balancing their jobs with their 
children's care. Growing attention to 
this situation has been fostering a con
sensus that many American families 
ought to be helped in their efforts 
both to care for their children and 
find some economic security. 

To address this growing awareness 
of need, Mr. President, more than 100 
bills have been introduced in Congress 
over the past year to provide Federal 
support for child care. These proposals 
have been tailored in various ways to 
meet the work force needs of mothers 
and the welfare needs of their chil
dren. 

That this is a very important issue is 
easy to understand, yet before charg
ing ahead with policy we ought to be 
clear about what the critical issues in
volved here are and what principles 
should guide our policymaking. 

A QUESTION OF ACCESS TO CHILD CARE 

Some will argue that our foremost 
concern should be to address a lack of 
child care supply, and many of these 
proposals are designed to correct what 
is perceived to be an acute shortage of 
child care services-day care services 
in particular. 

I do not believe that supply short
ages are the key problem we are facing 
here. 

There is no evidence of chronic 
shortages in day care supply. I do not 
see that supply is being restrained in 
this country-on the contrary, day 
care is one of the fastest growing sec
tors in our economy. Over the past 25 
years the number of spaces in day care 
centers has expanded at a rate of 
nearly 10 percent a year. In addition, 
the general cost of day care, measured 
in constant dollars, has stayed rela
tively unchanged for the past decade. 

With the sudden and dramatic 
changes we are seeing in demand for 
many forms of day care, it is not sur
prising that the creation of services is 
lagging somewhat. With the patch
work of subsidies and regulations that 
currently exists it should not be sur
prising as well that all of us have 
heard anecdotal stories of day care 
waiting lists. 

Yet, this does not mean that day 
care providers, employers, entrepre
neurs, and communities are not re
sponding to the demands. In fact, the 
Labor Department's recent report 
shows that much is being done to re
spond to the growing needs. 

Let me mention that I am including 
in this measure, as titles 2 and 3, pro
visions to help remove liability bar
riers for child care providers, as well as 
establishing a revolving loan fund to 
assist family based providers. These 
provisions were originally part of Sen
ator HATcH's Child Care Services Im
provement Act. 

I think they are important in help
ing assure that the supply of needed 
services continues to grow. I commend 
my colleagues for developing these 
proposals and I am pleased to include 
them in this proposal. 

Mr. President, the basic child care 
problem that we are facing in this 
country is that the cost of caring for 
children is very high and many fami
lies with children are facing a very dif
ficult time. Many of these families 
lack the means to afford even basic 
child care, let alone highly expensive, 
high quality day care services. 

While questions about how we are 
caring for our children have increased 
over the past few decades, the tax ex
emption for children has eroded con
siderably. During the 1950's a personal 
exemption equaled 42 percent of aver
age personal, per capita income. Today 
that percentage is 17 percent. 

I am concerned that some proposals 
that have been offered to solve the 
child care problem would spend great 
amounts of money, and create vast 
Federal bureaucracies, to support a 
relatively small number of licensed 
day care centers around the country. 

I do not doubt that many of these 
centers could provide excellent experi
ences for children, but I am concerned 
that if we approach this broad prob
lem in a narrow way, a huge percent
age of families will be left out. Only 
about a tenth of all children are cared 
for in professional day care facilities. 

A FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE OF FAMILY 

I am also very concerned, Mr. Presi
dent, that many of these proposals 
rely heavily upon bringing the Federal 
Government more and more into what 
ought to be family decisionmaking 
processes. Proposals that have been 
made to help subsidize day care cen
ters will exclude many families that 
choose church organized care, family 
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and neighborhood care, or care by a 
parent who chooses to stay at home. 

As complex and important as the 
work force issues are becoming, child 
care remains, fundamentally, a family 
issue. How we care for our children, 
how we make tradeoffs between work 
and family; these are issues that deter
mine and impact upon the very char
acter of our families, and involve diffi
cult choices that ought to remain with 
the family. 

Any Federal policy addressing the 
needs of parents and striving to assure 
that our children are best cared for 
must recognize that parents are best 
prepared to decide to care for their 
children. We should not penalize fami
lies for the child care and career 
choices they make. 

Mr. President, I believe the central 
issue in all of the choices we will make 
about child care is how should Gov
ernment best respond to what is hap
pening to the American family and the 
demands being placed upon it? We 
ought to search for policies that maxi
mizes family choices in choosing child 
care. 

THE TAX APPROACH 

As a society we must do what we can 
to see that families have the ability to 
make choices that sacrifice neither 
their children nor their economic secu
rity. 

I am convinced that the key to ad
dressing this situation lies in the Fed
eral Tax Code. By granting families 
credits in the ways I have in my pro
posal, we can best enable families in 
need to choose the best care for their 
young children. 

The proposal I am making today 
makes a substantial investment in 
America's children. Yes, this bill is 
very costly, and I have asked the Joint 
Tax Committee to estimate that cost. 
More importantly, though, I believe 
the approach taken in this measure is 
right on target. 

It recognizes a very great need in 
America, to assure that our very 
young are properly cared for, while 
granting parents the freedom to 
decide what kind of care is best for 
their family. 

Mr. President, I would like to in
clude in the RECORD a short summary 
of this bill's provisions, and urge my 
colleagues to support the approach 
taken in it. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DOMENICI "FAMILY CHOICE TAX BILL ALLow

ANCE FOR SMALL CHILDREN" BILL SUMMARY 

Families with incomes under $30,000 a 
year would receive a direct $700 tax credit, 
or cash-refundable credit, for each child 
under age 5. This would replace the De
pendent Care Tax Credit <DCTC> for those 
children being claimed for this new credit. 

Families with incomes under $8,000 per 
year would get this "Young Child Tax 
Credit <YCTC>" in the form of a cash re
fundable earned income tax credit-this 

would replace the current "standard EITC 
for families with children under age 5. 

This new credit would provide a wage sup
plement for each dollar earned for each eli
gible child claimed < 15% supplement for the 
first child, 10% for each additional child). 

For families with incomes above $8,000 
the wage supplement mechanism is phased 
out as incomes rise and families are more 
able to take advantage of the tax credit. 

Many low-income families would actually 
receive more than $700 per child, depending 
on their level of earned income, and the 
number of eligible children they have <e.g. a 
family earning $8,000 per year with one eli
gible child would receive $1,200). $700 is the 
minimum amount of credit. 

The DCTC and the EITC would be re
tained, but only for families not eligible for 
these new credits. 

Cost: approximately $3. 
In 1993, if Congress meets its FY93 

Gramm-Rudman target of a balanced 
budget, eligibiilty and credit amounts would 
be expanded. Families earning less than 
$30,000 a year would get a $1,000 credit for 
each child under age 5, and while familes 
earning between $30,000 and $50,000 would 
get $750 for each child under 5. 

In 1994, if the 1993 conditions are met and 
the budget is still balanced, a final expan
sion would occur. Families earning less than 
$35,000 a year would get $1,000 credit per 
child under 5. All other families would get 
$750 per child under 5. 

Title 2 provides for a $75 million liability 
insurance pool for child care providers, and 
several tort reform measures. Title 3 pro
vides for a $25 million revolving loan fund 
for family-based providers. These provisions 
are essentially the same as those in Sen. 
Hatch's S. 2084.e 

By Mr. REID: 
S.J. Res. 348. Joint resolution to des

ignate the week of February 5, 1989, 
through February 11, 1989, as "Na
tional Burn Awareness Week;" to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL BURN AWARENESS WEEK 

e Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak of a problem little no
ticed in America-except by those who 
are its victims. For them, it is literally 
life-shattering in its implications. I 
rise to introduce a Senate joint resolu
tion designating the second week of 
February 1989, as "National Burn 
Awareness Week." And in so doing, I 
would suggest that this is but the first 
small step on a journey of many miles, 
a journey which must be undertaken 
by all of us who live in a country with 
one of the worst burn problems of any 
industrialized nation in the world. 

Burns exact a tremendous toll of 
human life, suffering, disability, and 
financial loss. Burn injuries continue 
to be one of the leading causes of 
death in the United States. Of the 2 
million people who are victims of burn 
injury each year, 70,000 are hospital
ized and another 12,000 die as a result 
of fires and burns. An even more 
tragic statistic is the fact that chil
dren, the elderly, and the disabled rep
resent a majority of burn victims, with 
a death rate five times that of any 
other group. But the psychological 
and economic hardships of burn reha-

bilitation devastate people of every 
age. 

Each year millions of dollars are 
spent trying to remedy the effects of 
burns and burn related incidents. 
Recent studies conclude, however, 
that 75 percent of all burns could be 
prevented by proper education of chil
dren and adults and the utilization of 
appropriate design intervention and 
technology, particularly in the preven
tion of scald burns. Furthermore, a 
general public awareness of the need 
for smoke detectors, smoke detector 
maintenance, and home fire escape 
plans in combination with an under
standing of the risk associated with 
specific items in our home environ
ment-that is, alternative heating, 
matches and lighters in the hands of 
children, damaged electric cords, and 
so forth-can have a considerable in
fluence on the reduction of injury and 
loss of life. 

For this reason, the joint resolution 
provides for a public awareness pro
gram designed to familiarize the 
public with methods of burn preven
tion, treatment, and rehabilitation. 

The joint resolution I offer today 
will raise the awareness of the Ameri
can public about the devastating 
impact of this silent epidemic. Much 
has been accomplished, but we can 
and must do more. I am convinced 
that we can reduce the incidence of 
burn injury in this country by educat
ing people to recognize burn hazards 
and showing them how to implement 
precautions. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
joint resolution by cosponsoring the 
establishment of "National Burn 
Awareness Week." 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the joint resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 348 
Whereas the bum problem in the United 

States is the worst of any industrialized 
nation in the world; 

Whereas burn injuries are one of the lead
ing causes of accidential death in the United 
States: 

Whereas every year approximately 
2,000,000 people are victims of burn injuries 
in the United States; 

Whereas of these injuries, 70,000 are hos
pitalized and account for 9,000,000 disability 
days annually. 

Whereas approximately 12,000 people die 
from bum injuries annually; 

Whereas the rehabilitative and psycholog
ical impact of burns are devastating; 

Whereas children, the elderly, and the dis
abled are most likely to suffer serious burns; 

Whereas it is estimated that approximate
ly 75 percent of all burns could be prevented 
by proper education of children and adults 
and the appropriate use of design and tech
nology. 

Whereas a general public awareness of the 
need for smoke detectors and home fire 
escape plans, in combination with an under-
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standing of the risk associated with items in 
our home environment, can influence the 
reduction of injury and loss of life; and 

Whereas there is a need for an effective 
national program that deals with all aspects 
of burn injuries: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the week be
ginning February 5, 1989, and ending Febru
ary 11, 1989, is designated as "National 
Burn Awareness Week" and the President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla
mation calling upon the people of the 
United States and all Federal, State, and 
local government officials to observe such 
week with appropriate programs and activi
ties.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 10 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 10, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to improve emer
gency medical services and trauma 
care, and for other purposes. 

s. 314 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. TRIBLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 314, a bill to require certain tele
phones to be hearing aid compatible. 

s. 508 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 508, a bill to amend title 
5, United States Code, to strengthen 
the protections available to Federal 
employees against prohibited person
nel practices, and for other purposes. 

s. 684 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] and the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added as co
sponsors of S. 684, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
make permanent the targeted jobs 
credit. 

s. 1340 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. HEFLIN], and the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. FoRD] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1340, a bill to pro
vide for computing the amount of the 
deductions allowed to rural mail carri
ers for use of their automobiles. 

s. 1776 

At the request of Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
the name of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. HECHT] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1776, a bill to modernize U.S. cir
culating coin designs, of which one re
verse will have a theme of the bicen
tennial of the Constitution. 

s. 1851 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. JoHNSTON] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1851, a bill to implement 

the International Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of Geno
cide. 

S.2000 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAux] and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEviN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2000, a bill to provide 
for the acquisition and publication of 
data about crimes that manifest preju
dice based on race, religion, affectional 
or sexual orientation, or ethnicity. 

s. 2129 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2129, a bill to amend the 
Internal . Revenue Code of 1986 to 
repeal the application of the uniform 
capitalization rules with respect to 
animals produced in a farming busi
ness. 

s. 2182 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. HEINZ] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2182, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to in
crease the amount authorized for the 
patient outcome assessment research 
program, and for other purposes. 

s. 2367 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN] were added as co
sponsors of S. 2367, a bill to promote 
highway traffic safety by encouraging 
the States to establish measures for 
more effective enforcement of laws to 
prevent drunk driving, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2395 

At the request of Mr. WIRTH, the 
name of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. PREsSLER] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2395, a bill to facilitate 
access to space, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2461 

At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
MATSUNAGA] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2461, a bill to amend part E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to 
extend and make necessary improve
ments in the Independent Living Pro
gram under such part, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2495 

At the request of Mr. BoND, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MuRKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2495, a bill to amend the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 to permit producers 
to plant supplemental and alternative 
income-producing crops on acreage 
considered to be planted to a program 
crop. 

s. 2523 

At the request of Mr. PRoxMIRE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 

2523, a bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to require States to 
promptly suspend or revoke the li
cense of a driver found to be driving 
under the influence of alcohol, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2523, supra. 

s. 2549 

At the request of Mr. LA.UTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN] were added as co
sponsors of S. 2549, a bill to promote 
highway traffic safety encouraging 
the States to establish measures for 
more effective enforcement of laws to 
prevent drunk driving, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2551 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. QuAYLE] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2551, a bill to provide addi
tional enforcement authority for the 
Forest Service to deal with the produc
tion of controlled substances on the 
National Forest System, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2561 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2561, a bill to establish a pro
gram of grants to States to promote 
the provision of technology-related as
sistance to individuals with disabilities, 
and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 275 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] and the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNE
DY] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 275, a joint 
resolution to designate August 1-8, 
1988, as "National Harness Horse 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 298 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. ExoN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 298, a joint 
resolution designating September 1988 
as "National Library Card Sign-Up 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 320 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. WIRTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 320, a joint 
resolution to commemorate the 50th 
anniversary of the passage of the 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 346 

At the request of Mr. LA.UTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the Sena
tor from Delaware [Mr. RoTH], the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
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WEICKER], and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PREssLER] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 346, a joint resolution to 
designate March 25, 1989, as "Greek 
Independence Day: A National Day of 
Celebration of Greek and American 
Democracy." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 103 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. KARNES], and the Sena
tor from Kentucky [Mr. FORD] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 103, a concurrent reso
lution expressing the sense of the Con
gress that the President should award 
the Presidential Medal of Freedom to 
Charles E. Thornton, Lee Shapiro, and 
Jim Lindelof, citizens of the United 
States who were killed in Afghanistan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 432 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN,. the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. EvANS] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 432, a resolution 
to honor Eugene O'Neill for his price
less contribution to the canon of 
American literature in this the hun
dredth anniversary year of his birth. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 433 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATol, the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do
UENICI], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. EvANs], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS], 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KAsTEN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER], the Senator from Virgin
ia [Mr. WARNER], and the Senator 
from California [Mr. WILSON] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 433, a resolution to designate the 
period commencing on August 7, 1988, 
and ending August 14, 1988, as "Canoe 
World Sprints Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 131-ESTABLISHING A 
UNITED STATES DECADE FOR 
NATURAL DISASTER REDUC
TION 
Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 

ADAMS, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mr. DOLE, Mr. GORE, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. WILSON) submitted the 
following concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 131 
Whereas the natural hazards of earth

quake, tsunamis, volcanoes, floods, hurri
canes, typhoons, tornadoes, landslides, and 
wildfires have caused great loss of life, enor
mous property damage, and untold suffer
ing in the United States and throughout the 
world; 

Whereas the risk from natural hazards 
continues to increase due to increasing pop-

ulation concentration in urban areas, in
creasing capital investment projects world
wide, the interdependence of people in local, 
national, and global communities, and the 
existence of large numbers of unsafe build
ings, vulnerable critical facilities, and fragile 
lifeline systems; 

Whereas on December 11, 1987, the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations estab
lished on International Decade for Natural 
Disaster Reduction beginning in 1990; 

Whereas the goal of the International 
Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction is to 
promote cooperative efforts between na
tions to reduce the ravages of all types of 
natural hazards through the international 
exchange of data, the identification of gaps 
in knowledge, cooperative research projects, 
implementation of mitigation measures, pre
paredness planning and hazard awareness, 
and the timely and effective transfer of in
formation and knowledge; 

Whereas the International Decade for 
Natural Disaster Reduction requires the co
operation of all nations to successfully meet 
its goal; 

Whereas the United States suffers from 
the destructive occurrences of earthquakes, 
tsunamis, volcanoes, floods, hurricanes, ty
phoons, tornadoes, landslides, and wildfires 
with attendant loss of life and property; 

Whereas in 1977, Congress passed the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act <Public 
Law 95-124> mandating the Federal Emer
gency Management Agency, United States 
Geological Survey, National Science Foun
dation, the National Bureau of Standards, 
and other Federal agencies to develop a 
comprehensive national program to reduce 
the risks to and losses of life and property 
from future earthquakes and to contribute 
to earthquake hazards reduction through 
programs undertaken as part of the basic 
missions of these agencies; and 

Whereas Congress, recognizing that natu
ral and technological hazards may not be in
dependent of one another in any given dis
aster and that planning for and responding 
to different hazards have certain common 
elements, established the Multihazard Re
search, Planning, and Mitigation Program, a 
program with goals similar to those of the 
International Decade for Natural Disaster 
Reduction, in the 1980 reauthorization of 
the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
(Public Law 96-472>; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That Congress 
strongly endorses the establishment of a 
United States Decade for Natural Disaster 
Reduction as a means of supporting the 
goal of the International Decade for Natu
ral Disaster Reduction to enhance existing 
cooperative efforts and promote cooperative 
efforts to reduce the devastating impact of 
natural hazards in the United States and 
throughout the world. 
• Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting a concurrent resolution 
endorsing the establishment of a U.S. 
Decade for Natural Disaster Reduc
tion in support of a U.N. resolution es
tablishing an International Decade for 
Natural Disaster Reduction that is to 
begin in 1990. The U.N. resolution, 
adopted by unanimous consent on De
cember 11, 1987, calls on national gov
ernments to participate in concentrat
ed efforts to reduce the losses incurred 
by natural disasters. It suggests coun
tries guide hazard reduction efforts 

and facilitate the timely and effective 
transfer of pertinent knowledge. 

Individuals shoulder the brunt of 
the losses caused by natural disasters 
such as earthquakes, tornadoes, hurri
canes, floods, wildfires, and so forth. 
The human suffering that occurs ex
tends beyond the physical losses of 
property to the emotional struggle of 
beginning again. Yet, the ramifica
tions resulting from natural disasters 
affect the economic viability of local 
and national governments. 

National treasuries are drained in 
the post disaster relief and recovery 
phases of the disaster cycle. Millions 
of people have died, and short-term 
property losses to the U.S. Treasury 
from floods during the past few dec
ades are estimated at $1 billion. Pro
jections for the drop in U.S. GNP from 
a large earthquake in southern Cali
fornia are placed at 5 percent. Moder
ate, more frequently occurring disas
ters, as well as the large, less frequent 
catastrophes, can have severe negative 
impacts on our Nation. 

As more and more floods, earth
quakes, or wildfires are occurring, the 
public is becoming more and more con
cerned about area response capabili
ties. After the October 1, 1987, quake 
in Los Angeles, the University of Utah 
Survey Research Center conducted a 
survey of 700 adults. Questions about 
resident perceptions of earthquake 
risks were asked. The greatest degree 
of concern revolved around potential 
injuries to self or family members and 
the abilities of the medical services to 
deal with them. The earthquake 
threat was felt to be serious enough to 
justify various regulations on building 
construction and land use. 

Sufficient knowledge about causes, 
effects, and remedies exists to permit 
a substantial reduction of losses in
curred by natural disasters. Yet, wide
spread failure to use this knowledge is 
occurring. In order to formally address 
the task of hazard reduction, we will 
need the active involvement of 
member States, as well as relevant sci
entific, technical, academic, and other 
nongovernmental organizations. All 
must join together in the develop
ment, dissemination, and application 
of future and existing knowledge. An 
institutional framework for the 
timely, effective exchange of knowl
edge and expertise is needed. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to support the Internation
al Decade for Natural Disaster Reduc
tion by endorsing the establishment of 
the U.S. Decade for Natural Disaster 
Reduction. Our Nation's participation 
would serve not only to enhance inter
national cooperation for the reduction 
of losses from disasters globally but 
also could lead to better cooperative 
hazard reduction successes in our own 
country. Mr. President, I look forward 
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to prompt approval of this legisla
tion.• 

SENATE RESOLUTION 450-TO 
ACKNOWLEDGE THE SERVICE 
PROVIDED TO CONSUMERS BY 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF REGULATORY UTILITY 
COMMISSIONERS 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. BURDICK) sub

mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and passed: 

S. RES. 450 
Whereas the National Association of Reg

ulatory Utility Commissioners [NARUCJ 
was formed by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in 1889 as a nonprofit quasi
governmental organization to promote 
greater uniformity in the regulation of rail
roads; and 

Whereas NARUC membership has grown 
to include local, State, Federal, territorial 
and international agencies engaged in regu
lating public utilities, including telecom
munications, gas, electric and water compa
nies, and motor carriers; and 

Whereas NARUC is celebrating 100 years 
as a major force in studying and solving reg
ulatory problems, promoting uniform and 
effective regulation and improving public 
understanding of utility regulation in the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the Senate recognizes the 
contributions of the National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners and con
gratulates NARUC on its first 100 years of 
service. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 451-AU
THORIZING USE OF THE HART 
BUILDING ATRIUM FOR A CON
CERT BY THE CONGRESSION
AL CHORUS 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. ROCKEFELLER) 

submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 451 
Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate 

Hart Office Building may be used from 
12:00 noon until 1:00 p.m. on July 12, 1988, 
for a concert of American music presented 
by the Congressional Chorus. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOP
MENT PROGRAM REFORM ACT 

BUMPERS <AND WEICKER> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2512. 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr. 
WEICKER) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1993) to amend the Small 
Business Act to improve the growth 
and development of small business 
concerns owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged 
individuals, especially through partici
pation in the Federal procurement 
process, and for other purposes; as fol
lows: 

In section 204 of the Committee amend
ment, in the proposed section 7(j)(10)(l) of 
the Small Business Act-

(1) in the second sentence, strike "deems" 
and insert ", or a designee of such officer, 
determines"; 

<2> in the second sentence, after "15 days" 
insert "after making such a determination"; 
and 

<3> in the last sentence, strike "60 days" 
and insert "90 days". 

In section 205 of the Committee amend
ment, in the proposed section 7(j)(l0)(J)(ii) 
of the Small Business Act, strike "shall initi
ate" and insert "may initiate". 

In section 403 of the Committee amend
ment, in the proposed section 8<a><17><A> of 
the Small Business Act, strike "the con
cern" and insert "any concern". 

In section 722 of the Committee amend
ment, strike the second sentence and insert 
in lieu the following: "Any numerical size 
standard that pertains to any of the desig
nated industry groups, and that is in effect 
on September 30, 1988, shall remain in 
effect for the duration of the Program, 
except for the size standard pertaining to 
standard industrial classification code 1629 
<Dredging and Surface Cleanup Activities)." 

BUMPERS AMENDMENT NO. 2513 
Mr. BUMPERS proposed an amend

ment to the bill <S. 1993) supra; as fol
lows: 

At the end of title IV, add the following: 
SEC. 406. STUDY OF DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACT 

AWARDS. 
(a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that 

contracting opportunities under section 8(a) 
of the Small Business Act have been award
ed to Program Participants in a manner 
that has resulted in firms in certain States 
receiving very large numbers of contract 
awards, aggregating to a very high percent
age of the total dollars awarded in each 
fiscal year. Such a pattern of uneven distri
bution of contract awards results in Pro
gram Participants in the majority of the 
States receiving substantially fewer contract 
awards, and commensurately fewer of the 
business development opportunities provid
ed by the contract awards made under the 
authority of section 8(a). 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.-The Small Busi
ness Administration is directed to conduct a 
study of the geographic distribution of con
tract awards made pursuant to section 8<a> 
during fiscal year 1983 through fiscal year 
1987. Within 1 year from the date of enact
ment of this Act, the Small Business Admin
istration shall furnish a report on the re
sults of its study to the Committees on 
Small Business of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. The report shall include 
appropriate recommendations for changes 
in law, regulations, or practices to effect a 
more equitable distribution of 8(a) contract
ing opportunities among Program Partici
pants in States having significant minority 
business populations. 

(C) POLICY DIRECTION.-Section 8(a)(10) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
637(a)(10)) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: "In carrying out such 
program, the Administration shall make a 
sustained and substantial effort to solicit 
applications for Program certification from 
small business concerns located in areas of 
concentrated unemployment or underem
ployment or within labor surplus areas and 
within States having relatively few Program 
Participants or receiving relatively few con
tract awards under the authority of this 
subsection.". 

At the end of title IV in the table of con
tents, add the following: 

Sec. 406. Study of distribution of contract 
awards. 

DIXON AMENDMENT NO. 2514 
Mr. DIXON proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1993, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 102, beginning on line 6, strike all 
through line 25, and insert the following: 
SEC. 603. SUBCONTRACTING PROGRAM COMPLI

ANCE. 
Section 8(d)(4)(E) of the Small Business 

Act <15 U.S.C. 637<d><4><E» is amended-
<1> by striking out "<E>" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "(E)(i)", and 
<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new clause: 
"(ii) Each contract subject to the require

ments of this paragraph or paragraph <5> 
shall contain a provision authorizing the 
Secretary of a department or the head of an 
agency to include, in accordance with regu
lations promulgated pursuant to section 22 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act <41 U.S.C. 418b), a provision for the pay
ment of liquidated damages upon a finding 
that a prime contractor has failed to make a 
good faith effort to comply with the re
quirements imposed on such contractor by 
this subsection. The Contractor shall be af
forded an opportunity to demonstrate a 
good faith effort regarding compliance prior 
to the contracting officer's final decision. A 
final decision of a contracting officer re
garding the contractor's obligation to pay 
such damages, or the amounts thereof, shall 
be subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 601-613). The agency award
ing the contract shall ensure that the goals 
offered by the apparent successful bidder or 
offeror are not substantially less than the 
actual performance of such bidder or of
feror on prior contracts.". 

DIXON <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2515 

Mr. DIXON (for himself, Mr. NUNN, 
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. 
BoREN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1993, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following 
new title: 

TITLE VIII-PREFERRED SURETY BOND 
GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Preferred 

Surety Bond Guarantee Program Act of 
1988". 
SEC. 802. AUTHORITY OF THE ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 411(a) of the Small Business In
vestment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694b(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a)(l) The Administration may, upon 
such terms and conditions as it may pre
scribe, guarantee and enter into commit
ments to guarantee any surety against loss, 
as hereafter provided, as the result of a 
breach of the terms of a bid bond, payment 
bond, performance bond, or bonds ancillary 
thereto, by a principal on any contract up to 
$1,250,000. 

"(2) The terms and conditions of said 
guarantees and commitments may vary 
from surety to surety on the basis of the 
Administration's experience with the par
ticular surety. 

"<3> The Administration may authorize 
any surety, without further Administration 
approval, to issue, monitor, and service such 
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bonds subject to the Administration's guar
antee. 

"(4) No such guarantee may be 1ssued, 
unless-

"(A) the person who would be principal 
under the bond is a small business concern; 

"(B) the bond is required in order for such 
person to bid on a contract, or to serve as a 
prime contractor or subcontractor thereon; 

"(C) such person is not able to obtain such 
bond on reasonable terms and conditions 
without a guarantee under this section; and 

"<D> there is a reasonable expectation 
that such principal will perform the cov
enants and conditions of the contract with 
respect to which such bond is required, and 
the terms and conditions of such bond are 
reasonable in the light of the risks involved 
and the extent of the surety's participa
tion.". 
SEC. 803.1NDEMNIFICATION. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 41l<b> of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 <15 
U.S.C. 694b(b)) is amended-

(1) by striking paragraph (3), 
(2) by striking "; and" and inserting a 

period at the end of paragraph (2), 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) as 

paragraph <3>, 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (1) the 

following new paragraph: 
"<2> a surety must obtain approval from 

the Administration prior to making any 
payments pursuant to this subsection unless 
the surety is participating under the author
ity of section 41l<a><3>; and", and 

(5) by inserting at the end the following 
new sentence: 
"In no event shall the Administration pay a 
surety pursuant to this subsection an 
amount exceeding the guaranteed share of 
the bond available to such surety pursuant 
to subsection <a>.". 

(b) AMOUNT OF INDEMNIFICATION.-Section 
41l<c> of the Small Business Investment Act 
of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 694b(c)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"<c> Any guarantee or agreement to in
demnify under this section shall obligate 
the Administration to pay to the surety a 
sum-

"(1) not to exceed 70 percent of the loss 
incurred and paid by a surety authorized to 
issue bonds subject to the Administration's 
guarantee under subsection (a)(3); 

"(2) not to exceed 90 percent of the loss 
incurred and paid in the case of a surety re
quiring the Administration's specific ap
proval for the issuance of such bond, but in 
no event may the Administration make any 
duplicate payment pursuant to subsection 
<b> or any other subsection; 

"(3) equal to 90 percent of the loss in
curred and paid in the case of a surety re
quiring the administration's specific approv
al for the issuance of a bond, if-

"<A> the total amount of the contract at 
the time of execution of the bond or bonds 
is $150,000 or less, or 

"<B> the bond was issued to a small busi
ness concern owned and controlled by so
cially and economically disadvantaged indi
viduals as defined by section 8<d> of the 
Small Business Act; or 

(C) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATION'S LI
ABILITY.-Section 411(e) of the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 
694b<e» is amended-

<1> by striking "or" at the end of para
graph (1), 

<2> by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph < 2 > and inserting a comma, and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(3) the surety has breached a material 
term or condition of such guarantee agree
ment, or 

"(4) the surety has substantially violated 
the regulations promulgated by the Admin
istration pursuant to subsection (d).". 
SEC. 804. REPORTS AND AUDITS OF PARTICIPATING 

SURETIES. 
Section 411(g) of the Small Business In

vestment Act <15 U.S.C. 694b(g)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(g)(1) Each participating surety shall 
make reports to the Administration at such 
times and in such form as the Administra
tion may require. 

"(2) The Administration may at all rea
sonable times audit, in the offices of a par
ticipating surety, all documents, files, books, 
records, and other material relevant to the 
Administration's guarantee, commitments 
to guarantee, or agreements to indemnify 
any surety pursuant to this section. 

"(3) Each surety participating under the 
authority of paragraph (3) of subsection <a> 
shall be audited at least once each year by 
examiners selected and approved by the Ad
ministration.". 
SEC. 805. REGULATIONS. 

The Administration shall promulgate 
final regulations to implement the amend
ments made by this title not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
title. 
SEC. 806. EVALUATION AND REPORT. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States shall transmit a 
report to the Small Business Committees of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, 
which evaluates-

< 1 > the amendments made by this title, 
<2> whether participation in the Program 

by standard surety firms has been expand
ed, and 

(3) whether access to bonds by small busi
ness concerns especially small business con
cerns owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals has 
been improved. 
The report shall cover the first 2 full fiscal 
years following the date of enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 807. SUNSET. 

The provisions contained in section 
41l<a><3> of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694b(a)(3)), shall 
cease to be effective on September 30, 1991, 
or on the last day of the third full fiscal 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
whichever is later. 
SEC. 808. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) FuND.-Section 412 of the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 <15 U.S.C. 694c> 
is amended-

<1> by inserting an "(a)" before "There", 
and 

(2) by adding at the end of subsection <a>. 
the following new subsection: 

"(b) Such sums as may be appropriated to 
the Fund to carry out the programs author
ized by this part shall be without fiscal year 
limitation.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.-For fiscal year 1989, 
to such extent or in such amount as may be 
provided in appropriations Acts, the admin
istration is authorized to enter into guaran
tees not to exceed $1,600,000,000 for the 
programs authorized by part B of title IV of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958. 

(C) SIZE STANDARDS.-Section 411 Of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 <15 
U.S.C. 694b> is further amended by adding 

at the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(j) In prescribing special size standards 
for participation in the program authorized 
by this section, the Administration shall 
ensure that a firm meeting such size stand
ard may be determined to be a small busi
ness concern under the size standard estab
lishing its eligibility to participate in the 
other programs of the Administration.". 
SEC. 809. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
the provisions of this title shall become ef
fective upon the expiration of 180 days after 
the date of its enactment. 

At the end of the table of contents, add 
the following: 

TITLE VIII-PREFERRED SURETY 
BOND GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

Sec. 801. Short Title. 
Sec. 802. Authority of the Administration. 
Sec. 803. Indemnification. 
Sec. 804. Reports and Audits of Participat-

ing Sureties. 
Sec. 805. Regulations. 
Sec. 806. Evaluation and Report. 
Sec. 807. Sunset. 
Sec. 808. Miscellaneous Provisions. 
Sec. 809. Effective Date. 

HARKIN AMENDMENT NO. 2516 
Mr. BUMPERS (for Mr. HARKIN) 

proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1993, supra; as follows: 

In section 404, at the end of the proposed 
section 8<a><18> of the Small Business Act, 
add the following new subparagraph: 

"<C) Notwithstanding a Program Partici
pant's graduation pursuant to section 
7(j>OO><G> of this Act, the Administration is 
authorized to approve a contract modifica
tion (including the exercise of an option> 
within 30 days after the date of that Partici
pant's graduation, if such contract modifica
tion was recommended for approval by the 
procuring agency prior to that Participant's 
graduation from the Program. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1989 

INOUYE AMENDMENTS NOS. 2517 
AND 2518 

Mr. INOUYE proposed two amend
ments to the bill <H.R. 4637) making 
appropriations for foreign operations, 
export financing, and related pro
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1989, and for other pur
poses; as follows: 

On page 8, line 10, delete "$8,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$800,000"; 

On page 9, line 13, delete "$2,500,000"; 
On page 39, line 12, delete "on" and insert 

in lieu thereof "or"; 
On page 118, lines 18 and 26, delete the 

comma after "sale)" in both places where it 
appears. 
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AMENDMENT No. 2518 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new provision: 

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS 
SEc. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act, the following amounts are 
hereby appropriated in lieu of amounts con
tained previously herein: for payment to the 
International Development Association, 
$952,876, 717; for "International Organiza
tions and Programs", $217,219,666, of which 
not more than $13,500,000 shall be made 
available for the International Atomic 
Energy Agency; for administrative expenses 
of the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, not to exceed $20,490,000: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, no funds shall be appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act for 
payment to the International Finance Cor
poration or for payment to the African De
velopment Bank: Provided further, That the 
authority contained in section 515 of this 
Act may not be exercised to deobligate and 
reobligate funds previously obligated for the 
"Economic Support Fund", notwithstanding 
the provisions of that section. 

KENNEDY <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2519 

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
and Mr. KERRY) proposed an amend
ment to the bill H.R. 4637, supra; as 
follows; 

On page 63, line 11, strike out "be in the 
identical format as" and insert in lieu there
of "continue to include the same type of in
formation as is contained in". 

On page 63, line 14, add, after "June 6, 
1986," the following: "and shall be in a 
format to be developed in consultation with 
the appropriate congressional committees." 

KASTEN AMENDMENT NO. 2520 
Mr. KASTEN proposed an amend

ment to the amendment No. 2519 to 
the bill H.R. 4637, supra; as follows; 

On page 63, line 14, at the end of the 
amendment, add the following: «Provided, 
That any such changes are approved by leg
islation.". 

STEVENS <AND FORD> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2521 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr. 
FORD) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4637, supra; as follows; 

At the appropriate place insert: 
SEC. -. OLD EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING. 

(a) ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS OF MONEY AND 
PRoPERTY.-The Director of the Office of 
Administration is authorized to-

(1) accept, hold, administer, utilize and 
sell gifts and bequests of property, both real 
and personal, and loans of personal proper
ty other than money; and 

<2> accept and utilize voluntary and un
compensated services; 
for the purpose of aiding, benefiting, or fa
cilitating the work of preservation, restora
tion, renovation, rehabilitation, or historic 
furnishing of the Old Executive Office 
Building and the grounds thereof. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FuND.-There is es
tablished in the Treasury a fund for use in 
accordance with provisions of this section. 
Amounts of money and proceeds from the 

sale of property accepted under subsection 
(a) shall be deposited in the fund, which 
shall be available to the Director of the 
Office of Administration. Such funds shall 
be held in trust by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(c) UsE OF FuND.-Property accepted pur
suant to this section or the proceeds from 
the sale thereof, shall be used as nearly as 
possible in accordance with the terms of the 
gift or bequest. The Director of the Office 
of Administration shall not accept any gift 
under this section that is expressly condi
tioned on any expenditure not to be met 
from the gift itself unless such expenditure 
has been approved by an Act of Congress. 

(d) TAXEs.-For the purpose of the Feder
al income, estate, and gift tax laws, property 
accepted under this section shall be consid
ered as a gift, bequest, or devise to the 
United States. 

PRYOR AMENDMENT NO. 2522 

(d) As used in this section, the term "con
sulting services" includes any service within 
the definition of "Advisory and Assistance 
Services" in Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-120, dated January 4, 
1988. 

HATFIELD AMENDMENT NO. 2523 
Mr. KASTEN (for Mr. HATFIELD) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 4637, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. -. Not less than 25 percent of the 
Economic Support Funds made available for 
El Salvador by this Act shall be used for 
projects and activities in accordance with 
the provisions applicable to assistance under 
chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2524 Mr. PRYOR proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4637, supra; as Mr. INOUYE <for Mr. HELMS) pro-
follows: posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 4637, supra; as follows: 
CONSULTING SERVICES 

SEc. . <a)(l) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, no department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United 
States Government receiving appropriated 
funds under this Act for fiscal year 1989, 
shall, during fiscal year 1989, obligate and 
expend funds for consulting services involv
ing management and professional services; 
special studies and analyses; technical as
sistance; and management review of pro
gram funded organizations; in excess of an 
amount equal to 85 percent of the amount 
obligated and expended by such depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality for such 
services during fiscal year 1987. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, no department, agency, or in
strumentality of the United States Govern
ment receiving appropriated funds under 
this Act for fiscal year 1989, shall, during 
fiscal year 1989, obligate and expend funds 
for consulting services involving manage
ment and support services for research and 
development activities; engineering develop
ment and operational systems development; 
technical representatives; training; quality 
control, testing, and inspection services; spe
cialized medical services; and public rela
tions; in excess of an amount equal to 95 
percent of the amount obligated and ex
pended by such department, agency, or in
strumentality for such services during fiscal 
year 1987. 

(b) The Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget shall take such action as 
may be necessary, through budget instruc
tions or otherwise, to direct each depart
ment, agency, and instrumentality of the 
United States to comply with the provisions 
of section 1114 of title 31, United States 
Code. 

<c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the aggregate amount of funds 
appropriated by this Act to any such depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality for fiscal 
year 1989 is reduced by an amount equal 
to-

(1) 15 percent of the amount expended by 
such department, agency, or instrumentali
ty during fiscal year 1987 for purposes de
scribed under subsection (a)(1); and 

(2) 5 percent of the amount expended by 
such department, agency, or instrumentali
ty during fiscal year 1987 for purposes de
scribed under subsection (a)(2). 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

SEc. 590. Of the funds specified in this Act 
for Costa Rica under the heading Economic 
Support Fund, $20,000,000 shall be obligat
ed, but shall not be expended, except as pro
vided in the fourth proviso, until the Gov
ernment of Costa Rica and an American cit
izen, whose property and businesses in the 
vicinity of Limon Province, Costa Rica were 
affected by actions of the Government of 
Costa Rica <Junta de Administracion Por
tuaria y de Desarrollo Economico de laVer
tiente Atlantica, or JAPDEVA, an agency of 
the Government of Costa Rica) reach a set
tlement concerning compensation: Provided, 
That in order to facilitate such a settlement 
the Department of State shall select an in
dependent factfinder. The factfinder shall 
issue a report of his findings by December 
31, 1988: Provided further, That if the two 
parties have not reached a full and final set
tlement of this matter, including a complete 
waiver of further claims and liabilities 
against the Governments of Costa Rica and 
the United States, by February 28, 1989, 
then the Department of State shall request 
that both parties submit the disagreement 
to binding international arbitration in ac
cordance with the rules of procedure of the 
Inter-American Commercial Arbitration 
Commission. The Commission shall select 
the arbitrators, and may appoint such ex
perts as it finds necessary in order to estab
lish a base of factual and financial informa
tion for the case: Provided further, That if 
the Government of Costa Rica refuses to 
agree to binding international arbitration, 
then the $20,000,000 shall be deobligated 
and immediately returned to the Treasury 
of the United States: Provided further, That 
if the United States citizen refuses to agree 
to binding international arbitration and re
fuses to agree that the award resulting from 
the arbitration will constitute a full and 
final settlement of any and all claims, liabil
ities and demands, including those which 
may be directed at the United States, its of
ficers, agents and employees, then the 
$20,000,000 shall be made available for ex
penditure to the Government of Costa Rica: 
Provided further, That arbitrators shall con
sider maintenance costs, interest costs, pro
fessional fee costs, land, business and asset 
valuations and all other matters they deem 
appropriate: Provided further, That nothing 
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in this provision shall prevent the two par
ties prior to a final arbitration award from 
reaching a binding full and final written 
agreement outside the arbitration proceed
ings: Provided further, That funds previous
ly appropriated for the Economic support 
funds shall be used to pay for the reasona
ble costs of the activities of the factfinder, 
the International Arbitration Commission, 
the arbitrators and the experts appointed 
by the arbitrators. 

GRASSLEY (AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2525 

Mr. KASTEN <for Mr. GRASSLEY, for 
himself, Mr. DOLE, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. HUMPHREY, and Mr. 
KAsTEN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 4637, supra; as follows: 

Add the following to title V <General Pro
visions): 

SEC. . Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be made available, directly or 
through any programs funded under the 
heading International Organizations and 
programs, for assistance to be provided 
inside Afghanistan if that assistance would 
be provided through the Soviet-backed Gov
ernment of Afghanistan. 

KASTEN AMENDMENT NO. 2526 
Mr. KASTEN proposed an amend

ment to the bill, H.R. 4637, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following section: 

SEc. . In the administration of programs 
for which partial or full responsibility lies 
with the Agency for International Develop
ment, any requirement for waterborne 
export from Great Lakes ports shall be con
strued to be a requirement that such export 
be through the St. Lawrence Seaway 
system. 

SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 2527 
Mr. SIMON proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 4637, supra; as follows: 
On page 91, line 14, between the words 

"are" and "restored", insert the word 
"being". 

HUMPHREY AMENDMENT NO. 
2528 

Mr. HUMPHREY proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4637, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 4, line 14, strike the period and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: "Provid
ed further, That none of the funds shall be 
made available until the policies of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development with respects to the extension 
of loans are revised to incorporate rates of 
interest, periods of duration, rules with re
spect to the establishment of collateral, 
terms of repayment, and other relevant 
terms which are no more favorable than 
those which are available, on the average, to 
the American family farmer.". 

HUMPHREY AMENDMENT NO. 
2529 

Mr. HUMPHREY proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4637, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 4, line 25, insert the following: Mr. ROTH) proposed an amendment to 
strike "$931,176,717" and insert in lieu the bill H.R. 4637, supra; as follows: 
thereof "$0". 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2530 
Mr. INOUYE (for Mr. HELMS) pro

posed an amendment to the bill <H.R. 
4637), supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

SEc. 590. Of the funds specified in this Act 
for Costa Rica under the heading Economic 
Support Fund, $20,000,000 shall be obligat
ed, but shall not be expended, except as pro
vided by the second and fourth provisos of 
this section, until the Government of Costa 
Rica and an American citizen, whose proper
ty and businesses in the vicinity of Limon 
Province, Costa Rica were affected by ac
tions of the Government of Costa Rica 
<Junta de Administracion Portuaria y de De
sarrollo Economico de la Vertiete Atlantica, 
or JAPDEVA, an agency of the Government 
of Costa Rica> reach a settlement concern
ing compensation: Provided, That in order 
to facilitate such a settlement the Depart
ment of State shall, upon enactment of this 
Act, request that both parties submit the 
disagreement to binding international arbi
tration in accordance with the rules of pro
cedure of the Inter-American Commercial 
Arbitration Commission. The Commission 
shall select the arbitrators, and may appoint 
such experts as it finds necessary in order to 
establish a base of factual and financial in
formation for the case: Provided further, 
That, if, within 60 days after the enactment 
of this Act the Government of Costa Rica 
has agreed to binding international arbitra
tion, then the $20,000,000 shall be made 
available for expenditure to the Govern
ment of Costa Rica: Provided further, That, 
if, within 60 days after enactment of this 
Act, the Government of Costa Rica has not 
agreed to binding international arbitration, 
then the $20,000,000 shall be deobligated 
and immediately returned to the Treasury 
of the United States: Provided further, That 
if within 60 days after enactment of this 
Act, the United States citizen has not 
agreed to binding international arbitration 
and has not agreed that the award resulting 
from the arbitration will constitute a full 
and final settlement of any and all claims, 
liabilities and demands, including those 
which may be directed at the United States, 
its officers, agents and employees, then the 
$20,000,000 shall be made available for ex
penditure to the Government of Costa Rica: 
Provided further, That arbitrators shall con
sider maintenance costs, interest costs, pro
fessional fee costs, land, business and asset 
valuations and all other matters they deem 
appropriate: Provided further, That nothing 
in this provision shall prevent the two par
ties prior to a final arbitration award from 
reaching a binding full and final written 
agreement outside the arbitration proceed
ings: Provided further, That funds previous
ly appropriated for the Economic Support 
Fund shall be used to pay for the reasona
ble costs of arbitration. 

DECONCINI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2531 

Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. PELL, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. D'AMA.TO, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LEviN, and 

On page 120, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 592. (a) No sale of any AGM-650 D-G 
missiles may be made after July 6, 1988, and 
no delivery of any such missiles may be 
made under a sale made after that date, to 
any country bordering the Persian Gulf. 

(b) Subsection <a> includes a prohibition 
against the sale or delivery of any AGM-
650D/G MAVERICK missiles under the 
numbered certification transmitted to the 
Congress on July 7, 1988 <transmittal 
number 88-39). 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 2532 
Mr. GRAMM proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 4637, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 7, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 

"SEQUESTRATION OF FUNDS 

"Of the funds appropriated by this Act for 
payment to the International Bank for Re
construction and Development, the Interna
tional Development Association, the Inter
national Finance Corporation, the African 
Development Fund, the African Develop
ment Bank, and for the United States con
tribution to the Asian Development Fund, 
all such funds shall be withheld from obli
gation or expenditure if the initial report 
transmitted to the President under section 
251 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Reaffirmation Act of 1987, sets forth a defi
cit excess that is greater than 
$10,000,000,000, and unachieved deficit re
duction greater than zero; and all such 
funds shall be permanently sequestered if 
the final report transmitted to the Presi
dent under section 251 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended by the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Reaffirmation Act 
of 1987, sets forth a deficit excess and una
chieved deficit reduction <not accounting 
for outlay reductions made pursuant to this 
sentence) that would require aggregate 
outlay reductions pursuant to such Acts: 
Provided however, That the aggregate 
outlay reductions shall be applied in such 
case to other outlays only if the deficit 
excess equals $10,000,000,000 or more and 
unachieved deficit reduction equals more 
than zero after accounting in each case for 
outlays permanently sequestered pursuant 
to the provisions of this sentence; if, howev
er, such final report to the President states 
that no aggregate outlay reductions are re
quired, then the funds withheld pursuant to 
this sentence shall be released; and while 
such funds are withheld or permanently se
questered the United States Governor of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development may not subscribe to the 
callable capital portion of the United States 
share of increases in the capital stock of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development nor may the United States 
Governor of the African Development Bank 
subscribe to the callable capital stock of the 
African Development Bank. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO

PRIATIONS ACT, FISCAL YEAR 
1989 

HATFIELD AMENDMENT NO. 2533 
Mr. HATFIELD proposed an amend

ment to the bill <H.R. 4776) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1989, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. . <a> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, for purposes of zoning reg
ulations of the District of Columbia, the 
premises on squares 4302 through 4305, and 
parcels 167/64, 167/65, 167/67 and 167/68 in 
the District of Columbia shall be considered 
to be an eleemosynary institution in accord
ance with the decision of the Deputy Zoning 
Administrator on December 23, 1986, as au
thorized by the Certificate of Occupancy 
Number B-26019 dated November 8, 1960, 
and that the current use of the premises is 
within the non-conforming use of rights as 
permitted by such Certificate of Occupancy. 

(b) Subsection <a> shall not be construed 
to require any new license unless such was 
required by District of Columbia law prior 
to the adoption of Zoning Commission 
Order Number 347 dated July 9, 1981. 

EXON AMENDMENT NO. 2534 
Mr. EXON proposed an amendment 

to the bill <H.R. 4776) supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 24, line 19 strike the world "Fed
eral". 

HUMPHREY AMENDMENT NO. 
2535 

Mr. HUMPHREY proposed an 
amendment to the bill <H.R. 4776), 
supra; as follows: 

On page 24, line 19, strike the world "Fed
eral". 

On page 24, line 22, strike everything after 
the semicolon, through page 25, line 3, and 
insert in lieu thereof a period. 

WARNER AMENDMENT NO. 2536 
Mr. WARNER (for himself, Ms. MI

KULSKI, Mr. TRIBLE, and Mr. SARBANES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
<H.R. 4776), supra; as follows: 

At the end of Title I, insert the following 
new section: 

SEc. . (a) If by May 1, 1989, the District 
of Columbia government has not adopted 
and implemented a preference system that 
does not preclude the hiring of noncity resi
dents, none of the Federal funds provided or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to pay the salary or expenses of any of
ficer, employee, or agent who is engaged in 
implementing, administering, or enforcing a 
District of Columbia residency requirement 
with respect to employees of the Govern
ment of the District of Columbia. 

(b) After the date of enactment of this 
section, the District shall not dismiss any 
employees currently facing adverse job 

action for failure to comply with the resi
dency requirement. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that the Special Committee on Aging 
has scheduled a field hearing entitled, 
"The American Indian Elderly: The 
Forgotten Population." 

The hearing will begin at 10 a.m. on 
Thursday, July 21, 1988, at the Billy 
Mills Center, Pine Ridge, SD. The 
hearing will be chaired by Senator 
LARRY PRESSLER. 

For further information, please con
tact Herbert Weiss at (202) 224-5842. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST 
OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the hearing 
scheduled for Wednesday, July 6, 1988, 
by the Subcommittee on Federal Serv
ice, Post Office, and Civil Service, of 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs has been postponed until Friday, 
July 8, 1988. The subcommittee will 
hear witnesses from the Office of the 
Inspector General and the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency, Department 
of Defense, and private sector experts. 

The hearing is scheduled for 9:30 
a.m., in room SD-342, Senate Dirksen 
Office Building. For further informa
ton, please call Ed Gleiman, subcom
mittee staff director, on 224-2254. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that the hearing on S. 2148, the Omni
bus Oregon Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act of 1988, before the Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, National Parks and 
Forests will be held at 2 p.m. on July 
26, 1988. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Governmen
tal Affairs Committee will hold a 
markup on Tuesday, July 12, at 10 
a.m. on the following legislation: S. 
2449, the Postal Service Budgetary 
Treatment Act of 1988; S. 2478, the Bi
ennial Budget Act of 1988; S. 1992, to 
promote intergovernmental and inter
agency cooperation in the develop
ment of ground water policy; and 
other pending legislation. For further 
information, please call Len Weiss, 
staff director, at 224-4751. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce that the Governmental Affairs 
Committee will hold a hearing on 
Wednesday, July 13, at 9:30 a.m., on 
the cost of environmental cleanup and 
compliance at DOE defense sites. For 
further information, please call Len 
Weiss, staff director, at 224-4751. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 

that a hearing has been scheduled 
before the full Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place on 
Thursday, July 14 at 11 a.m. in room 
SD-366 of the Senate Dirksen Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to con
sider the nomination of Elizabeth A. 
Moler to be a member of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission. 

For further information, please con
tact Mike Harvey, chief counsel at 
202-224-0611. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate Thursday, July 
7, 1988, to conduct hearings on the 
nomination of John P. LaWare, of 
Massachusetts, to be a member of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System for a term of 14 years 
from February 1, 1988. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, July 7, 1988, 
to hold an oversight hearing on a com
munity-based mental health initiative 
for Indian people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A TRIBUTE TO FIVE FIREMEN 
FROMHACKENSACK,NJ 

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
today the city of Hackensack, NJ, will 
bury the last of five firefighters killed 
on July 1 while fighting a tragic fire. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in 
paying respect to the families of these 
victims and in paying tribute to these 
brave men who gave their lives to pro
tect their community. 

Capt. Richard Williams, 54, a 24-year 
veteran of the firefighting force; Lt. 
Richard Reinhagen, 48, a 23-year vet
eran; William Krejsa, 52, a 24-year vet
eran; Leonard Radumski, 38, a 13-year 
veteran; and Richard Ennis, 30, a 5-
year veteran, were killed when the 
roof of a burning car dealership col
lapsed on them. They were the first 
firefighters ever killed in the line of 
duty in the 117-year history of the 
Hackensack Fire Department. 

The families, colleagues, and neigh
bors of these brave men will feel this 
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tragic loss for a long time to come. But 
I hope that they will find some com
fort from the unselfish commitment of 
their loved ones to serving their com
munity, putting the safety of others 
above their own. 

As citizens, we have a communal re
sponsibility to care for the people in 
need who live among us. No one has 
lived up to that responsibility better 
than these brave firefighters who 
knew the dangers that faced them 
every time they went to work, yet who 
continued to serve their community 
with pride and dedication. 

These men will be sorely missed by 
all of us.e 

WHY HIGH RATES PROVE 
FOOLISH 

e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
rise today to share with my colleagues 
an editorial that appeared in the 
Washington Times on June 15, 1988. 
The editorial, entitled "Why High 
Rates Prove Foolish," provides com
pelling evidence about the need for 
capital gains reform. Relying on a 
recent study by Dr. Michael Darby, a 
top Treasury Department economist, 
the editorial concludes that increasing 
the capital gains tax results in loss of 
tax revenue. 

As I have said before, Mr. President, 
the decision to increase the capital 
gains tax in 1986 was a mistake. From 
1968 to 1977, with the capital gains tax 
at 49 percent, the capital gains real
ized by the upper 1 percent of taxpay
ers fell from $17.9 billion to $15.1 bil
lion. This group accounted for 18.1 
percent of the total taxes. From 1981 
to 1986, when the maximum capital 
gains tax stood at 20 percent, the tax 
revenues paid by the top 1 percent of 
taxpayers increased 90 percent-from 
$51 to $96.7 billion. At the same time, 
this group's percentage of total taxes 
skyrocketed from 18.1 to 26.1 percent. 

As I have stated on many prior occa
sions, when the tax on capital gains is 
too high, venture capital, business 
startups, employment opportunities, 
and technological innovation are re
duced. Obviously, that is detrimental 
to our economy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed in its entirety. 

The article follows: · 
[From the Washington Times, June 15, 

1988] 
WHY HIGH RATES PRovE FooLISH 

<By Warren Brookes) 
When tax reform was being debated, con

servatives warned that raising the capital 
gains tax rate (by wiping out the exemp
tion) as a means of making up for lost reve
nues was foolish. 

They based their warning on experience: 
Every time the tax on capital gains has been 
raised, revenues have fallen, and vice versa. 
Unfortunately the "static-analysis" folks, 
both at the Treasury and at the Joint Tax
ation Committee, didn't agree. 

So the capital gains tax rate effectively 
rose from 20 to 28 percent. To no one's sur
prise, capital gains revenues <which soared 
in the 1986 tax year as investors rushed to 
beat the higher rate> plunged in the 1987 
tax year under the higher rate. 

Now, big states like California, New York 
and Massachusetts have suddenly seen their 
own revenues fall, with fewer reported 
gains, and resulting budget crises. 
If they want to know why, they might 

want to look at a new study done by the 
Treasury's top economist, Michael Darby, 
which shows that the combination of the 
Steiger Amendment of 1978 and the Reagan 
Tax Cut of 1981, which cut capital gains tax 
rates from 49 percent top down to 20 per
cent, actually produced nearly $15 billion in 
higher federal revenues through 1985. 

This rebuts studies both by the Office of 
Tax Analysis at Treasury and the Joint 
Taxation Committee, which Mr. Darby 
shows made fundamental errors in adjust
ing for the economy. 

Mr. Darby also shows that cutting this 
rate back to the 20 percent level, or less, 
would generate a significant gain in revenue, 
not a loss. 

Unhappily, the Democrats, including Mas
sachusetts Gov. Michael Dukakis, are al
ready talking about raising tax rates on the 
rich as a means of balancing the budget-a 
kind of painless demagoguery, full of sound 
and fury but signifying absolutely no intelli
gence. 

If you think that is unfair, just look at the 
Congressional Budget Office analysis of last 
March called "The Capital Gains Tax His
torical Evidence." It shows that following 
the 1969 raise in the capital gains tax rate 
toward its all-time high of 49 percent 
<reached in 1976), realized capital gains fell 
from 4 percent of gross national product to 
2.2 percent by 1977. 

Since the 1978 and 1981 cuts, that figure 
has risen right back up to 4 percent, right 
along with the tax revenues. What is more 
significant is that the biggest rise in reve
nues came from the top 1 percent of taxpay
ers <those with incomes over $100,000) 
whose realized gains soared from 0.7 percent 
of GNP to 2.3 percent, a massive 228 per
cent increase in share. 

This followed an equal, but sickening 
plunge from 1968 to 1977, from 2 percent of 
GNP down to 0.7 percent. In other words, 
the richest taxpayers are the most sensitive 
to changes in tax rates-and are the quick
est to avoid higher tax rates. 

From 1968 to 1977, declared capital gains 
by the top 1 percent fell from $17.9 billion 
to $15.1 billion, which in a period of nearly 
80 percent inflation was a more than 50 per
cent drop. 

Following the 1978 and 1981 capital gains 
tax cuts, the gains realized by this group 
soared from $15.1 billion to $92 billion to an 
estimated $117 billion in 1986, a 674 percent 
rise! 

Indeed, it is fair to say that the principal 
reason why tax revenues paid by the top 1 
percent shot up by 90 percent from 1981 to 
1986 <from $51 billion to $96.7 billion), and 
their share of the total taxes from 18.1 per
cent to 26.1 percent, was the major reduc
tion in capital gains tax rates. 

What is amazing is that the CBO looked 
at this undeniable evidence and then man
aged to conclude that lowering the current 
capital gains tax rate would not generate 
higher revenues! 

Part of the problem in such studies is at
tempting to separate out of the revenue 
trends over time the other economic factors 

(growth, inflation, etc.) which can be used 
by skilled ideologues to obfuscate even these 
seemingly obvious results. 

This is why economists James Gwartney 
and James Long <of Florida State and 
Auburn Universities> took a "snapshot" one
year look at the actual federal tax revenues 
by state and by income group to see if the 
varying rates of state income taxes would 
make any difference to federal tax-paying 
behavior. 

They found it did. In 1979, higher-income 
taxpayers living in states with 10 percent or 
higher marginal tax rates claimed 35 per
cent more shelter losses on their federal tax 
than those same high-income levels living in 
states with lower income tax rates. 

They also claimed 16 percent more in de
ductions for interest, medical expenses, 
charitable contributions and miscellaneous 
expenses. 

In every income group from $20,000 to 
$200,000, taxpayers in the high-tax states 
claimed more federal tax losses and deduc
tions than taxpayers in low-tax states, and 
the differences rose with income levels, sug
gesting that relatively modest reductions in 
income tax percentages can produce huge 
reductions in the use of shelters, and there
fore big rises in taxes paid. 

The value of their study is that it does not 
have to worry about the economic climate, 
because it looks at only one year, and meas
ures actual performance by level of tax, 
state-by-state. And it still proves that high 
tax rates are self-defeating.e 

TIME FOR ACTION IN THE 
ROCHON MATTER 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, this past 
weekend the Nation learned what the 
FBI has known for 3 years: One or 
more FBI agents in the Chicago office 
engaged in a campaign of "retribu
tion" against agent Donald Rochon 
for his complaints of racial harass
ment and discrimination by the 
Bureau. 

I first learned about the Rochon 
matter in 1986 and convened a meet
ing with top officials in the FBI at 
that time. Judge William Webster 
wrote my constituent following that 
meeting and assured him that the 
matter "received the same rigorous at
tention the Bureau applies to all disci
plinary proceedings." Since then, I 
have come to the floor to air the 
Rochon matter and share with my col
leagues what I learned about it follow
ing the confirmation hearing of !t1J3I 
Director William Sessions. The latest 
disclosure only confirms what some of 
us feared would be unprofessional and 
unacceptable conduct by some mem
bers of the FBI. 

In discovery proceedings in Mr. Ro
chon's litigation against the FBI, the 
Bureau submitted a July 1985 state
ment taken of one FBI agent who ac
knowledged that in April of that year 
he and other agents discussed harass
ment of Rochon. The agent described 
discussing having Rochon's public util
ities turned off, sending subscription 
coupons in his name, and following 
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Mr. Rochon home one evening to de
termine where he lived. 

Today, I have written Director Ses
sions and called upon him to start 
taking the corrective steps so the 
Bureau can rid itself of the cloak of 
bigotry and lawlessness that this case 
has brought. Director Sessions is a 
leader who does not need to wait for a 
court of law to tell him what went 
wrong in this case. However, he has in
herited a situation that is infecting 
the entire Bureau and shaking the re
spect of the Nation. He must act to 
correct the problem. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Chica
go Sun-Times and New York Times ar
ticles on the Rochon case be entered 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Chicago Sun-Times, July 6, 19881 

FBI AGENT ADMITS HARASSING BLACK 
(By Phillip J. O'Connor) 

A Chicago FBI agent has admitted in 
court papers that he and a number of white 
agents engaged in a campaign of "retribu
tion" against a black FBI agent who con
tends he was a victim of racial discrimina
tion. 

The white agent, Gary W. Miller, admit
ted in 1985 he forged the signature of the 
black agent, Donald Rochon, on an applica
tion for death and dismemberment insur
ance for Rochon's family, the court docu
ments show. 

Miller's attorney, John L. Gubbins, said 
Tuesday the insurance policy was not in
tended as a threat. Gubbins said Miller 
filled out several forms seeking unsolicited 
merchandise for Rochon and didn't notice 
the type of insurance. 

Rochon was the focus of anger and suspi
cion by white agents, particularly Miller and 
Thomas J. Dillon, another Chicago FBI 
agent, who earlier served with Rochon in 
Omaha and regarded Rochon as a trouble
maker, the documents show. 

The white agents accused Rochon of 
bringing unfounded charges of racism 
against other agents in both cities in an 
effort to be transferred to Los Angeles, his 
hometown, according to the court papers. 

The documents were made available by 
David Kairys of Philadelphia, Rochon's 
lawyer, who is preparing to try a civil suit 
filed in Washington by Rochon. The suit 
charges the FBI and several white agents in 
Chicago and Omaha with violations of fed
eral civil rights law. 

Bob Long, a Chicago FBI spokesman, said 
Tuesday, "Racial discrimination has no 
place in the bureau and won't be tolerated." 
He added that the FBI could not comment 
further because a federal grand jury is in
vestigating the Chicago incidents and be
cause of the pending civil suit. 

Included among the documents is a sworn 
statement by Miller, dated July 30, 1985, 
which says he began the campaign against 
the black agent "as personal revenge against 
Donald Rochon for making allegations 
against my personal friend, Tom Dillon." 

Gubbins said Miller is not a racist but 
"didn't like how Rochon was harassing 
Dillon." Gubbins said Miller "mishandled 
the situation. It was not the right way to 
handle it. But to turn it into a case of racial 
discrimination-we categorically deny that." 

Miller already has been suspended for two 
weeks as a result of the mail campaign. 
Miller and Dillon passed lie detector tests 

indicating they did not mail Rochon two 
anonymous, obscene letters threatening 
death and mutilation. 

Former U.S. Attorney DanK. Webb, who 
represents Dillon, said during the trial he 
will prove Rochon tried to portray a series 
of innocent office pranks as racial harass
ment. Webb said he doubts some of the inci
dents occurred. 

[From the New York Times, July 5, 19881 
FBI AGENT ADMITS HARASSING BLACK-SAY 

FELLOW WORKERS PLANNED CAMPAIGN OF 
''RETRIBUTION'' 

<By Philip Shenon) 
WASHINGTON, July 4.-A Chicago-based 

agent of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion has acknowledged that he and a 
number of white colleagues planned a cam
paign of "retribution" against a black agent, 
Donald Rochon, whose case has prompted a 
national debate over racism in the bureau. 

Newly released F.B.I. documents also 
show that the white agent, Gary W. Miller, 
has conceded that in 1985 he forged Mr. Ro
chon's signature on an application for death 
and dismemberment insurance for the 
Rochon family. 

Mr. Rochon has described the unsolicited 
insurance policy as a death threat. Mr. 
Miller, who was suspended · without pay for 
two weeks as a result of that incident and 
others aimed at Mr. Rochon, has denied 
that he was trying to harass the black 
agent. 

AGENTS ADMIT HARASSMENT 
The disclosures, contained in court papers 

filed here Friday, are significant because 
they amount to the first public acknowledg
ment by the bureau that white agents may 
have participated in harassment of Mr. 
Rochon in Chicago, where he was assigned 
from 1984 to 1986. 

The newly released documents are bound 
to cause further embarrassment for the 
bureau, which has come under sharp criti
cism by Congress over the Rochon case and 
over other discrimination claims involving 
black and Hispanic employees. More than 
half of the F.B.I.'s Hispanic agents have 
joined in a separate lawsuit against the 
bureau, charging that they faced discrimi
nation in hiring and promotion. 

Mr. Rochon has said that while living in 
Chicago, his family's safety was repeatedly 
threatened in anonymous telephone calls 
and obscene, racist letters from white F.B.I. 
agents. 

The Justice Department and the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission have 
already found that Mr. Rochon was the 
victim of "blatant racical harassment" in 
the F.B.I.'s Omaha office in 1983 and 1984. 
In one incident someone in the Omaha 
office taped a picture of an ape's head over 
a photograph of Mr. Rochon's son. 

Mr. Rochon has long contended that the 
later incidents in Chicago, which are now 
the subject of an investigation by Federal 
grand jury, were more serious than the har
assment in Omaha. 

CHARGES RIGHTS VIOLATIONS 
The newly released documents were made 

available to Mr. Rochon's lawyer, David 
Kairys of Philadelphia, in preparation for 
trial on a civil lawsuit filed by Mr. Rochon 
in Federal District Court in Washington. 
The suit charges the bureau and several 
white F.B.I. officals in Chicago and Omaha 
with violations of Federal civil rights laws. 

"It's quite significant," Mr. Kairys said of 
the F.B.I. documents. "This corroborates 
what Don Rochon has been saying all along. 

It corroborates that there was a conspiracy 
among F.B.I. agents to racially harass 
Donald and his family.'' 

The documents, which include the records 
of an internal investigation of Mr. Rochon's 
charges, make it clear that Mr. Rochon be
cause the focus of intense anger and suspi
cion by white agents in Chicago, particular
ly Mr. Miller and Thomas J. Dillon. 

The white agents have said that Mr. 
Rochon was a troublemaker who brought 
unfounded charges of racism against other 
agents in the Omaha and Chicago Offices in 
an attempt to be transferred to Los Angeles, 
his home town. 

Dan Webb, a former United States Attor
ney in Chicago who is representing Mr. 
Dillon, one of the defendants in the lawsuit, 
said he would prove in the trial that Mr. 
Rochon had tried to portray a series of in
nocent office pranks as "some kind of racial 
harassment.'' 

He added. "The motivation here was 
really one of Rochon trying to put pressure 
on the bureau to get his transfer." Mr. 
Webb said he believed that some of the inci
dents described by Mr. Rochon as racial 
harassment never occurred. 

Mr. Kairys, Mr. Rochon's lawyer, de
scribed as "offensive" any attempt to label 
the black agent as a troublemaker. "This 
guy withstood unnecessary, unmerited har
assment without reacting violently or inap
propriately," the lawyer said. "He acted ex
actly as we would want him to react." 

The director of the F.B.I., William S. Ses
sions, has described Mr. Rochon's charges as 
"very serious" but has declined to discuss 
details of the case because of the pending 
litigation. 

In a sworn statement dated July 30, 1985, 
that was included among the F.B.I. docu
ments, Mr. Miller said he began his cam
paign against the black agent "as personal 
revenge against Donald Rochon for making 
allegations against my personal friend, Tom 
Dillon." 

Mr. Dillon, who worked with Mr. Rochon 
first in Omaha and later in Chicago, has 
been described by the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission as Mr. Rochon's 
"greatest single antagonist." 

After an investigation of the Omaha inci
dents, the F.B.I. directed Mr. Dillon and two 
other employees to undergo racial sensitivi
ty training. It is unclear from the F.B.I. doc
uments whether anyone other than those 
three and Mr. Miller has been disciplined in 
any way for actions against Mr. Rochon. 

Mr. Miller and Mr. Dillon are still as
signed to Chicago. Mr. Rochon now works 
for the F.B.I. in Philadelphia. 

Until now, the bureau has refused to dis
cuss the Chicago incidents or to acknowl
edge the results of its internal investigation 
of Mr. Miller. 

DOCUMENTS DESCRIBE "RETRIBUTION" 
However, according to the newly released 

documents, Mr. Miller has acknowledged 
that in Apri11985 he had a discussion with a 
number of white agents about "retribution 
against Rochon" for his complaints. 

"We discussed having his public utilities 
turned off and sending coupons soliciting 
magazine subscriptions and other iteins," 
the agent said in the sworn statement. 

"On that same day someone, I don't recall 
who, placed on the desk next to mine ap
proximately six reply cards for various 
types of merchandise,'' Mr. Miller is quoted. 
"I completed three at that time under 
Donald Rochon's name and residence re-
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questing the products. I don't know if 
anyone else did the same." 

As a result of the mail campaign, Mr. 
Miller was suspended for two weeks without 
pay. F.B.I. officials confirmed that other 
agents in Chicago raised a collection for Mr. 
Miller to cover his salary for that period. 

Mr. Miller, the documents show, has con
firmed that he followed Mr. Rochon home 
one evening in an attempt to learn where he 
lived. Mr. Rochon's home address was kept 
a secret from most of his colleagues because 
of his harassment charges. 

The documents also demonstrate Mr. 
Dillon was aware of Mr. Miller's activities 
but has denied involvement. 

ROCHON DESERVES DISCOMFORT 

"I told Mille that I did not want to know 
anything about any activity concerning Mr. 
Rochon," Mr. Dillon said in a sworn state
ment, adding, "I will admit that I think 
Rochon deserves as much anxiety and dis
comfort as I have experienced." 

F.B.I. polygraph, or lie detector, examina
tions found that Mr. Miller was truthful 
when he denied writing or mailing two 
anonymous, obscene letters to Mr. Rochon 
that contained threats of death and mutila
tion, according to documents. Bureau offi
cials say Mr. Dillon also passed lie detector 
tests regarding the letters. 

Mr. Rochon said he received the letters at 
about the time Mr. Miller was sending out 
the other unsolicited mail, including the life 
insurance policy. One of the letters threat
ened sexual assault of Mr. Rochon's wife, 
who is white; the couple is not separated. 

"You made yourself a nigger and shall pay 
the price," the letter read. "You are always 
in our sights and cannot escape." 

A bureau laboratory examination of one 
of the letters was "inconclusive" as to 
whether it was written on Mr. Miller's type
writer, according to the documents. Mr. 
Kairys said he hoped that further investiga
tion would show both letters were written 
by the white agents. 

According to lawyers in the Rochon case, 
Mr. Miller is a focus of the Federal grand 
jury in Chicago that is reviewing the black 
agent's charges of death threats and other 
harassment. 

Mr. Miller's lawyer, John L. Gubbins of 
Chicago, said prosecutors are reviewing the 
incident involving the death and dismem
bership insurance. 

According to the lawyer, the insurance 
policy was not intended as a threat to Mr. 
Rochon and his family. Instead, Mr. Gub
bins said, Mr. Miller filled out several busi
ness reply forms seeking unsolicited mer
chandise for Mr. Rochon, including the in
surance policy, and did not notice the 
nature of the insurance coverage. 

The lawyer said Mr. Miller sent the unso
licited mail to the Rochons not out of any 
racial animosity but as a sign of "loyalty to 
a friend," Mr. Dillon, who had been the sub
ject of some of the black agent's charges in 
Omaha and Chicago. 

"He was upset by what Rochon was doing 
to Dillon's life," Mr. Gubbins said of his 
client. 

In a sworn statement to the bureau, Mr. 
Miller described the mail campaign as a 
"foolish and unprofessional attempt to get 
back at someone." 

"I had no intention of harming Rochon by 
any of this," he said. "I did not think that 
there would be any repercussion. I did not 
think he would get anything but junk mail. 
I did not think."e 

PLANT-CLOSING NOTIFICATION, 
s. 2527 

• Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the majority leader 
for following the recommendation of 
the President to bring this plant-clos
ing legislation to the floor as a free 
standing measure. As I have stated 
before, this matter should not have 
been a part of the trade bill nor 
should it have been a part of the trade 
debate. The wisdom of the President 
and the comity of the majority leader 
have brought about a comprehensive 
and productive debate on the merits 
and the shortfalls of this bill. 

The debate on this bill has had a 
positive impact. The debate has pre
sented the public with a better under
standing of what this bill does and 
does not do. And, most importantly, 
the debate has resulted in many sub
stantive changes which change and 
clarify the bill's language. 

Without debate, the amendment 
which I cosponsored with Senator 
DOLE that exempts drought-stricken 
industries would not be a part of this 
bill. Without Senator HATCH's amend
ments, the bill would have disrupted 
the delicate balance between labor and 
management now present in the law, 
Federal courts would have been able 
to enjoin companies from letting 
people go or closing a plant, and the 
issue of attorney fees would not have 
been adequately resolved. Without the 
amendment of the Senators from Ar
kansas, we would not have the Comp
troller General study assessing the 
impact of the bill 2 year's after enact
ment. I am pleased to have supported 
all of these amendments. 

Mr. President, these changes do 
make a difference and make the bill 
better than the provision which was 
attached to the trade bill. With the 
Dole-Karnes amendment, no notice 
will be required if the plant closing or 
layoff is due to any form of natural 
disaster, such as the drought currently 
ravaging the farmlands of the United 
States. This is very important to a 
State like mine where so many busi
nesses in the State are tied so closely 
to the volatile and unpredictable agri
cultural economy. The current 
drought conditions throughout every 
corner of this country have sent the 
commodity markets into turmoil. Com
panies in my State which are tied to 
this ever changing market will need to 
have the flexibility which this amend
ment provides. 

The Bumpers-Pryor amendment is, 
in my opinion, essential. This would 
not have been a part of this measure if 
the Senate had not opened this matter 
up for debate. This provision is very 
similar to Senator QuAYLE's Senate 
Resolution 218, of which I am a co
sponsor. This provision will provide us 
with the evidence needed for the 
modification or, if necessary, repeal of 
this legislation in the future. 

Mr. President, it is the duty of the 
Senate to debate all legislation before 
we vote to enact it into law. It is our 
duty to modify legislation, when nec
essary, to compose laws which reflect 
compromise and deliberation. I am sat
isfied that we have done that on this 
bill .• 

DAVID T. WILENTZ 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to note with sadness the passing 
yesterday of a great New Jerseyan, 
David T. Wilentz' and to pay tribute to 
a long life of accomplishment and 
service. 

David Wilentz is known by many as 
the man who, as attorney general of 
New Jersey, successfully prosecuted 
Richard Bruno Hauptmann, the kid
naper of Lindbergh baby. He served as 
attorney general from 1934 to 1944. He 
went on to build one of the State's 
most prominent law firms, Wilentz, 
Goldman & Spitzer. He was a leader of 
the Democratic party, in his home 
county of Middlesex, and in the State 
and the Nation. He was an advisor to 
Governors and Senators. Even at the 
age of 93, he was a vigorous man who 
still was very much involved in his law 
firm. 

David Wilentz, path to prominence 
began from the humblest beginnings. 
He was born in Dwinsk, Latvia in 1894. 
He immigrated in the United States at 
the age of 2. His father had a tobacco 
wholesale business. David Wilentz 
worked his way through college and 
graduated from New York Law School 
in 1917. 

In 1921, he began his political 
career, guiding Perth Amboy city 
council candidates. In 1923, he guided 
the election of the first Democrat 
elected as a freeholder in Middlesex 
County. In 1928, he was elected Demo
cratic chairman for Middlesex County. 
With his leadership, the county 
became a Democratic stronghold. He 
was soon thereafter offered the 
chance to become attorney general. 

His success as attorney general in
creased his influence within the State 
Democratic party and in national 
party politics as well. At the same 
time, his law firm grew to become one 
of the State's largest and most success
ful. 

His commitment to public service 
was also passed on to his children. His 
son, Robert T. Wilentz, now serves as 
chief justice of the State's supreme 
court, and his son Warren Wilentz was 
an unsuccessful candidate for Senate, 
losing in 1966 to Clifford Case. 

Mr. President, an era in New Jersey 
comes to end with the passing of 
David Wilentz. I express my deepest 
sympathies to his wife, Lena, his sons, 
his daughter Norma Hess, his sister 
Ada Trynin, and his many grandchil
dren and great-grandchildren.• 
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INFORMATION CONSENT: NEW 

YORK 
e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, no 
matter which side one is on regarding 
abortion, we all must agree that 
women are entitled to adequate infor
mation when considering abortion. 
And yet, each day women are submit
ting to abortions without first being 
fully informed about the risks, effects, 
and alternatives. 

My informed consent bills S. 272 and 
S. 273, would go a long way toward 
ending this injustice toward women by 
requiring medical personnel to provide 
appropriate, factual, medical informa
tion. I urge my colleagues to support 
these bills and I ask that seven letters 
from New York be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The letters follow: 
NEW YORK, April21, 1988. 

Hi, my name is Diane, I'm 30 years old, a 
wife going on 10 years and a mother of 3 
ages 8, 6 and 4. I love my family, thoroughly 
enjoy being home fulltime with the chil
dren, am active in church groups and Bible 
studies.• • • This is the Diane today-Now, 
let me tell you about the Diane beginning at 
the age of 16. Thats when I had my 1st 
abortion, the 2nd at 18 and the 3rd (yes 3rd) 
at almost 20. 

10-14 years later I find, myself waking up 
at night horrified at what I've done-suici
dal never enters Thank God, but just the 
same the extreme since of guilt and shame. 
• • • The same tears are being shed now as 
were those before. 

Funny, how I find myself reading articles 
like "The other victims of abortion" in the 
Lutheran Womens Quarterly. Its because of 
that article that I am writing. I am one of 
those hundreds, if not thousands, of women 
who suffer from PAS. 

I not only find times of depression in 
myself when thinking about the abortions, 
but I find extreme anger. Not just in 
myself-in the young men <who consequent
ly all left my side> and in my parents. I sup
pose I can see their side of the story-both 
upstanding citizens, very active church 
members • • • My father paid all 3 and be
cause of all this I'm angry that they sup
ported my wanting an abortion, in 2 cases 
they suggested it-1 fell for it, you know; 
the easy way out-Ha-all these years later 
there is nothing easy about it. It hurts even 
more just because I know I killed Gods Chil
dren-! don't even know if they were grant
ed passage into Heaven <kind of hard to 
Baptise aborted children). I know the Lord 
has forgiven me, I continually ask for for
giveness-whats difficult is forgiving myself, 
<at times the other young men and my 
folks.) Its getting somewhat better. 

Life goes once. God granted me a wonder
ful husband-God even gave me "3" other 
children. I'll probably never get over what 
happened 10-14 years ago-it will be there 
until my dying day- knowing that what I 
suffer from has a name now and knowing 
that other women also suffer the same dis
ease <PAS> doesn't make my plight any 
easier-knowing that God has forgiven me, 
that my husband and children love me does 
help <maybe its those 3 things that keep me 
from being suicidal!) 

Why in Gods name was abortion legal
ized??? Would I and the other women be 
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suffering from this now had they not? I 
don't suppose we'll know now will we? 

Sincerely, 
DIANE. 

President RoNALD REAGAN, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to you 
on behalf of myself and all other individuals 
who have been victimized by the abusive 
abortion industry. I have been a pro-life ac
tivist for almost three years, after having 
had an abortion over seven years ago. 

I grew up in suburban Maryland with a 
violent alcoholic father and a mother who 
was rather passive to the situation. Our 
family life was generally unhappy, and after 
my two older brothers moved out, I wanted 
nothing more than to get out also. I entered 
a New York college, but remained sexually 
involved with a Maryland boyfriend who 
had been drifting away from me. I felt re
jected by my family's refusal to do anything 
about the alcoholism that was destroying us 
all emotionally, and could not stand the 
idea of my boyfriend rejecting me also. Un
fortunately, I played the old game, in my 
misguided search for belonging; I went 
home on a holiday, hoped to get pregnant, 
did, and hoped the boyfriend would marry 
me. But he thought our Maryland baby had 
a New York father, and he gave me no sup
port. 

Up in New York, I had heard ads for an 
abortion facility-Bill Baird-on a local 
radio station. They spoke of Baird as if he 
were some kind of hero; they said he'd gone 
to jail for my "right to have an abortion." I 
figured that since my boyfriend had reject
ed me, I'd have to take recourse to this facil
ity, which was within walking distance from 
Hofstra. A college professor also recom
mended this place to me, and helped me pay 
for the abortion; he suggested no alterna
tives. The friend who dropped me off there 
didn't suggest I have the child either, and I 
didn't feel I could tell my parents. I was 
eighteen, and still a college freshman. 

I was kept in the facility, with various 
delays, for about eight hours, although the 
suction abortion took only about five min
utes. It seemed like the only thing to do at 
the time, but now that I look back I realize 
how much Baird's promotional efforts con
tributed to my fall down the escape hatch 
of abortion, and how much I was exploited 
in general. 

First, for what other type of major sur
gery do you have to put cash up front? For 
what other serious operation do you have to 
sign a release form which says in effect that 
although numerous things might go wrong, 
you will not hold it against the facility? Fur
thermore, I was "counseled" in individual 
and group settings, and in both cases was 
lectured that if I left there without the Pill 
or an IUD, I'd be back within a year for an
other abortion. I remember being annoyed 
with that estimation of my character-as if 
sexual self-control was an impossibility and 
continued promiscuity a given. 

I was shown a model of the womb during 
counseling, and was told about the kind of 
scraping and so on that would go on there. 
Once again, I now realize how much I was 
misled-for that model showed no inhabit
ant in the womb, the unseen victim of the 
procedure whose agony I was to learn about 
later through the educational efforts of pro
lifers. Nor was I told that the loud and vio
lent suction aspirator is around 29 times 
more powerful than an average home 
vacuum cleaner, or that the death date of 
my baby would be etched in my mind per-

manently. April would soon become, quite 
literally, the cruelest month for me. No, I 
was merely told that they were just starting 
my period for me; and this, I now know too 
late, was a blatant lie. 

During the abortion I was kept confused 
and distracted. I suppose to keep me from 
thinking about what I was taking part in. 
There was a mobile of silver birds right over 
me, a counselor holding my hand and asking 
questions about school, and the abortionist 
talking in a monotone simultaneously, de
scribing in a merely technical way what was 
going on. Another woman was next to this 
man watching his every move. I remember 
her peering between my legs with a disgust
ed look on her face. 

I was told that I was given seven internal 
shots, though I don't recall them doing 
much good. When I showed some aversion 
to the pain of the suction, the doctor told 
me to shut up, and threatened to send me to 
a hospital, where he said it would cost $300. 
He asked if I had $300; I cried out "no", in 
anxiety and pain; and he repeated that I 
should shut up. It seemed the height of in
sensitivity to even speak of money at such a 
time. As soon as the abortion was over, the 
room emptied of these people instantly, and 
I felt suddenly and terribly alone. I sat up, 
my head swam, and I went to a so-called re
covery room. 

In this room were a bunch of young 
women sitting around eating cookies and 
coke, and then rushing for the two bath
rooms and throwing up. I had to ask some
one if I could go ahead of her, because I just 
couldn't wait. I hadn't expected to throw 
up, but in looking back, it's not surprising; 
I'd lost my child, my body and mind had 
been ravaged by the trauma of the nerve
wracking day, and I'd been unprepared for 
the violence of the operation. I'd also disre
garded a counselor's advice to wear sweat
pants "to be comfortable for the day"; and 
the pants I wore were ruined by the ex
treme and unexpected loss of blood-my 
baby's blood as well as my own. Incidental
ly, it is worth mentioning that while my 
doctor was so emotionally abusive to me, an
other was physically abusive to a friend of 
mine; she had a botched abortion elsewhere 
and had to return to have the decomposing 
remnants of her baby removed. The abor
tionist has had since been fired from the 
Bill Baird center due to the numerous mal
practice suits against him. 

I rationalized my abortion for almost five 
years, and even contributed to the National 
Abortion Rights Action League. My life 
became very self -destructive due, I believe, 
to the lowered self-esteem caused by the 
abortion. I led a careless sex life and got in
volved with drugs, punk rock, the occult, 
and decadent living in general. Finally in 
1983 I had a religious experience in which I 
was able to release my suppressed grief and 
guilt to God, and admit my need for His 
healing. Then after reading Dr. Bernard 
Nathanson's Aborting America, I became 
convinced of the humanity of the unborn, 
and the need to speak out in their defense. 

Things started working out after that, and 
I soon had opportunities to do active grass
roots pro-life work. I'm now doing graduate 
work at Hofstra, and am working with a 
Pro-Life Club founded on campus during 
the fall of '84. We do educational work on 
campus, host pro-life speakers and events, 
and even picket Bill Baird each Saturday 
morning. 

Another friend from this club, the one 
who had the botched abortion at another 
clinic, is assisting me in forming Aborted 
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Women's Outreach, a nonsectarian support 
group for women who feel they've been vic
timized by abortion. We are eager to warn 
others of the true nature of the abortion ex
perience. 

On the personal level, I still suffer some
what from my abortion. It's difficult for me 
to watch The Silent Scream and other pro
life films. I miss my child, and sometimes 
have crying spells in which I ask his forgive
ness and pray for the rest of his soul. I'm 
often plagued by the memory that the abor
tion industry exploited me through its con
spiracy of silence about abortion's long-term 
scars, which deprived me of a truly in
formed decision. 

Mr. President, I hope you will regard this 
testimony, and all others like it, as a voice 
of experience to contribute to the growing 
consensus on behalf of protecting unborn 
children and women from undergoing this 
regrettable procedure. I thank you for all 
your pro-life efforts, and hope to commend 
you for your genuine concern for the second 
victims, the adult casualties of abortion. 
Keep on telling the truth! 

Sincerely, 
KATHLEEN KELLY. 

Senator GoRDON HUMPHREY, 
531 Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I am writing 
concerning the bill before Congress that 
would require that pregnant women consid
ering abortions be informed of all alterna
tives to, and advised of all possible complica
tions of, abortion. 

Senator, let me share with you the story 
of Amy. A bright, intelligent, sensitive girl, 
we met in our freshman year of college. She 
was cheerful, happy, and she had a promis
ing future ahead of her. In her sophomore 
year, she fell in love, became intimate with 
a boy, and became pregnant. Facing the 
pressure of family not to have the baby, 
tempted by the ease and quickness of a solu
tion, she chose to have an abortion. 

The change in Amy over the next two 
years was sad to watch. Depressed, con
fused, missing purpose in her life, she 
turned to drugs, drinking, to loose living. 
She became increasingly anxious and upset. 
She contemplated dropping out of school. 
Finally, she attempted suicide. 

After two weeks in intensive care, which 
saved her life, she returned to her home. 
Over the past year and a half, she has been 
putting her life back together, one day at a 
time. Happy to say, she seems more at 
peace, happier, and has a strong will to live. 

I spoke with Amy a few nights ago. She's 
back at school, about to finish her degree in 
August. She talked about the last few years 
in her life. She said, and I quote, "If there is 
one thing I would never do in my life again, 
it would be to have an abortion." 

Senator, this is the story of but one that is 
too rarely told. I urge the Congress to take a 
responsible position regarding this issue. 
There are already too many Amys in the 
world. 

Sincerely yours, 
GARYWOHL. 

NEW YORK. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I was unfortu

nately a victim of abortion. In 1973 I found 
myself pregnant for the second time. I al
lowed society and family to sway my deci
sion to abort. They told me to think of 
myself. They said we were too poor to have 
any more children. 
If I had known the truth about the life 

inside me-that my baby's heart was beating 

and that he was really a living human being, 
I would have never aborted. However, at the 
abortion clinic I was led to believe that my 
baby was just a "mass of tissue." 

I suffered from guilt and depression be
cause of my abortion. It caused me to resent 
my husband for his lack of concern and this 
affected our marriage. When I came to the 
realization that I had allowed them to kill 
my child, I was devastated. I felt I was 
robbed because no one had told me the real 
facts about abortion, they just talked me 
into it. 

I still consider the place this child would 
have had in our family if I had only known. 
I consider the fact that I have robbed my 
children of a brother <I was told after the 
abortion that it was a male>. 

Please vote for the Informed Consent Law 
to be passed. I would still have my child 
today if it was in affect in 1973. Don't let 
any more girls be hurt because of a lack of 
information. 

DANA DIGGES, 
WEBA Member. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I read that YOU 
are doing a study on the after-effects of 
having an abortion. I don't like to think 
about the subject, because it reopens old 
wounds, but I feel obligated to write, be
cause for me, PAS-"Post Abortion Syn
drome"-is real. When I had my abortion 
about 10 years ago, I was "counselled" 
before going through the procedure. The 
"counselling" consisted of being told the 
steps of the procedure and making sure I 
understood I would not be pregnant when I 
left. No emotions or feelings were even men
tioned, as if there was or should be no such 
thing. After it was done, I spent weeks 
crying <in private>-even as I had cried in 
private for days before. I felt depressed and 
"hated" or was extremely jealous of, any 
woman who was pregnant or had a baby. 
I've tried to repress and control these feel
ings over the years, but I'm afraid they're 
with me to some extent for the duration of 
my life. Every time I seem to have forgotten 
everything, the subject comes up in the 
news or in conversation, etc. It's very hard. 

I don't condone what I did. I regret it. I 
know God has forgiven me, but don't feel 
forgiven by many in religious groups. I do 
find it strange that some of the same reli
gious groups that very vocally condemn all 
women who have had abortions, advocate 
compassion for Aids patients. I feel that it is 
a double standard. Many Aids patients have 
been involved in drugs, etc., and to me are a 
threat to society's health. I know this is off 
the subject that I started writing you about, 
but since you are working with the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, I 
would like to voice my opinion on this, too. I 
think we are handling Aid's too casually. 
No, I don't think verbally condemning Aids 
patients would help, but if the virus is 
found in blood, sweat, and saliva, as it is, I 
think eventually the medical profession will 
admit it can be contracted casually. Unfor
tunately, by then, a lot of unknowing and 
unsuspecting people will have the virus and 
it may be too late to stop the epidemic. This 
is just my opinion, but I think honesty and 
caution are the best policies. 

CONCERNED. 

COOLESKILL, NY, 
June 7, 1986. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: When I was six
teen and a junior in high school I became 
pregnant. My parents offered abortion to 
me as an option. Not knowing any more 

about abortion than they did, I had the 
abortion. I'm telling you this because I want 
to express my support of the current in
formed consent legislation before you. 

When a woman is faced with a crisis preg
nancy as I was, what is foremost in her 
mind is all the negative aspects. Maybe she's 
young and single as I was, needing to finish 
high school and looking ahead to college. 
Maybe she has small children already and 
practically handle another one or her own. 
There are scores of reasons and circum
stances that tend to make the situation look 
impossible. The point is this-she may have 
many reasons why she should have an abor
tion, but none why not to. It's just harder to 
see the latter than the former at a crisis 
time but it doesn't mean there aren't any 
viable reasons why not to. Unfortunately 
she usually finds out after it's too late that 
there are very good reasons why she 
shouldn't have aborted. 

I believe if there was an informed consent 
law it would prevent this from happening. A 
woman would have to be made aware of all 
the options and all the possible conse
quences of abortion before she consents to 
having one. I believe women have a right to 
know and when the truth is not made 
known to them they are being taken advan
tage of. 

If I knew then what I know now about the 
lasting effects of an abortion, I would have 
given my baby life and saved myself a lot of 
heartache. 

Thank you for your support of this legis
lation. 

Sincerely, 
LISA MURRAY .• 

FIVE AMERICAN HEROES 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise today to honor the memory of 
five brave Americans. Five Americans 
who served their communities with 
valor and dignity. Five Americans who 
gave their lives in the service of 
others. 

Mr. President, last Friday, a great 
tragedy befell the people of Hacken
sack, NJ. In the course of fighting a 
fire in the garage of an automobile 
dealership, five firefighters were 
trapped under a collapsing roof. None 
survived. 

Capt. Richard L. Williams, Lt. Rich
ard Reinhagen, and firefighters Ste
phen H. Ennis, William Krejsa, and 
Leonard Radumski are no longer with 
us. But they will be remembered 
always as true American heroes. Their 
selfless dedication to public service 
represents the best of America and our 
people. They risked their lives not for 
money. Not for fame. Not for glory. 
They risked their lives to serve 
others-other ordinary Americans, the 
people of their communities. 

Their loss is painful. And our hearts 
go out to their families and friends. 
We know how much they hurt. We 
only hope they can take comfort in 
knowing that they are not alone. 

We share their sorrow. We share 
their grief. Know that the pain is felt 
not only in Hackensack, but through
out the Nation, and even beyond our 
country's borders. Know that we are 
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with you, and that we will never forget 
the heroism of those no longer with 
us. 

The passing of these five brave men 
highlights the debt of gratitude we all 
owe to our Nation's firefighters. Every 
day, these brave men and women put 
their lives on the line. Selflessly. Cou
rageously. 

The bravery of these firefighters 
serves as an inspiration to the rest of 
us. And in honoring the five men lost 
last Firday, we honor all firefighters. 

Let us never forget those who pro
tect us from the damage and destruc
tion of fire. Just as we will never 
forget the five men who tragically 
gave their lives in the noble cause. 

Mr. President, I ask that an editorial 
from the Hackensack, NJ, Record be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Hackensack, <NJ> Record] 

FIVE BRAVE MEN 

Capt. Richard L. Williams, 63, Lt. Richard 
Reinhagen, 48, William Krejsa, 51, Stephen 
H. Ennis, 30, Leonard Radumski, 38. They 
were all Hackensack firefighters, they were 
all brave and dedicated men, and now they 
are no more. The inferno that claimed their 
lives Friday afternoon left children without 
fathers, wives without husbands, and 
robbed friends and fellow workers of valued 
companions. That's the threat that menaces 
every time a firefighter answers an alarm. 
In Hackensack on Friday afternoon, the 
menace became reality with a roar of col
lapsing roof beams and a flash of flame. 

The tragedy was a terrible reminder that 
for a firefighter, no job is routine and no 
time on duty is really safe. All across their 
city and nation Friday, workers were leaving 
jobs early and getting ready for a July 4 
weekend of trips to the shore or backyard 
barbecues. But at 3:01p.m., a call came into 
Hackensack fire headquarters on State 
Street, firefighters responded, and five of 
them died. They lost their lives in the line 
of duty, serving their community. This 
week, and for years to come, their communi
ty will mourn their sacrifice. 

New Jersey must do more than grieve, 
however. It must do everything in its power 
to guard firefighters from such tragic losses. 
And that means doing more to improve 
safety in the thousands of buildings that 
were erected before the uniform state con
struction code took effect in 1977 and that 
are exempted from fire regulations adopted 
in 1985. The Ford dealership where the fire 
struck, for instance, was not required to 
have the fire sprinklers that would have 
been demanded in newer buildings. 

The state, prodded by a series of fatal 
boarding home fires that hit the shore in 
1980-81, has been bringing older buildings 
up to date. Up to now, the effort has fo
cused on hotels, nightclubs, restaurants, 
nursing homes, day-care centers, and other 
structures that have special problems be
cause large numbers of people gather in 
them, or because many people would need 
assistance fleeing a fire. 

Methodically, the Department of Commu
nity Affairs has been compiling an invento
ry of such buildings, and local officials have 
been monitoring them to see that smoke de
tectors or sprinklers are purchased or fire 
doors improved. These buildings deserve pri
ority. But the job will be complete by next 

June, according to George Miller, head of 
the state Bureau of Fire Safety. And Fri
day's tragedy shows that it's time to turn in
spectors' attention to the hazards of smaller 
commercial structures. 

To see that this happens, the Legislature 
should create a special commission to com
pile a list of such buildings that pose special 
dangers. The Ford agency, with lack of 
sprinklers and a truss roof susceptible to 
collapse in case of fire, would probably have 
shown up on such a list. The commission 
should examine use of revolving loan funds 
or other ways to offer low-cost assistance to 
businesses making fire-safety improvements. 
Only boarding home operators are now eli
gible for such aid. After a serious highrise 
fire in Los Angeles, the city plans a bond 
issue to raise $35 million to help pay for im
provements. 

The commission should ask if the state
wide fire-safety regulations adopted in 1985 
are being properly enforced, or if they need 
amendment. And it should carry out a spe
cific examination of the circumstances of 
the Hackensack blaze to see if there are 
other lessons to be learned. New Jersey al
ready has a Fire Safety Commission in 
place. But a special study commission 
should be created to include representatives 
of the general public and of the business 
community, many of whom have serious 
concerns about the cost of fire safety im
provements. 

No recommendations, regulations, or legis
lation can bring back five brave men, or con
sole their family and friends. But the best 
memorial New Jersey could offer would be a 
bulwark of new protections that might save 
firefighters' lives in the future.e 

STAR WARS AFTER FIVE YEARS 
e Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, 5 
years and $13 billion after President 
Reagan asked scientists and engineers 
to explore the possibilities for render
ing nuclear weapons "impotent and 
obsolete," it is time we took stock of 
what the strategic defense initiative 
organization has learned about de
fending against ballistic missiles. De
spite continued optimistic rhetoric 
from the SDIO and a few private star 
wars enthusiasts, the real prospects 
for any meaningful ballistic missile de
fense in our lifetimes is dismal. 

The program goals have steadily de
creased over the last 5 years. While 
even the program managers never em
braced the President's dream of an im
penetrable shield, they and their 
system architects originally talked of 
90- or 95-percent effectiveness as a 
long-term goal. Sensing an errosion of 
support when study after study con
cluded that such robust defenses were 
many decades and hundreds of billions 
of dollars in the future, the SDIO, in a 
major departure from previous long
term research plans, reoriented the 
program toward an "early deploy
ment" plan in the fall of 1986. 

The goal of this phase 1 space-based 
constellation of 3,000 smart intercep
tor rockets was to disrupt the timing 
of Soviet missile attack or to "compli
cate Soviet attack plans." While the 
SDIO claimed that this phase 1 
system might stop 30 to 50 percent of 

Soviet warheads by the mid-1990's, in 
fact it probably could stop no more 
than 15 percent, unless the Soviets co
operated by slowing the pace of mis
sile modernization by keeping their 
old liquid-fueled missiles instead of 
converting to the faster burning SS-
24's and SS-25's; by not adding more 
missiles; and by firing their missiles 
over a long period of time during an 
attack, instead of launching a large
scale coordinated attack. 

Most recently, the Everett Defense 
Science Board panel recommended a 
further watering down of SDI goals, 
calling for six sequential deployment 
steps. The phase 1 early deployment 
plan of last year that might stop 15 
percent of Soviet warheads would not 
occur until step 5 of this sequence. 
These recommendations are much 
more realistic, given the state of tech
nology and the estimated costs of 
planned defensive systems. 

In effect, we have quadrupled star 
wars research funding over these last 5 
years, only to find that the best we 
could do would be to protect missiles 
silos for several tens of billions of dol
lars, the scheme we abandoned in 1975 
as too costly and too ineffective, or to 
complicate Soviet attack plans for sev
eral hundred billion dollars, as if their 
nuclear attack plans needed any more 
complication. 

It is clear that there is total confu
sion and lack of reality in the Penta
gon's star wars objectives, costs, and 
capabilities, at least prior to the Ever
ett report. The next administration 
must sort out this morass, and return 
the SDI Program to a rational, cost-ef
fective basis, comparing the potential 
benefits of further SDI research with 
the benefits from other defense pro
grams or arms control measures which 
could achieve the same goals. 

For example, should we spend a min
imum of $150 billion to stop 15 percent 
of Soviet warheads 10 years from now, 
unleashing an unending arms race on 
Earth and in outer space in the proc
ess, or should we immediately elimi
nate 50 percent or more of Soviet war
heads at no cost through the arms 
control process? 

To help sort out these important 
issues, our colleagues, Senators JoHN
STON, BUMPERS, and PROXMIRE have 
commissioned a realistic assessment of 
current SDI plans, costs, and limita
tions. Their staff aides have written a 
condensed version of this study enti
tled: "Star Wars After Five Years: The 
Decisive Point," which has been pub
lished in the July I August issue of 
Arms Control Today. I ask that it be 
included in the RECORD and commend 
it to anyone concerned about the 
future hemorrhaging of our defense 
research dollars to a program with 
little chance of contributing signifi
cantly to our national security. 

The article follows: 



17270 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 7, 1988 
STAR WARS AFTER FIVE YEARs: THE DECISIVE 

POINT 

<By Ronald L. Tammen, James T. Bruce, 
and Bruce W. MacDonald) 

The following article was adapted for 
Arms Control Today from a new staff 
report, Star Wars, at the Crossroads: The 
Strategic Defense Initiative after Five 
Years, submitted to Senators William Prox
mire <D-WD, Bennett Johnston <D-LA>, and 
Dale Bumpers <D-AR> on June 12, 1988. For 
each of the past two years, Proxmire and 
Johnston have directed members of their 
staff to prepare an in-depth report on SDI, 
and on both occasions the reports were 
adapted for ACT. Bumpers has joined them 
this year in commissioning a third report, 
which contains significant new information 
about the SDI budget and the prospects for 
a Phase I strategic defense. 

After five years and $13 billion in funding, 
the Strategic Defense initiative is at a cross
roads, and the nation must make fundamen
tal decisions about its future. In our judg
ment, the SDI program is embarked on a 
schedule it cannot achieve, with assump
tions about levels of funding that are unre
alistic. When coupled with significant un
derestimates of Soviet responses and coun
termeasures to strategic defenses, this is 
prescription for financial and military disas
ter. 

In 1986 the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Organization <SDIO) projected a compre
hensive strategic defense deployment at the 
tum of the century. But last year the ad
ministration abruptly accelerated that 
schedule and called for deployment of a par
tial system beginning in the mid-1990s. This 
push for an "early deployment" has now 
stalled. SDI contractors and officials pri
vately concede that they are no longer pur
suing early deployment. The delay means 
SOl's "Phase I" deployment, if it happens, 
will not be "early" at all. In that sense" 
early deployment" is dead. The best that 
SDIO can do is to deploy a "thin" system in 
about the same time frame they had origi
nally hoped to deploy a comprehensive de
fense. 

Now the program has come full circle and, 
although SDIO refuses to provide a precise 
date, we believe initial deployment of SOl's 
Phase I will be delayed until at least 1998, 
with full operational capability of the par
tial defense three years later. Even this pro
jection is extraordinarily optimistic because 
it assumes substantial real growth year 
after year in the SDI budget, availability of 
new, advanced launch vehicles, and no 
major technological delays. 

SDI COSTS 

Projected costs for a Phase I deployment 
have spiraled upward at a dizzying rate in 
less than a year. On March 19, 1987, SDIO 
Director Lt. General James Abrahamson 
testified that achieving a Phase I deploy
ment would cost $40-60 billion. In Septem
ber 1987 he raised his estimate to $70-$100 
billion for an "initial, partially capable but 
very impressive deployment." Then in Feb
ruary 1988 he announced that the cost had 
risen to $75-$150 billion. 

It is important to understand that Abra
hamson's estimate of $75-$150 billion is 
only for the demonstration and validation, 
full scale development, and deployment of 
Phase I elements. Not included are the addi
tional costs SDIO would incur during that 
period for research on directed energy weap
ons, advanced sensors, advanced discrimina
tors, and the kinetic energy weapons and 
command, control, and communications sys-

terns not included in Phase I. For the period 
FY 1988-1992, those additional research 
costs total over $28 billion. Moreover, oper
ation and maintenance costs for Phase I are 
not included in the official deployment esti
mate. These costs will run $2-4.2 billion per 
year. 

One national laboratory study has esti
mated the life cycle costs of a second phase 
SDI defense at $541 billion. Since life cycle 
costs for Phase I, using SDIO figures, could 
be as high as $171 billion, the total cost for 
the first two phases of SDI could approach 
three-quarters of a trillion dollars. No one 
knows, of course, what Phase II, much less 
the ultimate SDI system, eventually would 
cost, but I would be incorrect to dismiss the 
oft quoted trillion dollar price tag as fanta
sy. In light of these estimates, we should 
note Abrahamson's remark of last year, "If 
SDI cost a trillion dollars, I will be in their 
saying that it is not affordable .... The cost 
of SDI must be a lot less than that; it must 
be something that is truly affordable for 
the nation." 

CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT 

Shortcomings in the Phase I program 
cannot be dismissed as the result of congres
sional budget cuts. In the past five years 
Congress has provided 92 percent of the 
amount the President's own scientific advis
ers secretly told him in the landmark 1984 
"Fletcher Report" would be adequate for an 
SDI research program. The Fletcher Panel 
recommended a total of $14.3 billion for a 
fiscally constrained, as opposed to a 
"crash," program; Congress appropriated 
$13.1 billion for FY 1984-1988. 

Adding what already has been appropri
ated for SDI, the total SDI research pro
gram from inception to a decision for full 
scale development of Phase I will be about 
$50 billion. If SDI proceeds on schedule, by 
FY 1992 the annual budget request will be 
$11.5 billion, more than either the Army or 
the Navy now spend on research, develop
ment, testing, and evaluation <RDT&E> for 
all their programs. 

Just the research for Phase I, not to men
tion its deployment, presumes funding 
which does not comply with congressional 
direction that "future research plans and 
budgets for SDI must be established using 
realistic projections of available resources in 
the overall defense budget .... "If Congress 
continues to fund SDI at the levels hoped 
for by SDIO, other important Department 
of Defense programs that add to nuclear de
terrence and confuse Soviet war planners 
will be undercut. 

SPACE LAUNCH DIFFICULTIES 

One principal reason for the delay in de
ployment is the need for a cost-effective 
space launch system. The Advanced Launch 
System <SLS), critical to placing Phase I in 
space at an affordable cost, will not be avail
able at least until 1998. Even that date is 
likely to slip, as the program has been 
scaled back to a technology development 
effort. 

SDIO officials see the development of this 
new space launch capacity as a monumental 
undertaking that will require a "complete 
revolution" in America's space effort. The 
United States launched a total of about 
350,000 pounds into earth orbit during 1985, 
yet SDIO estimates that SDI deployment 
will require lifting as much as five million 
pounds in orbit per year. To meet cost and 
schedule goals, SDIO must increase launch 
capability by 14 times the annual totals pre
ceding the Challenger space shuttle disaster 
and drive launch costs down by a factor of 
10. 

High-ranking Air Force officers are pessi
mistic about achieving a ten-fold reduction 
in launch costs to a rate of $300 per pound, 
even by the tum of the century. One Air 
Force general called the $300 per pound 
goal for ALS, "Dumb as dirt . .. I kill cap
tains and majors for that." With funding re
quests for ALS projected to remain in the 
low range of $200 million annually, this pro
gram may never get off the ground. 

COUNTERMEASURES 

Even if some way could be found to lift 
Phase I into space at a reasonable cost, we 
believe it will be obsolete the day it is de
ployed. The likely Soviet use of innovative 
tactics, offensive proliferation, and other 
active and passive countermeasures will 
reduce Phase I effectiveness dramatically. 

One well-known countermeasure is the 
fast-bum booster. The time required for a 
missile engine to "bum out" can be signifi
cantly reduced at a small penalty in per
formance thereby shortening the amount of 
time available for the Phase I space-based 
interceptors <SBis) to attack the missiles. 
The time it takes for post-boost vehicles 
<PBVs, or buses> on Soviet missiles to dis
pense their warheads also can be shortened 
considerably. These "modified bum buses" 
would cut deeply into the SBI's ability to 
destroy PBVs before they release their re
entry vehicles <RVs>. 

A second countermeasure facing Phase I is 
the release of decoys by Soviet offensive 
missiles in midcourse flight. Just as faster
burning boosters and buses may prevent 
boost-phase intercepts by SBis, an inability 
to distinguish RVs from decoys during mid
course would rule out most midcourse inter
cepts. 

There appears to be little doubt that the 
Soviets would be capable of loading a sizable 
number of decoys on their ballistic missiles. 
Midcourse "optimists" believe that passive 
and active means will be developed to dis
criminate between RVs and decoys. Mid
course "pessimists" maintain that interac
tive discrimination will be necessary, where
in the target objects must be physically dis
turbed, and their reactions observed, in 
order to identify them. For example, a laser 
beam striking a lightweight decoy would dis
place it more than the same beam striking a 
much heavier warhead. 

There is a legitimate difference of techni
cal opinion over the feasibility of midcourse 
discrimination, and the issue can be resolved 
only by further study and experimentation. 
Such studies will be realistic only if offen
sive countermeasures research is given a 
high priority. Unfortunately, current fund
ing of countermeasures research is a tiny 
fraction of SDI's budget. Several counter
measure projects have already been can
celled. Not only does this deprive SDIO, the 
Defense Department, and Congress of key 
information needed to make informed deci
sions on SDI, but it also denies us informa
tion that may well be needed to anticipate 
and cope with Soviet defensive develop
ments, which the Reagan administration 
regularly trumpets. The administration 
cannot have it both ways. If the Soviets are 
truly in a position for a rapid breakout of 
the ABM Treaty, as the administration 
darkly suggest, then the U.S. failure to con
duct additional countermeasures research is 
perplexing and disturbing. If the situation is 
not so bad, then the administration should 
scale back its rhetoric on this issue. 

The countermeasures problem is best 
summed up in the words of two SDI scien
tists. One told us that what the Soviets 
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would need to do to defeat SDI in the boost 
phase "is modest." Or, as the other SDI sci
entist candidly put it, "I'd rather have the 
Soviets' problem of figuring out how to 
defeat SDI than our job of trying to figure 
out how to make it work." 

THE CHEMICAL LASER FIX 

The relative ineffectiveness of Phase I in 
the face of Soviet countermeasures has not 
gone unrecognized within SDIO. That is 
why they are pushing hard to incorporate a 
space-based chemical laser into the program 
as soon as possible. In a dramatic reversal 
from two years ago, when the chemical laser 
program had been deemphasized and its 
funding cut, this device is now the direct 
energy candidate of choice to shore up 
Phase I and overcome possible countermeas
ures. As the deployment time frame for 
Phase I stretches toward the year 2000, 
space-based chemical lasers will become can
didates for incorporation into the Phase I 
plan, thus blurring distinctions between 
SDI's phases. 

A space-based laser initially would provide 
capabilities for midcourse interactive dis
crimination. This would occur as the laser 
blows off the outer layers of heavy decoys 
or reentry vehicles and thus imparts a 
change in the velocity of the target which 
would be measured and analyzed. In later 
versions, a space-based chemical laser could 
be used for ICBM booster and PBV inter
ception. 

SDI officials say that they are "looking 
hard at the integration of directed energy 
weapons" and that "there is no other clear 
winner against a robust threat except chem
ical lasers-Zenith Star." Zenith Star is a 
planned experimental test of a space-based 
chemical laser with a rough cost of $1-1.5 
billion for the test alone. FY 1989 funding 
calls for completing design review on Zenith 
Star and beginning preparation for ground 
tests. 

Difficulties with the chemical laser have 
delayed its development more than once in 
the past. Inefficient and long in wavelength, 
each laser would require many tons of fuel 
and very large mirrors. As a result, space
based chemical lasers would be large, high
value targets, or "the aircraft carriers of 
space," as one SDI proponent put it. SDI 
scientists working on the project admitted 
that a space-based laser platform would be 
very vulnerable to certain kinds of attacks. 

In addition, because high brightness is dif
ficult to achieve with such lasers, the Soviet 
Union could adopt countermeasures such as 
hardening their boosters to protect them 
from the beam. In fact, the 1984 Fletcher 
study, citing potential Soviet countermeas
ures, specifically recommended against de
ployment of the chemical laser in the 1998-
2000 time period. 

SDIO's program manager said, "We 
haven't invented anything new" that makes 
the chemical laser a better idea than it has 
been in the past. Rather, the laser's new 
lease on life is apparently driven by the 
need for an early system to shore up Phase 
I against possible countermeasures. Given 
these difficulties and the high cost of the 
program, we believe the Zenith Star experi
ment should be reviewed within the next 12 
months to ensure that its costs do not 
exceed the value of the information to be 
obtained. 

LONG VS. SHORT TERM 

Although SDIO asserts that they are care
fully balancing the funding for near- and 
long-term technologies, the practical effect 
of the increased budget emphasis on Phase 

I and chemical lasers is to starve long term 
technologies. The effects of the preference 
for near- over long-term technologies areal
ready evident in program slippages. 

Cuts in the promising Free Electron Laser 
have caused a two-year delay in that pro
gram-even though it has met all milestones 
in the last year. The x-ray laser is a pro
gram with great promise as a potent anti
SOl weapon, but has major technical hur
dles to overcome. At the present time, it is 
not on a funding track sufficient to deter
mine if a first generation weapon is feasible 
by 1995. Similarly, the neutral particle 
beam is considered an excellent system in 
the long term for interrogating and destroy
ing reentry vehicles, and possibly for killing 
missiles' electronics in the boost and post
boost phases. Under the FY 1988-89 budgets 
the neutral particle beam will slip 24 
months. 

There is broad concern in the SDI commu
nity about these slippages in far-term pro
grams. Some experts argue for concentrat
ing funding on surveillance and command 
and control before spending heavily on 
weapons hardware-thus leaving room for 
energetic far-term research, as Congress has 
urged. The near-term/far-term debate is 
central to the future of the SDI program. 
SDIO leadership firmly believes the pro
gram is balanced. We find it increasingly 
skewed toward near-term applications with 
the prospect that this imbalance will 
damage promising, new, longer-range tech
nologies. 

THE SOVIET OFFENSIVE THREAT 

Most Defense Department programs are 
well served by emphasizing the Soviet 

. threat. A bigger Soviet threat means a more 
urgent need for U.S. weapon programs. 
Ironically, SDI has a parochial interest in 
just the opposite-limiting the perception of 
the anticipated threat to create the appear
ance that the proposed Phase I defense is 
adequate to handle it. SDIO officials appear 
to take a relaxed view of the smorgasbord of 
Soviet options available to counter SDI, as
suming among other things that the Soviet 
Union will make no substantial response to 
SDI for many years to come. Moreover, 
Phase I is being designed to address the 
Soviet threat of the mid-1990s, yet it prob
ably will not even begin to be deployed until 
the late 1990s at the earliest and will have 
the bulk of its deployment life in the follow
ing decade. The far more sophisticated 
threat environment of that later period 
would appear easily capable of defeating the 
Phase I system. In short, Phase I likely 
would be obsolete from the day it was de
ployed. 

An important part of the problem may be 
that the threat assessments on which SDIO 
relies are not developed by the U.S. intelli
gence community as a whole. They are pre
pared by the Defense Intelligence Agency in 
consultation with some, but not all, ele
ments of the intelligence community. 
Rather than seeing a coordinated inter
agency assessment of the threat that would 
face the most costly and revolutionary com
plex of weapons systems in U.S. history, 
SDIO is relying on the same kind of process 
that would be used for a tank or tactical 
missile. We believe this process cries out for 
change. To evaluate the implications of the 
SDI program for U.S. security interests, the 
entire intelligence community should be in
volved in making the threat assessments. 

THE RED SHIELD 

In arguing the virtues of its SDI program, 
the Reagan administration has continued to 

raise the specter of a Soviet SDI program, 
nicknamed "Red Shield," that dwarfs U.S. 
efforts. In March President Reagan said: 

"The Soviet defense effort, which some 
call "Red Shield," is now over 15 years old 
and they have spent over $200 billion on it
that's 15 times the amount that we have 
spent on SDI." 

This statement is seriously misleading. 
Such an estimate includes Soviet expendi
tures for air defense against bombers and 
cruise missiles and for antisatellite applica
tions, as well as strategic defense against 
ballistic missiles. 

There is no doubt that the Soviets have 
been quite active in ballistic missile defense 
research, and there has been limited devel
opment and deployment of terminal ABM 
systems-those systems that are targeted on 
the last segments of the ballistic missile 
flight trajectory. However, there is a major 
difference between the Soviet orientation 
and a full SDI program. The latter of neces
sity must be a multi-tiered approach com
posed of a variety of sensor and weapons 
platforms based on the ground and in orbit. 
The Soviet "SDI" effort lacks this broad 
focus. In fact, SDIO analyses assume that 
the Soviet Union will be far behind the 
United States in developing a space-based 
defense. The most recent SDIO report to 
Congress estimates that the Soviet Union is 
10 years behind in critical SDI sensor tech
nologies, and nearly as far behind in com
puters. Other Pentagon assessments indi
cate that the Soviet Union also lags in 
chemical and free-electron lasers. 

COMPARABLE SOVIET SYSTEM 

Shortly before the decision was made on 
September 18, 1987, to enter the demonstra
tion and validation phase, a DOD reviewing 
panel asked a key question: If we deployed 
Phase I and the Soviets followed our exam
ple <as the President has suggested> with an 
equivalent system, would we be any more 
secure than if we had never deployed Phase 
I in the first place? The panel found that no 
satisfactory analysis of this question had 
been conducted. In March 1988, SDIO offi
cials admitted they were only then in the 
process of kicking off such a study. That we 
have proceeded so far without knowing the 
answer to that fundamental question is tes
timony to the confusion surrounding the 
SDI concept. 

In fact, as just mentioned, SDIO officials 
do not expect the Soviets to be able to 
match our deployment schedule. They 
think the United States will probably 
deploy later phases of SDI before the Sovi
ets respond with an initial space-based 
system and they do not think that "mutual 
occupancy" of space by both the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union is a realistic scenario 
during the Phase I time frame. 

NOT REAGAN'S VISION 

Thus the scene is not moving in the direc
tion of the President's vision for SDI. Plans 
for phased deployment of SDI anticipate 
that it will prompt Soviet countermeasures 
in an effort to defeat strategic defenses. The 
President's concept, however, was to con
vince the Soviets to adopt SDI-like defenses, 
and even to give or sell our defensive tech
nology to the Soviets. Yet there are no 
plans within SDI to carry out this policy. 
SDIO assumes that the U.S. will deploy 
space-based defenses unilaterally. 

Even if President Reagan's vision of 
mutual space defenses prevails in the long 
run, the arms control implications are no 
better. In fact, the Fletcher Report, in a to
tally overlooked section, draws the conclu-
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sion that, "The mutual occupancy of space 
by both sides is potentially an unstable situ
ation" because directed energy defenses 
could shoot at other satellites even more ef
fectively than at missiles. The mutual occu
pancy of space with directed energy weap
ons sets the stage for a "high noon" shoot 
out in space-with the first side to shoot 
winning. 

This unstable situation could also come 
about, again according to the very document 
which set out the road map for the current 
SDI program, if either side deploys a com
plete and effective space-based system that 
would provide an overwhelming strategic 
advantage. In such cases the other nation 
would regard the situation as "unaccept
able" and attempt to destroy the opponent's 
system during deployment. 

The ony way to avoid these chilling sce
narios, said the Fletcher Report, is to make 
the space-based systems invulnerable-a 
task of daunting dimension. 

CONCLUSION 
After five years and $13 billion in funding, 

as much in real dollars as was spent on the 
Manhattan Project from 1942-1946, key na
tional security issues remain. Whether even 
a limited Phase I deployment would en
hance or detract from our national security 
is an open question. 

Given high leakage rates, soaring costs, 
and the broad range of likely Soviet coun
termeasures, we believe that Phase I would 
be unlikely to meet the legal tests of being 
cost-effective at the margin and survivable. 
These "Nitze Criteria" are embodied in per
manent law, and no funding for deployment 
of an SDI system, in whole or part, may be 
undertaken until a president certifies they 
have been met. 

The enormous responsibility of sorting 
out the technical, financial, and arms con
trol issues of SDI awaits a new administra
tion. But if changes are not made soon, the 
nation will spend tens of billions only to de
stabilize the strategic balance, open up a 
new dimension of the arms race, and indefi
nitely defer the prospects for a strategic 
arms reduction agreement. 

DOLE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER GROUNDBREAKING 

e Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
last week the University of Kansas in 
Lawrence, dedicated a new human de
velopment center to my distinguished 
colleague from Kansas, BoB DoLE. It is 
very appropriate that this building has 
been named after him for all the work 
he has done on behalf of disabled indi
viduals. I ask that the remarks of 
Gene Budig, chancellor of the univer
sity, be included in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
DOLE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

GROUNDBREAKING-JUNE 28, 1988 
This is a very special day for the universi

ty. We are about to break ground for one of 
the most important buildings to be con
structed on campus in recent years. This 
human development center will strengthen 
further some of the most important pro
grams at KU, programs which have 
achieved national and international recogni
tion. It is a building we have long needed, 
and have awaited with great anticipation. 

Many of our colleagues have contributed 
much time and effort to the development of 
the proposal for this center, to the work 
which resulted in the congressional appro-

priation for its construction, to the raising 
of the additional private resources needed, 
and to the development of the plans for the 
building itself. We appreciate that work, 
and I want to express our gratitude to all of 
them for helping make this day possible. 
One individual deserves our very special 
gratitude, and that, of course, is Senator 
BoB DOLE. We are sorry he could not be 
present today, but we are pleased that his 
administrative assistant, Christina Bolton, 
has come from Washington to represent 
him and to read a message from the Senator 
following my remarks. Perhaps it is better 
that the Senator not be present, for I want 
to say some things about him. They are all 
true, but he might find them somewhat em
barrassing. 

First of all, I want to acknowledge the role 
he played in securing this building for the 
university. Had it not been for his interest 
and his tireless efforts on our behalf, there 
would be no groundbreaking today, no plans 
for this human development center. Despite 
all our efforts, and those of friends in Wash
ington and elsewhere; despite the undoubt
ed reputation for excellence of our academ
ic, research, and service programs in these 
areas; despite the obvious need for a center 
such as this, it could not have come about 
without BoB DoLE's determination to make 
it a reality. 

This is no surprise, of course, and has 
been an open secret from the very begin
ning. The Senator has been a friend of KU 
for more than four decades, and has had a 
particular interest in those of our programs 
which focus on persons with disabilities. 
This stems in part from the Senator's own 
experiences, his injuries in World War II 
and his long and difficult physical rehabili
tation. His career in the Senate of the 
United States has been distinguished in 
many ways, but never more so than in his 
24-year record of work on behalf of disabled 
Americans. His initial Senate speech in 1969 
addressed the concerns of disabled individ
uals and set the tone for his subsequent ef
forts. He has been a tireless champion of in
dividuals with physical, mental, and devel
opmental disabilities, and is recognized as 
their most forceful public spokesman. His 
influence has been far-reaching and con
stant. 

Among his efforts have been the equal op
portunities for Disabled Americans Act, 
which he introduced; the voting rights for 
the Elderly and Handicapped Act, of which 
he was an original cosponsor; the Air Carri
ers Access Act; amendments to provide tax 
deductions for the removal of physical bar
riers, and business deductions for the provi
sion of reasonable access in the work place; 
support for federally funded vocational re
habilitation programs for the severely dis
abled; encouragement of new and creative 
ways of developing work opportunities for 
those with disabilities. He is acutely aware 
that 67 percent of Americans with disabil
ities are unemployed-and that 67 percent 
of disabled persons want to work. A major 
part of his energies in the Congress are di
rected toward rectifying this enormous 
waste of human resources and human po
tential. 

These are some of the reasons that BoB 
DoLE understood at once the importance of 
our proposal for a human development 
center. The university's programs address 
concerns that are among his highest prior
ities. From our first approach to him, he 
was enthusiastic in his support and creative 
in his approach to the problem of funding. 
Throughout Senate consideration of this 

appropriation, he was involved closely in 
every discussion. Without him, as I said, 
there would be no human development 
center at KU. We appreciate that, and we 
have expressed that appreciation to him in 
the past, publicly and privately. 

Today, however, we want to reiterate our 
enormous gratitude to him, not only for 
helping bring about this center, but for a 
public career dedicated to the improvement 
of opportunities for disabled Americans. In 
recognition of his effective efforts, his advo
cacy, and his national leadership in develop
mental issues, I am honored to announce 
that this building will be named "The 
Robert Dole Human Development Center." 
In this way, the university recognizes his 
partnership in our own commitment to a 
better life for every person with disabil
ities.e 

CANADA DAY 
eMr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor July 1 as "Canada Day." This 
national Canadian holiday commemo
rates the formation of the dominion of 
Canada from the various provinces of 
British North America. On July 1, 
1867, Canada became a self-governing, 
independent country. 

Americans and Canadians have been 
good friends and neighbors for many 
years. The United States and Canada 
signed the Rush-Bagot Agreement, 
preventing the militarization of the 
Great Lakes and facilitating smooth 
relations between the two countries. 
The two nations remained allies in 
both world wars, and we are still close
ly linked by the NATO alliance and 
the NORAD [North American Aero
space Defense] Agreement. More re
cently, we cannot forget how Canadi
an diplomats came to our aid when 
American hostages were held in Tehe
ran. 

All across the 3,500-mile-long border 
between the United States and 
Canada, good relations prevail. De
spite the cultural diversity of both na
tions, the United States and Canada 
maintain a stable working relation
ship. We are both peaceful democra
cies, committed to human rights, jus
tice, freedom, and equality. Trade be
tween our two countries involves the 
greatest flow of goods between any 
two neighboring nations in the world. 
Our cultural, economic, trade, and 
tourism exchanges continue to nur
ture good relations. 

On June 23 of this year, the Senate 
passed House Joint Resolution 587, 
designating July 2 and 3 as United 
States-Canada Days of Peace and 
Friendship. These days, marking the 
period between Canada Day and 
United States Independence Day, 
should serve to remind all Americans 
of our good fortune in having a neigh
bor committed to goals similar to our 
own. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask my 
colleagues in the Senate to join me in 
commemorating July 1 as Canada Day 
and in celebrating our peaceful and 
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very special relationship with 
Canada.e 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
REGULATORY UTILITY COM
MISSIONERS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Mr. BURDICK, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration of S. Res. 
450. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution <S. Res. 450) to acknowledge 
the service provided to consumers by the 
National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was considered and agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
Whereas the National Association of Reg

ulatory Utility Commissioners <NARUC> 
was formed by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in 1889 as a nonprofit quasi
governmental organization to promote 
greater uniformity in the regulation of rail
roads; and 

Whereas NARUC membership has grown 
to include local, State, Federal, territorial 
and international agencies engaged in regu
lating public utilities, including telecom
munications, gas, electric and water compa
nies, and motor carriers; and 

Whereas NARUC is celebrating 100 years 
as a major force in studying and solving reg
ulatory problems, promoting uniform and 
effective regulation and improving public 
understanding of utility regulation in the 
United States. Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the Senate recognizes the 
contributions of the National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners and con
gratulates NARUC on its first 100 years of 
service. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the reso
lution was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CONGRATULATING HIS MAJES
TY KING TAUFA'AHAU TUPOU 
IV AND THE PEOPLE OF 
TONGA 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of House Concurrent Resolution 
319. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
concurrent resolution will be stated by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution <H. Con. Res. 319) 
congratulating his Majesty King Taufa'a
hau Tupou IV and the people of Tonga on 

the occasion of the King's 70th birthday, 
the 21st anniversary of the King's corona
tion, and the celebration of the centennial 
of the Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and 
Navigation between the United States and 
the Kingdom of Tonga. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the con
current resolution was considered and 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

AUTHORIZING USE OF HART 
BUILDING ATRIUM 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Mr. Rockefeller, I send a resolution 
to the desk and ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution <S. Res. 451) authorizing the 
use of the Hart Building Atrium for a con
cert by the Congressional Chorus. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to submit this Senate res
olution authorizing the Congressional 
Chorus to present a brief concert of 
music by American composers in the 
Hart Atrium during the noon hour on 
Tuesday, July 12. The Congressional 
Chorus is composed of over 50 staff 
members from the Senate, House, Li
brary of Congress and other offices of 
the legislative branch, who find joy 
and relaxation, as well as escape from 
the pressures of the office, in creating 
beautiful music. The concert will incur 
no cost to the Senate and will not dis
rupt the performance of official 
duties. 

The resolution was agreed to, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the atrium of the Senate 
Hart Office Building may be used from 
12:00 noon until 1:00 p.m. on July 12, 1988, 
for a concert of American music presented 
by the Congressional Chorus. 

REFERRAL OF S. 2611 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 2611, Cal
endar No. 781, be referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

GRAYS HARBOR NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE REFUGE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the dis
tinguished Republican leader has no 
objection, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of Calendar Order No. 765. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1979) to establish the Grays 
Harbor National Wildlife Refuge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works, 
with amendments, as follows: 

<The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack
ets, and the parts of the bill intended 
to be inserted are shown in italics.> 

s. 1979 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
<1> Grays Harbor, a ninety-four-square

mile estuary on the coast of the State of 
Washington, is of critical importance to cer
tain migratory shorebirds and waterfowl 
and provides important habitat for many 
types of fish and wildlife, including threat
ened and endangered species; 

(2) the area known as Bowerman Basin is 
a tidal mudflat within the Grays Harbor es
tuary which attracts hundreds of thousands 
of migratory shorebirds during spring and 
fall migrations as well as peregrine falcons 
and other raptors; 

(3) the Bowerman Basin provides extraor
dinary recreational, research, and educa
tional opportunities for students, scientists, 
birdwatchers, nature photographers, the 
physically handicapped, and others; 

(4) the Bowerman Basin is an internation
ally significant environmental resource that 
is unprotected and may require active man
agement to prevent vegetative encroach
ment and to otherwise protect and enhance 
its habitat values; and 

(5) the Bowerman Basin has been identi
fied in the Grays Harbor Estuary Manage
ment Plan, prepared by Grays Harbor Re
gional Planning Commission, as an area de
serving permanent protection. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes for which the Grays Harbor 
National Wildlife Refuge is established and 
shall be managed for include-

(!) to conserve fish and wildlife popula
tions and their habitats, including but not 
limited to those of western sandpiper, 
dunlin, red knot, long-billed dowitcher, 
short-billed dowitcher, other shorebirds, 
and other migratory birds, including birds 
of prey; 
· (2) to fulfill international treaty obliga

tions of the United States with regard to 
fish and wildlife and their habitats; 

< 3 > to conserve those species known to be 
threatened with extinction; and 

<4> to provide an opportunity, consistent 
with the purposes set forth in paragraphs 
<1>. (2), and (3), for wildlife-oriented recrea
tion, education, and research. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act-
< 1) The term "refuge" means the Grays 

Harbor National Wildlife Refuge. 
<2> The term "lands and waters" includes 

interests in lands and waters. 
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(3) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of the Interior, acting through the 
Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF REFUGE. 

<a><l> The Secretary is authorized and di
rected to establish, as herein provided, a na
tional wildlife refuge to be known as the 
Grays Harbor National Wildlife Refuge. 

(2) There shall be included within the 
boundaries of the refuge those lands, 
marshes, tidal flats, submerged lands, and 
open waters in the State of Washington 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Grays 
Harbor National Wildlife Refuge", dated 
December, 1987, which comprise approxi
mately one thousand eight hundred acres. 

(3) Said boundary map shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the office 
of the Director of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, and in 
appropriate offices of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service in the State of Washington. 

(b) BOUNDARY REVISIONS.-The Secretary 
may make such minor revisions in the 
boundaries designated under subsection <a> 
as may be necessary to carry out the pur
poses of the refuge and to facilitate the ac
quisition of property within the refuge. 

(c) AcQUISITION.-<!) The Secretary shall, 
not later than the 3rd anniversary of the ef
fective date of this Act, acquire by transfer 
or purchase, or both, the approximately one 
thousand seven hundred eleven acres of 
lands and waters owned by the Port of 
Grays Harbor within the refuge and identi
fied as Management Unit 12, Area 1, in the 
Grays Harbor Estuary Management Plan. 

[<2> The appropriate Federal agencies 
may treat any lands and waters transferred 
to the Secretary under paragraph (c)(1) as 
meeting, in whole or in part, mitigation obli
gations of the Port of Grays Harbor arising 
under section 404 of the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act <33 U.S.C. 1344): Provid
ed. That the validity of such mitigation 
credits is predicated on compliance with the 
guidelines issued under section 404(b)(l) of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
u.s.c. 1344(b)(l)).] 

(2) The appropriate Federal agencies may 
consider the transfer of any lands and 
waters to the Secretary under paragraph 
(c)(1) as compensation to satisfy, in whole 
or in part, obligations resulting from water
dependent activities by the Port of Grays 
Harbor under section 404 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1344): Provided. That there are no practica
ble alternatives to such water-dependent ac
tivities which would have less adverse 
impact on the aquatic ecosystem: Provided 
further, That appropriate and practicable 
steps have been taken which will minimize, 
rectify, and reduce adverse impacts to the 
aquatic escosystem from those water-de
pendent activities which can not be 
avoided. 

(3) The Secretary is authorized to acquire 
up to sixty-eight acres of lands and waters 
owned by the city of Hoquiam within the 
boundaries of the Refuge, and to compen
sate the lessees on such lands and waters for 
improvements and relocation costs. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY.
The Secretary shall administer all lands, 
waters, and interests therein, acquired 
under section 4 in accordance with the pro
visions of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966 < 16 
U.S.C. 668dd-668ee). 

(b) OTHER AUTHORITY.-Consistent with 
the provisions of section 5(a) of this Act, the 

Secretary may utilize such additional statu
tory authority as may be available to him 
for the conservation and development of 
fish, wildlife, and natural resources, the de
velopment of outdoor recreation opportuni
ties, and interpretative education as he con
siders appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of the refuge. 

(C) MANAGEMENT PLAN.-Within eighteen 
months after the effective date of this Act, 
the Secretary shall prepare a management 
plan for the development and operation of 
the refuge which shall include-

(!) the construction of a visitor center 
suitable for year-round use with special em
phasis in interpretative education and re
search; 

(2) viewpoints, boardwalks, and access; 
(3) parking and other necessary facilities; 

and 
(4) a comprehensive plan setting forth 

refuge management priorities and strate
gies. 
The Secretary shall provide opportunity for 
public participation in developing the man
agement plan. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of the Interior-

< 1) such sums as may be necessary for the 
acquisition of the lands and waters referred 
to in section 4(c)(l). 

(2) not to exceed $2,500,000 to carry out 
other provisions of this Act. 
SEC. 7. REFUGE DEVELOPMENT FUND. 

[The Director of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service shall, upon enactment of this Act, 
promptly consult with the Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation created by Public Law 98-244 to 
request the foundation set up a separate ac
count for the purpose of encouraging, ac
cepting, and administering private gifts of 
property for the purposes of this Act. The 
Director shall, in preparing the manage
ment plan required by section 5 of this Act, 
give special consideration to means by 
which he may encourage the participation 
and contributions of local public and private 
entities in the development and manage
ment of the refuge.] 

The Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service shall, upon enactment of 
this Act, promptly request that the National 
Fish and Wildlife Foundation created by 
Public Law 98-244 take those measures that 
the Foundation deems appropriate to en
courage, accept, and administer private 
gifts of property to further the purposes of 
this Act. The Secretary shall, in preparing 
the management plan required by section 
Sfc), give special consideration to means by 
which the participation and contributions 
of local public and private entities in devel
oping and implementing such plan can be 
encouraged. 
SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act, or January 1, 1988, 
whichever date occurs later. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, it is 
with pleasure that I rise today to ex
press my support for the passage of S. 
1979, which will create a wildlife 
refuge at Bowerman Basin in Grays 
Harbor, W A. In doing so, I would like 
to express my appreciation to Senator 
MITCHELL and my colleagues in the 
Environment and Public Works Com
mittee for their assistance in moving 
this bill forward. I also commend my 
colleagues from Washington, Senator 
EVANS and Representative BoNKER, for 

their cooperation in reaching the 
agreement reflected in this bill. 

In April, Bowerman Basin once 
again hosted hundreds of thousands of 
shorebirds on their annual migration 
from Central and South America to 
breeding grounds in the Arctic. The 
preservation of this unique mudflat, 
which is a prime feeding and rest area 
for these migrating birds, is essential. 
And to anyone who has witnessed this 
magnificent annual sight, the protec
tion provided in this bill will make the 
long road undertaken for its passage 
well worthwhile. 

The annual migration covers rough
ly 15,000 miles. To successfully com
plete this journey, shorebirds are de
pendent upon a few key staging areas, 
where they concentrate in enormous 
numbers to feed and gain strength for 
the remaining flight. There are four 
such staging areas in North America, 
of which Bowerman Basin is one. In 
the spring, it is the last major estuary 
stop before the final 1,500-mile leg to 
northern breeding grounds. Bowerman 
fulfills a similar function in the late 
fall, when the birds once again head 
south for the winter. 

This concentration upon just a few 
areas for survival has made shorebirds 
particularly vulnerable to changes in 
these ecosystems. Studies by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service suggest that sev
eral species of shorebirds have suf
fered severe declines in recent years. A 
major factor in this decline has been 
the alteration of staging area environ
ments, such as that found at Bower
man Basin. The dependence of shore
birds on these vital staging areas 
makes them more vulnerable than 
their great numbers might suggest. 
The loss of Grays Harbor to pollution, 
overfishing, or development could 
threaten the existence of entire spe
cies. Its importance to the survival of 
millions of shorebirds, and to the well
being of numerous other waterfowl 
and wildlife, has made this legislation 
necessary. And the survival of these 
birds is vital to our ability to preserve 
the environment and protect the value 
of life. 

The establishment of a wildlife 
refuge at Bowerman Basin will provide 
the area with necessary protection 
from future development. Lands for 
the refuge will be acquired from the 
city of Hoquiam and the Port of Grays 
Harbor. The Secretary of the Interior 
is directed to prepare a management 
plan for the area, providing for con
struction of a year-round visitor 
center, viewpoints, boardwalks, and 
other necessary facilities. 

The creation of a wildlife refuge at 
Bowerman Basin enjoys the support of 
the entire Washington delegation. De
spite this universal support, the devel
opment of this bill was no easy task. I 
was fortunate to have a member of my 
staff, Kerry O'Hara, who was dedicat-
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ed to that task. Kerry is a recent grad
uate of the University of Washington 
Law School who came to my office on 
a 1-year legal fellowship. Her work on 
this legislation has been both dedicat
ed and skillful. She has my apprecia
tion: and she will have the apprecia
tion of the people of Washington for 
years to come. . 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of S. 1979, 
legislation to establish the Grays 
Harbor National Wildlife Refuge, that 
the Senate is considering today. This 
legislation will add an environmentally 
valued unit, located in Washington 
State, to the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. 

For many years the Bowerman 
Basin mudflats in Grays Harbor have 
been recognized internationally as a 
significant wildlife habitat for migra
tory shorebirds. These mudflats con
stitute a major feeding and stopover 
for shorebirds migrating every spring 
and fall between points as far apart as 
South America and Alaska. All who 
have experienced the biannual migra
tion agree this is an area worthy of na
tional recognition and protection. 

The legislation is substantially the 
same bill that I introducd with Sena
tor ADAMS last December. Minor modi
fications to the original language were 
included to address technical concerns 
of the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee. I would like to ex
press my sincere appreciation to the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee for assisting the Washing
ton State delegation in our effort to 
pass a Grays Harbor National Wildlife 
Refuge bill. I am pleased that that the 
Senate is acting on this initiative that 
is important not only to my constitu
ents in Washington State, but to bird 
watching enthusiasts the world over. 
It is encouraging that today's action 
places this legislation one step closer 
to actual refuge establishment. 

As reported out of the Senate Envi
ronment Committee, the bill allows 
the Federal Government to acquire 
the primary parcel of land without 
spending limited Government funds. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service is au
thorized to acquire the privately 
owned basin as mitigation for the 
port's development activities, if the 
relevant Federal agencies deem it ap
propriate. This alternative for acquisi
tion would be consistent with Federal 
clean water law. While I recognize the 
precedential nature of such a policy, I 
believe there are advantages in acquir
ing lands more quickly, providing 
them with management and protec
tion in a more expeditious manner. 

The bill contains another novel 
idea-the Bowerman Basin economic 

development fund. The bill as report
ed clarifies the vehicle through which 
funds could be deposited, contribu
tions-in cash, or real or personal 
property, from any non-Federal entity 
for development of the refuge. 
Through the Fish and Wildlife Foun
dation, these funds would be available 
for matching grants by the Federal 
Government. This will provide a way 
to encourage community support for 
enhancing the area, as well as the sup
port from the many people outside of 
the Grays Harbor an.a who will visit 
the refuge. 

By allowing contributions in kind, 
the amounts authorized in the bill for 
the construction of visitors facilities 
can be further augmented. Potential 
donations of lumber could, for exam
ple, be used to construct view points 
and boardwalks, or funds could be 
spent in an effort to attract visiting 
scientists, researchers, or tourists to 
the Grays Harbor area to view the 
shorebird migration. This combination 
of private and Federal resources is 
consistent with previous efforts to 
forge partnerships to help educate 
people about, appreciate, and manage 
this estuary. 

The legislation considered today rep
resents a carefully crafted compromise 
that the Washington delegation has 
negotiated over the last year. Impor
tantly, the entire delegation in both 
Houses supports this legislation and is 
anxious to continue moving toward its 
enactment. I look forward to the 
Senate passage of S. 1979, and encour
age my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives to move expeditiously 
in their consideration of the Grays 
Harbor National Wildlife Refuge legis
lation. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The 'bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4794 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon the dis
position of H.R. 4800, the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 4794. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I un
derstand it, that would put transporta
tion ahead of the interior appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

Mr. DOLE. That is the request of 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. HAT
FIELD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY 
RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate, 
when it completes its business today, 
stand either in recess or adjournment 
until the hour of 9:30 tomorrow morn
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow, 
following the recognition of the two 
leaders, there be a period for morning 
business not to extend beyond the 
hour of 10 o'clock a.m. and that Sena
tors may be permitted to speak during 
that period for morning business on 
tomorrow for not to exceed 5 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has the 
order been entered for the adjourn
ment over or recess over until 9:30 to
morrow morning? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
recess or adjournment was not speci
fied. 

Mr. BYRD. I beg the Chair's 
pardon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
order was for the Senate to stand in 
recess or adjournment until 9:30. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I thank the Chair. 
WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
Calendar be waived on tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 
distinguished Republican leader have 
any further statement or any business 
he would like to transact? 

Mr. DOLE. I have nothing else. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Republican 

leader. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
TOMORROW AT 9:30 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move in 
accordance with the order previously 
entered that the Senate stand in ad
journment until the hour of 9:30 to
morrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate, at 10:56 p.m., adjourned until 
9:30a.m., Friday, July 8, 1988. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
July 7, 1988 

INTRODUCTION OF THE SECURI
TIES MARKET REFORM ACT 
OF 1988 

HON.EDWARDJ.~Y 
OF MASSASCHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

introduce the Securities Market Reform Act of 
1988, comprehensive legislation in response 
to the stock market's crash. Eight months 
have now passed since the market crashed 
on October 19, 1987. In that time, there have 
been numerous hearings, studies, and investi
gations sifting through October's market 
debris to determine the causes of the mar
ket's record 508 point drop and to fashion ap
propriate remedies. Many looked with intense 
interest on that debris to read what lessons 
could be learned to make our markets strong
er and more resilient. Unfortunately, some, 
particularly in the administration, have looked 
only to sweep the mess quickly from sight. I 
do not believe that we can just shrug our 
shoulders and glibly ascribe to the philosophy 
that a miss is as good as a mile. The Brady 
Task Force has presented a vivid picture of 
our financial markets harrowing escape from 
near disaster. Former Senator Nicholas Brady, 
and others, have told Congress it can happen 
again. 

We have had 8 months to reflect on this 
matter. Since the crash, we have watched our 
financial markets bob and weave with each 
new piece of relevant or irrelevant economic 
news. Capital formation, the reason for having 
a stock market in the first place, is anemic 
with 1988 first quarter daily averages at only 
20 percent of precrash levels. Individual inves
tors now routinely call our markets a "giant 
casino," where the games are rigged and only 
the biggest players ever win. A recent Sind
linger & Co. poll found that only 5 percent of 
households said they planned to buy stocks 
now compared with 15 percent just after the 
crash. 

Professional traders throw up their hands, 
befuddled by the market's inexplicable moves 
from day to day. Some are mollified by daily 
gains in the market and put off acceptance of 
reforms on those grounds. But I strongly be
lieve that we should not gauge the wisdom of 
market reforms by whether the Dow is up or 
down on any given day. After all, Congress 
cannot be, should not be, and is not in the 
business of legislating up markets and outlaw
ing down markets. On the contrary, our mis
sion is to preserve the integrity and to safe
guard the vibrancy of our financial markets, to 
enhance the safety and stability of our finan
cial markets, and to make very sure our regu
latory structure keeps pace with financial inno
vation. 

In assessing what actions should be taken 
by Congress, the Subcommittee on Telecom-

munications and Finance of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, which I am privileged 
to chair, has sought to assess the overall 
structure of our financial markets and to ask 
some very direct and crucial questions: Are 
our markets fair? Are they aiding or hindering 
capital formation? Is the regulation of our mar
kets rational, coherent, and up to date? 

With the benefit of the studies completed 
on the crash and an extensive hearing record, 
I have reached several conclusions concern
ing these fundamental questions and find 
myself largely in agreement with the central 
recommendations of the Brady Task Force 
and the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Briefly, the Brady Report made five recom
mendations: First, one agency should coordi
nate market issues which impact all markets; 
second, clearing systems should be unified; 
third, margins should be made consistent 
across marketplaces to control speculation 
and financial leverage; fourth, circuit breaker 
mechanisms should be implemented to pro
tect the market system; and fifth, information 
systems should be established to monitor 
transactions and conditions in related mar
kets. 

Unfortunately, these basic commonsense 
solutions were quickly brushed aside by the 
administration which ordered them. Instead of 
embracing the findings of the Brady Report, 
the administration remained strangely silent 
and simply created a new group to handle 
market reform issues. The Working Group on 
Financial Markets was created, comprised of 
the Department of Treasury, the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, the Commodities 
Futures Trading Commission, and the Federal 
Reserve Board. Like the Brady Task Force, 
the working group was given 2 months to 
issue its first report. 

Unlike the Brady Task Force, the working 
group came up with only two recommenda
tions in its report-a coordinated circuit break
er for a market nearing total collapse, and a 
proposal for coordinating clearing and settle
ment. The administration quickly praised the 
working group's underwhelming report as "ex
cellent" and looked forward to its continued 
existence. In short, the working group's report 
represented a triumph of the disciples of lais
sez-faire economics over the pragmatists in 
the administration. It amounted to an endorse
ment of benign neglect of our financial mar
kets. 

The bill I am introducing today brings us 
back full circle to the essential findings of the 
Brady Task Force and the SEC. 

Briefly, the Securities Reform Act of 1988 
which I am introducing today accomplishes 
the following: First, redefines a stock index fu
tures contract and options on such contracts 
as a "securities derivative instrument" and 
brings such instruments under the definition of 
a security, and thereby, control of the SEC; 
second, directs the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve to set minimum margin for 

such instruments at a level functionally though 
not necessarily numerically comparable to 
stock margin levels; third, grants the SEC the 
authority to take certain actions in a market 
emergency; fourth, grants the SEC the author
ity to require large trader reporting of program 
or block trades; fifth, directs the SEC to co
ordinate clearing and settlement of securities 
and related options, and securities derivative 
instruments; sixth, authorizes the SEC to re
quire reports from brokers or dealers concern
ing the financial health of affiliates; and sev
enth, prohibits all forms of frontrunning. 

The comprehensive approach to market 
reform represented by this legislation reflects 
the views of many market experts who have 
appeared before the subcommittee. It accepts 
the central finding of the Brady Commission 
that our stock, stock options, and stock index 
futures markets are essentially linked. It imple
ments that finding by vesting in the SEC, the 
Federal agency with the most expertise in this 
area, the necessary regulatory authority to 
deal with these markets in a unified fashion. 
The unified market concept also is reflected in 
giving the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve the authority to set minimum margins 
for stock index futures in addition to the 
margin setting authority the Fed currently has 
for stocks. The bill deals directly with prob
lems in the critical areas of clearing and set
tlement which the Brady Commission identi
fied as having imperiled our Nation's entire fi
nancial system on the morning of October 20, 
1987. The bill takes a flexible approach to cir
cuit breakers recommended by the Brady 
Commission by conferring broad authority 
upon the SEC to take a range of actions to 
stabilize the markets in the event of another 
free-fall such as occurred last October. The 
bill also heightens scrutiny of trading practices 
heavily dependent on the relationship be
tween the stock index futures and stock mar
kets by giving the SEC authority to require 
large trader reporting of program trades and 
prohibits the abuse of frontrunning. 

Some of the elements of this bill are contro
versial; others are not. Given the Reagan ad
ministration's abdication of proper governmen
tal responsibility in the wake of the market 
crash, there are senous political obstacles to 
enacting this legislation, as introduced, in the 
limited time remaining in the 1 OOth Congress. I 
harbor no illusions regarding the political reali
ties. There are extremely strong special inter
ests concerned about this bill. But they cannot 
deter us from fully considering and debating 
where the national interest lies. 

I believe this bill reflects the national inter
est in financial markets which are not only ef
ficient but also stable and secure. I believe · 
this bill reflects the national interest in bringing 
the individual investor back into the markets. I 
believe this bill reflects the national interest in 
reinvigorating our capital formation process. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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I have faith that the internal logic of the 

comprehensive approach taken by this bill ulti
mately will prevail. Our financial regulatory 
system must be rationalized and modernized. 
Whether that takes place this year, next year 
or 2 years from now, the time has come to lay 
the groundwork for these inevitable changes. 

By introducing this bill, I intend to leave 
open all options for legislative action, depend
ing upon the economic and political climate. I 
obviously believe that the sooner we adopt 
this legislation, the healthier and safer our Na
tion's financial structure will be. But I do not 
rule out accomplishing some of the more 
modest, less controversial and yet clearly 
needed reforms contained in this bill before 
the 1 OOth Congress adjourns, while leaving 
other parts of this legislative package to a 
future Congress. 

This bill should tell every individual in this 
country who owns a share of stock that Con
gress cares. We care about their confidence 
in our financial markets. We want their partici
pation in the markets. 

The Reagan administration has turned its 
back on the need to restore investor confi
dence. Instead of telling investors that they 
better get used to market volatility, this admin
istration should do all in its power to increase 
investor confidence. For without investors its a 
simple fact that we will have less investment 
in building for America's future prosperity. We 
seem to have forgotten the fundamental pur
pose of our financial markets-to raise capital 
to keep America growing strong. The Securi
ties Market Reform act of 1988 is designed to 
bring our financial markets home to that fun
damental purpose. 

A section-by-section analysis follows: 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE 

SECURITIES MARKET REFORM ACT OF 1988 
SECTION 1. Short Title. 
This section provides that the bill may be 

cited as the "Securities Market Reform Act 
of 1988". 

SEc. 2. Treatment of Securities Derivative 
Instruments as Securities. 

This subsection of the bill brings stock 
index futures and options on index futures 
under the regulation of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission by redefining such 
futures and options as "securities derivative 
instruments" and adding this new definition 
to the existing definitions of "security" con
tained in securities laws. 

The overwhelming and uncontradicted 
conclusion of the many reports which have 
probed the market crash is that trading in 
stocks, options and futures really comprise 
one unified market. As the Brady Report 
states, "[blecause stocks, futures and op
tions constitute one market, there must be 
in place a regulatory structure designed to 
be consistent with this economic reality." A 
variety of trading and investment strate
gies-index arbitrage, index substitution, 
portfolio insurance, and asset allocation
are based on the very fact that these instru
ments and equities are nearly perfect substi
tutes. 

In addition to trading strategies which 
link stocks and stock index futures prod
ucts, these products are also linked by the 
price discovery function which futures 
sometimes serve for the stock market. The 
SEC, in testimony before the Subcommittee 
on Telecommunications and Finance de
scribed the tremendous influence that stock 
index futures exert over the stock market: 
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"[Tlhe futures market, because of its 

lower transaction costs <including lower 
margins), speedier executions, and at times 
greater liquidity, has become the market of 
choice for large institutional investors seek
ing to reallocate or hedge their stock portfo
lios. Because large portfolio traders may 
choose to enter the futures trading allows 
futures prices to change more rapidly than 
their corresponding equity prices, futures 
prices often lead equity prices. As a conse
quence of these factors, price discovery for 
portfolios of stocks now sometimes occurs in 
the futures market, with prices transmitted 
to the stock market eithl'r directly through 
arbitrage or indirectly through the signals 
created by spreads between the futures and 
stock prices." 

Because of these links and the close rela
tionship between futures and stocks, this 
section establishes a regulatory structure 
which reflects the actual unity of our finan
cial markets. 

Following is a description of each subsec
tion of section 2. Subsection (a) amends sec
tion 3<a> of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 by adding and defining a new term, 
"securities derivative instrument." Securi
ties derivative instruments include any 
stock index futures contract or option on 
such contract. 

Subsection <b> adds the term securities de
rivative instrument to the definition of "se
curity" in the Securities Act of 1933, the Se
curities Exchange Act of 1934, Investment 
Advisers Act of 1940, and the Securities In
vestor Protection Act. 

Subsection (c) amends section 12 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by setting 
out the minimum requirements which a se
curities derivative instrument must meet in 
order to be approved by the Commission for 
trading or to continue to be traded. At a 
minimum, the trading of such instruments 
must be consistent with the public interest, 
protection of investors, and must not ad
versely affect the maintenance of fair and 
orderly securities markets. In addition, the 
trading of such instruments shall not be 
readily susceptible to manipulation of the 
price of the instrument, any underlying se
curity, option on such security, or option on 
a securities derivative instrument. And fi
nally, a securities derivative instrument 
shall be predominantely composed of the se
curities of unaffiliated issuers and shall be a 
widely published measure of, and shall re
flect, the market for all or a segment of 
publicly traded equity securities. 

Subsection <c> also provides for public 
comment on the application for registration 
on a national securities exchange of any se
curities derivative instrument and author
izes the SEC to exempt members of any ex
change from requirements of 11<a> with re
spect to such instruments. The subsection 
extends to securities derivative instruments 
the same authority which the SEC current
ly holds in regard to securities with respect 
to the authority of the SEC to deny, sus
pend or revoke the registration of such in
strument. In addition to that authority, the 
SEC is directed to provide for the orderly 
liquidation of positions in such instruments 
should registration of a securities derivative 
instrument be revoked. 

Subsection (d) contains conforming 
amendments to implement the purposes of 
section 2, including a provision which grants 
the Commission sole authority over securi
ties derivative instruments. 

Subsection <e> provides that section 2 will 
take effect in 180 days after the date of en
actment or at an earlier date as the Com-
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mission prescribes and publishes in the Fed
eral Register. 

Section 3. Authority of the Federal Re
serve Board to Prescribe Margin Require
ments for All Securities and Securities De
rivative Instruments. 

This section implements the recommenda
tion of the Brady Task Force that 
"[m]argins should be made consistent 
across marketplaces to reduce financial 
risk." Chairman David Ruder of the SEC 
has proposed that margins should be raised 
on stock index futures and options "to in
crease investor confidence, decrease deriva
tive market speculative activity, and reduce 
the illusion that the derivative markets pro
vide sufficient liquidity to allow investors 
and traders to liquidate quickly large por
tions of their entire portfolios." 

Section 3 amends section 7 of the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 by adding a new 
subsection <h>. Subsection (h) directs the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System <the Board) to prescribe the mini
mum amount of margin necessary to estab
lish or maintain a position in any securities 
derivative instrument. In setting a minimum 
margin level, the Board is directed to take 
several factors in to account: A> the need to 
provide comparable costs for and leverage in 
establishing and maintaining positions in 
equity securities and securities derivative in
struments; B) the need to prevent sudden 
and unreasonable price fluctuations and ex
cessive speculation; and C> requirements es
tablished by the Board under preceding sub
sections of this section. 

Section 4. Authority to Take Emergency 
Actions. 

Section 4 authorizes the Commission to 
respond immediately to a grave market 
emergency, or in anticipation of an immi
nent emergency. Section 4 amends Section 9 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by 
adding a new subsection (i). Subsection m 
grants the Commission the authority to 
take certain actions in the event of a major 
market emergency to maintain or restore 
fair and orderly securities markets or to 
assure prompt and accurate clearance and 
settlement. 

This subsection explicitly authorizes tl:).e 
Commission, but does not limit the Commis
sion, to take the following actions in an 
emergency: 1) to suspend trading in any or 
all securities for a period not to exceed 24 
hours, except that such suspensions may be 
extended by two twenty-four periods with 
the approval of the President; 2) to set tem
porary emergency margin levels; 3) to set 
hours of trading; 4> to require reporting or 
limits on positions and changes in positions; 
and 5) to impose requirements concerning 
clearance and settlement of transactions in 
any security. Emergency actions by the 
Commission, with the exception of suspen
sions of trading, shall not exceed 30 days. 

This subsection defines an emergency as 
any circumstance which the Commission 
has reason to believe is or may be a major 
risk to fair and orderly markets for securi
ties or to prompt and accurate clearance 
and settlement of transactions. The subsec
tion grants the Commission the authority to 
specify the circumstances constituting an 
emergency. 

Section 5. Large Trader Reporting. 
Section 5 requires the Commission to 

obtain large trader reports. Such reports 
will not only assist the Commission in as
sessing the impact of large trades on the 
markets, but will aid the Commission in its 
surveillance of the markets and thereby dis-
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courage trading abuses such as frontrun
ning. 

Section 5 amends section 13 of the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 by adding a new 
subsection (h). In order to enable the Com
mission to monitor the immediate impact of 
program and block trading on securities 
markets, subsection (h) directs the Commis
sion the authority to require large traders 
to report program and block trades occur
ring within a 24 hour period on a contempo
raneous basis. The subsection provides for 
the confidential treatment of the identities 
of those effecting such trades while direct
ing the Commission to provide for public 
disclosure of such trades as they occur as 
program or block trades. The subsection 
grants the Commission the authority to 
define terms used in this subsection. 

Section 6. Coordinated Clearing and Set
tlement. 

This section is designed to implement the 
findings of the major studies of the market 
crash to lessen the unnecessary liquidity de
mands placed on market participants be
cause of a lack of coordination among clear
ing facilities. 

Section 6 amends section 17A(a)(2) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by direct
ing the Commission to facilitate the estab
lishment of linked and coordinated facilities 
for clearance and settlement of transactions 
in securities and related options, and securi
ties derivative instruments. 

Subsection (b) of section 6 amends section 
17<A> by adding a new subsection <f> which 
grants the Commission the authority to pre
scribe uniform rules for creditors to perfect 
a securities interest in certificated and un
certificated securities. 

Section 7. Risk Assessment for Holding 
Company Systems. 

This section contains the Commission's 
legislative recommendations enhancing the 
Commission's ability to assess the activities 
of those associated with brokers and dealers 
which may materially affect the financial or 
operational condition of such brokers and 
dealers. 

Section 7 amends section 17 of the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 by adding a new 
subsection (h) which requires a broker, 
dealer or government securities broker or 
dealer to report information concerning the 
financial condition of its associated persons, 
other than natural persons, which are rea
sonably likely to have a material impact on 
the financial or operational condition of 
such brokers or dealers. Certain institutions 
are exempted, such as banks, bank holding 
companies, savings and loan holding compa
nies, insurance companies and future com
mission merchants, so long as information 
similar to that required of brokers or deal
ers is available from those agencies regulat
ing such institutions. The Commission is 
granted exemptive authority concerning 
this subsection. In addition, information 
gathered under this subsection is protected 
from public disclosure. 

Section 8. Prevention of Intermarket 
Frontrunning and other Manipulative and 
Deceptive Practices. 

Section 8 requires the Commission to uti
lize its existing authority to prescribe rules, 
regulations and orders to prohibit intramar
ket and intermarket frontrunning within 
180 days following enactment of this bill. 
Under this section, frontrunning means 
trading securities, including securities deriv
ative instruments, while in possession of ma
terial, nonpublic information regarding im
pending transactions in any securities 
market. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ARMS CONTROL AND ARMS RE

DUCTION MUST BE ON TOP OF 
THE NEXT PRESIDENT'S 
AGENDA 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, the hype and 

the hoopla of the Moscow summit are over. 
The covers of news magazines-which del
uged us with colorful photos of President 
Reagan and Soviet General Secretary Gorba
chev talking with Moscow's man-in-the-street 
or showered us with photos of the two leaders 
signing documents beneath crystal chande
liers in gilded Kremlin halls-have given way 
to stories about the drought and the latest 
crisis in the Persian Gulf. 

Now that the enthusiasm and euphoria have 
subsided, it is an appropriate time for us in the 
Congress and for the administration to assess 
where we stand in our pursuit of arms control 
with the Soviet Union, and to consider where 
we go from here. 

The Moscow summit was an important mile
stone in the effort to control the nuclear arms 
race. The leaders of the superpowers ex
changed ratification documents bringing into 
force the Intermediate Nuclear Forces [INF] 
Treaty. Though it is very limited in scope, for 
the first time in history, two nations have 
agreed to eliminate an entire class of weap
ons. 

At the same time, however, it is important 
that we remember that this summit and the 
INF are only a beginning. We are just starting 
on the long road to real arms control. Much 
remains to be done. The summit achieved no 
major breakthroughs in the area of limiting 
Soviet and American strategic nuclear forces, 
and both of our countries still maintain huge 
arsenals of strategic and tactical nuclear 
weapons that are not · affected by the INF 
agreement. 

We can and must continue the effort that 
has begun. Greater effort must be made to 
achieve progress in the Strategic Arms Re
duction Talks [START], which have been un
derway in Geneva for some time. Every effort 
must be made to narrow differences between 
the two sides, and ambiguities which hamper 
agreement must be resolved. 

The withdrawal of Soviet troops from Af
ghanistan is a positive step that has contribut
ed to a greater confidence. But this action 
must be followed with serious efforts to re
dress the imbalance between Soviet and 
NATO conventional forces in Central Europe 
in order to create more favorable conditions 
for broader limitations on nuclear arms. 

Mr. Speaker, it is critical that we continue 
the momentum that has been created by the 
ratification of the INF Treaty and by the good 
relationship that was evident at the fourth 
Soviet-American summit in 3 years. It is equal
ly important that we in the Congress, as well 
as Americans everywhere, bring home to the 
Presidential candidates of both parties, that 
arms control must be at the top of the foreign 
policy agenda of whatever new Democratic or 
Republican administration moves into the 
White House next January. 

July 7, 1988 
The most important issue we face as a 

nation, Mr. Speaker, and the most important 
issue facing mankind, is controlling nuclear 
arms and limiting the arms race. All of us 
must intensify our efforts to remove this threat 
to our planet. 

IMPROVEMENTS SOUGHT ON 
PCB LEGISLATION 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, on June 13 the 

House passed H.R. 3070, the PCB Regulatory 
Improvement Act of 1988, on the Suspension 
Calendar. While this bill pretends to improve 
the controls on PCB disposal, it leaves so 
many gaps that it should not become law. 

I objected to that bill being considered on 
suspension, since PCB's are too dangerous to 
people's health to do a halfway job. During 
the brief debate on H.R. 3070, the point was 
made that States have not expressed interest 
in strengthening PCB regulatory requirements 
beyond the relatively weak improvements 
sought by H.R. 3070. 

Mr. Speaker, that claim was wrong then and 
it is wrong today. States are very interested in 
strengthening regulations controlling PCB's. 

Two such States, Texas and Minnesota 
have written recently to express support for 
amendments to strengthen regulations on 
PCB disposal. I hope the Members will read 
these letters and understand why we need 
tougher laws on PCB disposal, and why H.R. 
3070 is inadequate. 

Mr. Speaker, the letters follows. 
THE ArrORNEY GENERAL OF TExAs, 

Austin, TX, June 13, 1988. 
Re: H.R. 3070; PCB regulatory Improve

mentsAct. 
Hon. MIKE SYNAR, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment, 

Energy and Natural Resources, Commit
tee on Government Operations, Rayburn 
House Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SYNAR: I understand 
that the Subcommittee on Transportation, 
Tourism and Hazardous Materials is taking 
up HR 3070 for consideration this week. 
This bill will bring the regulation of poly
chlorinated biphen, ols (PCBS) in line with 
the requirements of the Resource Conserva
tion and Recovery Act <RCRA> to a great 
extent. 

I also understand that Representative 
Florio has offered three amendments to the 
Bill: 

1. To give the states the same power to 
regulate PCB sites that they have with re
spect to hazardous waste facilities under 
RCRA, including the imposition of more 
stringent requirements. 

2. To require PCB operators to clean up 
spills within RCRA standards, by imposing 
RCRA-corrective action authority on PCB 
facilities. 

3. To give the states the same powers as
signed to EPA, to enforce federal and more 
stringent state requirements. 

This office supports HR 3070 and the 
Florio Amendments. From our point of 
view, the regulation of PCB wastes under 
the Toxic Substances Control Act <TSCA), 
while other wastes are regulated under 
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RCRA, has created a regulatory dichotomy 
that has hindered environmental enforce
ment. This bill, as amended, should go a 
long way toward resolving these problems 
and promoting the effective enforcement of 
PCB regulations. 

Please give me a call if I can be of any as
sistance or if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
NANCY N. LYNCH, 

Assistant Attorney General, 
Chief, Environmental Protection Division. 

STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
Office of the Attorney General, 

St. Paul, MN, June 9, 1988. 
Hon. JAMES J. FLORIO, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Commerce, 

Consumer Protection and Competitive
ness, Committee on Energy and Com
merce, House of Representatives, House 
Office Building, Annex No. 2, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FLORIO: I am writing 
to express my support for your efforts to 
amend H.R. 3070, the PCB Regulatory Im
provements Act of 1988, to provide states 
with the authority to impose more stringent 
regulatory requirements on facilities which 
handle PCB wastes. 

Mismanagement of PCB wastes poses a se
rious threat to the public health and the en
vironment. In my view facilities which 
handle PCBs should be subject to the same 
strict regulatory requirements which apply 
to facilities which manage hazardous waste 
in compliance with the provisions of the Re
source Conservation and Recovery Act 
<RCRA>. 

The only way to prevent mismanagement 
of the 140 million pounds of PCB wastes 
which will require treatment and disposal in 
the next few years is to provide each of the 
states with adequate authority to enforce 
and implement the PCB regulatory pro
gram. States should have the authority 
under the Toxic Substances Control Act 
<TSCA> to impose more stringent regula
tions on PCB facilities than those contained 
in the federal law. Congress has long recog
nized the key role that states have played in 
implementing other major pieces of envi
ronmental laws, such as Superfund, the 
Clean Water Act, RCRA, and the Clean Air 
Act. I will continue to work to ensure that 
each of these federal legislative initiatives, 
as well as more stringent state requirements 
which may apply, are enforced in an effec
tive manner in the State of Minnesota. 

Best regards, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY III, 

Attorney General. 

THE LONG-TERM AND THE 
CATASTROPHIC HEALTH BILLS 

HON.GEORGEJ.HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, our 

much-promised golden years are being tar
nished, overshadowed by enormous health 
care costs. Illness can swallow an entire life's 
savings. Many retirees who paid into Medicare 
since 1965 have watched their personal sav-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ings dwindle because of uncovered health 
care costs. When they finally go broke, they 
end up on Medicaid. Married couples face 
spousal impoverishment-where the failing 
health of one spouse impoverishes the other 
so that their total income drops to Medicaid 
levels. 

As we age, our society faces higher health 
care costs. To meet this burden of care, I 
have supported two Federal bills that were de
signed to fill the gaps in coverage provided 
through Medicare: the catastrophic illness pro
tection bill and the long-term home health 
care bill. Many citizens have these bills con
fused. I would like to take this opportunity to 
describe the merits of each bill and to give an 
update on their progress. 

Each bill seeks different improvements to 
the Medicare system-coverage that was de
signed for the America of 1965. We all know 
how much things have changed since then. 
Life expectancy is greater. Doctor and hospi
tal bills have skyrocketed higher than the rate 
of inflation. Before the sweeping reforms Med
icare provided, retirees paid about 15 percent 
of their income for health care. Medicare dra
matically reduced that bite to under 1 0 per
cent. Since then, Medicare has eroded so 
much that today they pay 16 percent, accord
ing to the House Select Committee on Aging. 

The first distinction between the long-term 
and the protection bills is that while the pro
tection bill passed the House and Senate by 
huge margins, the long-term bill failed. I voted 
for both. President Reagan signed the protec
tion bill into law on July 1, 1988. 

The protection bill will cap out-of-pocket ex
penditures for services covered by Medicare. 
This includes such backbreaking costs as 
hospitalization, doctor's services, and limited 
stays in skilled nursing homes. In 1990, the 
overall limit that the recipient would pay would 
be $2,146: $600 for hospitalization, $1,370 for 
doctor's services and $176 for skilled nursing
home care. The protection bill also gradually 
extends Medicare coverage to some prescrip
tion drug costs, beginning in 1991. When the 
benefit is fully in place, starting in 1993, Medi
care will pay 80 percent of prescription drug 
costs exceeding $710 per year. 

This is not charity or a giveaway program. 
Beneficiaries will pay for these new benefits 
themselves. Our Federal budget constraints 
held this expansion of Medicare service within 
a self-financing framework. This marks the 
first time that medicare payments will be col
lected based on the beneficiaries' income. To 
spread the costs, two schedules of payments 
are planned. First, each beneficiary would pay 
an additional $48 basic premium per year. 
Currently, payments for part B coverage, 
which covers physician care and outpatient 
services, are $24.80 per month. Second, al
though two-thirds of Medicare beneficiaries 
would not pay an extra amount, higher income 
beneficiaries would begin to pay a supplemen
tal income-based premium. The maximum 
supplemental premium would be $800 per 
year, and that would be for an individual with 
an income greater than $50,000 a year. A 
couple earning less than $20,000 a year 
would pay no supplemental premium. Pay
ments are figures based on a rate of $22.50 
for every $150 of tax liability. 

Also included in the protection bill are im-
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provements to Medicaid. Currently, many per
sons fall through the cracks because they 
earn too much to qualify for Medicaid, but not 
enough to live above the poverty line. Under 
the protection bill elderly or disabled persons 
below the Federal poverty line would no 
longer need to pay Medicare premiums or as
sociated costs such as deductibles and co
payments. 

The protection bill also contains a spousal 
impoverishment provision. it shelters some 
income and assets, so that the spouses of 
Medicaid-paid nursing home residents have a 
chance to live with independence and dignity. 
The provision attempts to set minimum stand
ards for the financial well-being of the spouse 
remaining in the community. This provision 
would increase to at least $925 per month the 
amount that the spouse remaining in the com
munity would be allowed to retain. The nonin
stitutionalized spouse would also be allowed 
to keep liquid assets of at least $12,000, as 
well as his or her home, household goods or 
personal effects of any value whatever. 
States, if they so chose, could increase this 
minimum resource allowance up to four times 
as high, to $60,000 of liquid assets. 

Federal retirees, whose pensions are gener
ally taxed, will also receive some relief under 
the protection bill. Their supplemental premi
ums will be figures under special rules which 
take into consideration their taxes and give 
them parity with those retirees whose Social 
Security pensions are not taxed. Furthermore, 
Federal retirees covered by Federal Employee 
Health Benefits [FEHB], will have their premi
ums reduced. In addition, FEHB coverage will 
be coordinated with the new Medicare bene
fits. 

Eighty percent of all catastrophic health 
care expenses are for long-term care. At the 
average rate of $20,000 per year for nursing 
home costs, an individual can quickly exhaust 
his or her life's savings and becomes depend
ent upon Medicaid. Home health care pro
vides not only a better healing environment 
but a much more affordable one. 

H.R. 3436, or the long-term home health 
care bill, became known as the Pepper bill be
cause Representative CLAUDE PEPPER of Flor
ida struggled so hard for its passage. I was a 
cosponsor of Mr. PEPPER's original long-term 
home health care bill. The bill was offered as 
a technical amendment to the Older Ameri
cans Act. The House Rules Committee, of 
which Mr. PEPPER is chairman, cleared the 
way for the Long Term Home Health Care Act 
to come up for a vote. The move to bring it to 
the floor directly was defeated 169 to 243 on 
June 8. 

Mr. PEPPER's bill would have extended 
Medicare to provide comprehensive home 
care for chronically ill or disabled individuals 
of all ages who need assistance with two or 
more activities of daily living, such as dress
ing, bathing, eating, or getting about. 

Mr. Speaker, although the long-term care 
bill was defeated, the issue remains. I am sure 
it will arise as a presidential campaign issue. I 
am equally sure it will be resurrected in the 
next session of Congress. 
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THE DEATH OF FRANK DROZAK 

HON. EDWARD F. FEIGHAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

note with great sorrow the death of a good 
friend and champion of labor, Seafarers Inter
national Union President Frank Drozak. · 

An eloquent defender of workers' rights and 
economic justice, Frank Drozak fought all his 
life for the "brotherhood of the sea." He rec
ognized the importance of a strong merchant 
marine capable of providing strategic sealift 
during times of conflict, a lesson learned 
during the dark days of World War II. As one 
maritime promotion program after another fell 
by the wayside during peacetime, his was the 
voice of conscience, reminding us lawmakers 
of our duty. The fact that a commercial U.S.
flag fleet still exists today is in part attributable 
to his efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, many Members had the honor 
of knowing Frank Drozak personally and work
ing closely with him. We mourn the loss of a 
great and decent man. I ask my colleagues to 
offer condolences to his family and his union's 
membership. 

THE DEATH OF RICHARD 
MORRIS 

HON. MERVYN M. DYMALLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in 

memory of a man whose strength and com
mitment will serve as a source of inspiration to 
all Americans. 

On Friday, July 1, 1988, my dear friend and 
colleague, Mr. Richard Morris, passed away. 
His wife, Opal, his two sons, and all who knew 
him will remember his dedication to the strug
gle for justice, equality, and freedom. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I mourn the passing of 
a man who believed in the courage of his con
victions. 

Richard Morris was born on February 18, 
1926, in Providence, Rl. After attending public 
schools in Providence, he gallantly served in 
the U.S. Army in New Guinea and the Philip
pines. After an honorable discharge from the 
U.S. armed services, Mr. Morris attended 
Brown University in Rhode Island. He later 
graduated from Allen School of Aeronautics, 
majoring in aircraft design and mechanics. 

Throughout his life, Mr. Morris, was always 
willing to lend a helping hand and was in the 
forefront of the 1961 Teamsters movement 
against the Greyhound Bus Co. for not hiring 
black drivers. 

Not only was Richard Morris a friend and 
colleague, but he was also a former member 
of my staff, serving as my special assistant. 

Mr. Speaker, I am fortunate to have had the 
pleasure of knowing Mr. Morris during his life
time and am certain that the people of Los 
Angeles and the Nation have benefited from 
the manner in which this great American 
strived toward his vision of a better world. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
NATURAL GAS: A VIABLE 

ENERGY OPTION 

HON. NORMAN F. LENT 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring 

to the attention of my colleagues an editorial 
printed in the New York Times," July 7, 1988, 
entitled, "The Northeast Needs This Gas." 

The Northeastern United States desperately 
needs additional natural gas for heat, electric 
power generation and other purposes. As a 
clean, abundant power source, natural gas is 
a viable energy alternative for consumers. 

However, consumers may be denied this 
option because of insufficient pipeline space 
to meet potential demand in our region. The 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
[FERC] anticipates it may take at least 4 
years to process the 31 applications now 
pending for new pipeline capacity. Clearly, 
Northeast consumers cannot afford to wait for 
the FERC to deliberate on this matter for 4 
years. For this reason, I have joined with my 
colleague from Massachusetts, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
in establishing the Northeast Gas Markets 
Congressional Caucus. Our goal is to assist 
the relevant Government agencies, including 
the FERC and the Economic Regulatory Ad
ministration, the applicants, consumers and 
other interest groups in overcoming the hur
dles necessary to build new pipeline capacity. 

In the coming months, we will be working to 
move this process forward in a timely fashion 
to benefit the consumers, the economy, and 
the environment of our region. I sincerely 
hope my colleagues will take the opportunity 
to read this editorial, which I respectfully 
submit for insertion in today's CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. America must act today to ensure 
our Nation's energy security tomorrow. Thank 
you. 

[From the New York Times, July 7, 19881 
THE NORTHEAST NEEDS THIS GAS 

The Northeast, Long Island in particular, 
needs more natural gas and needs it soon. 
Canadian gas is available, and the necessary 
pipeline could be built in two years. The big 
question is whether the sponsors will be 
able to overcome local opposition to the 
pipeline right of way and obtain the neces
sary consent from Federal regulators. 

If not, New Yorkers and others will find 
out what it's like when natural gas distribu
tion companies are forced to ration their 
supplies. 

Compared with the rest of the country, 
the Northeast uses little natural gas. But 
usage will have to rise if electric utilities are 
to keep up with demand in ways that are en
vironmentally sound and cost-effective. The 
problem is most acute on Long Island, 
where gas-fired generators represent the 
only practical means for quickly replacing 
the power lost by the closing of the Shore
ham nuclear plant. 

Only four major pipelines now bring gas 
into the region, limiting the ability of local 
gas distributors to bargain for price. Even if 
the pipelines were eager to expand market 
share at the expense of rivals there 
wouldn't be much room for negotiation: all 
four are operating near capacity. That's 
why 11 gas distributors, led by Brooklyn 
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Union Gas Company, want to import Cana
dian gas. 

The proposed 460-mile Iroquois pipeline 
system would bring in about 600 million 
cubic feet of gas a day, adding 13 percent of 
current capacity. Canadian producers have 
committed themselves to supplying the gas; 
financing for the line is assured by the dis
tribution consortium. If the line were ap
proved tomorrow, it could be delivering nat
ural gas by the spring of 1990. What is hold
ing it up? 

The pipeline would be buried, posing vir
tually no safety threat. The grass-covered, 
60-foot-wide right of way would be barely 
noticeable in the rural countryside. Yet the 
owners of estates in Roxbury and Washing
ton, Conn., don't want even an invisible 
pipeline in their backyards, and they de
layed Federal proceedings until the project 
was rerouted through towns with less deli
cate sensibilities. Similar routing problems 
have yet to be resolved in the horse country 
of Dutchess County, New York. 

But probably the most significant remain
ing threat to construction comes from the 
pipeline industry. The Federal Energy Reg
ulatory Commission says there are 20 pro
posals for new pipelines on the docket, por
tions of which would serve the same mar
kets as the Iroquois. Once licensed, the 
owners of regulated pipelines are entitled to 
recover the costs from consumers. So unless 
pipeline companies come up with a common 
plan, the Commission will be obliged to 
choose among the alternatives. That proc
ess, the Commission says, could delay a deci
sion until 1983. 

A few of these proposals might serve the 
Northeast as well as the Iroquois line. But 
none has advanced beyond the planning 
stage. And none has solid backing from the 
distribution companies, which have the 
most to gain from an increase in transmis
sion capacity. 

The Iroquois consortium believes it can 
hammer out a compromise deal in coming 
weeks, offering important competitors the 
capacity they need to expand deliveries to 
some markets. If that effort fails, as heavy 
burden will fall on the regulations to force a 
settlement. The Northeast can't afford to 
wait. 

THE ACTIONS OF THE INDIAN 
GOVERNMENT IN THE PUNJAB 

HON. NICHOLAS MA VROULES 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I would like 

to take this occasion to bring to the attention 
of my colleagues recent serious occurrences 
of human suffering in the Sikh community in 
the Punjab state in India. Reports in the news
papers of violence and its varied causes in 
this troubled region prompt me to reiterate my 
strong concern for the situation in India, a 
nation which should be able to draw on its 
long history of religious and political leader
ship in the name of peace. 

As press accounts have documented, the 
Sikhs, a prosperous minority of the population 
in India, have been attempting for years now 
to form an independent nation of Khalistan. I 
am saddened by the accounts of violence on 
both sides. According to the New Republic, 
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1 ,230 people were killed in the state of Punjab 
last year, and at least 1 ,400 more have been 
killed this year. Unfortunately, the Indian Gov
ernment has reacted by imposing terrorist 
laws which have suspended the enforcement 
of many necessary constitutional human rights 
in the Punjab. The result has been a series of 
excesses, including the recently reported 
arming of a band of Sikh militants, which the 
Punjab government secretly formed and paid 
to combat other groups of Sikhs. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join many of my 
colleagues in expressing concern over the ac
tions of the Indian Government in the Punjab. 
I believe it is possible for India to strengthen 
its peaceful and democratic tradition through a 
respectful and negotiated peace with the 
Sikhs. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. EMMA WILLS 
MULLINS ON HER lOOTH 
BIRTHDAY 

HON. BILL EMERSON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, as a Member 

of Congress, I have had the opportunity to 
come to know, or know of, a great many won
derful people who live in the Eighth Congres
sional District of Missouri. I have had the good 
fortune to have been touched by the lives of 
some truly extraordinary people. Mrs. Emma 
Wills Mullins, who is celebrating her 1 00 birth
day on July 8, 1988, is one such person. 

Mrs. Mullins' first century of life has indeed 
been a very full one. And, today at 1 00 years 
young, I am told that she is most alert, ambu
latory, and an inspiration to everyone with 
whom she comes in contact. 

Emma was married for 56 years to the late 
Frank Mullins, to whom one child was born, a 
son named Freeman. And, the strong family 
upbringing that they instilled in their own son, 
will surely live on for years through Emma's 
grandchildren and four great-grandchildren. 

Mrs. Mullins has been a hardworking 
member of her community, is well known for 
her quilting ability, her poetry, and her kind 
and thoughtful ways. And, I think it is also in
teresting that many people who know her can 
tell you the story of the time that Emma killed 
a fox with an axe. 

I would like to close by sharing with you 
something that Mrs. Mullins composed in 
1976, at the age of 87 -a composition titled, 
"Declaration of Happiness," that reveals an 
outlook on life that we would all do well to 
emulate: 

Live for the glory of the Lord. Be tender, 
kind, and courteous to others. The happi
ness of your life will consist in making God 
your trust and to make others happy. Prac
tice self control. It is wrong to speak 
thoughtless words that grieve and wound. 
Practice patience, encourage love, disciplin
ing your self to guard every work and action 
and study how you can be a blessing to 
others. Be calm, patient, loving and forgiv
ing and live for God and you can have a 
happy life. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ARE WE LOSING THE WAR 

AGAINST CANCER? 

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, last September 

9, I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
an article by Dr. Samuel Epstein entitled, 
"Losing the War Against Cancer: Who's to 
Blame and What to Do About lt." Today I 
want to share with my colleagues the re
sponse of Dr. Vincent T. DeVita, Jr., Director 
of the National Cancer Institute. These two 
papers raise important questions about the 
Nation's cancer program. The response of the 
National Cancer Institute follows: 
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE RESPONSE TO 

ARTICLE BY DR. SAMUEL S. EPSTEIN, PuB
LISHED IN SEPTEMBER 9, 1987, ISSUE OF THE 
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD 

PREAMBLE 

For decades, and most especially since the 
passage of the National Cancer Act of 1971, 
the National Cancer Institute <NCI> has 
supported basic research on cancer causa
tion as one of its scientific missions since, as 
with all diseases, it is preferable to prevent 
cancer from occurring than to treat it. This 
investment and the data that it has pro
duced lead us to the conclusion that much 
of the cancer burden can be reduced 
through prevention, even before we fully 
unravel the mysteries of cancer causation. 
This conclusion was a main component of 
our reasoning in 1984 when we formulated 
our goal for the year 2000: to reduce the 
cancer mortality rate by half by that date. 

The continuing debate over whether or 
not the NCI is providing sufficient support 
for prevention activities centers on several 
issues whose diversity derives mostly from 
how and what we support in prevention re
search. First, the relative emphasis on basic 
research in causation over applied research 
in prevention troubles some people. Since 
we are primarily a research institute, our 
view has always been that basic research 
should have first priority. Additonally, the 
ability to intervene effectively requires 
leads that have always been and must con
tinue to be generated through research. 
Nonetheless, at any time in medical history 
there is always a certain body of knowledge 
that can be applied and, especially since 
1980, we have been applying such research 
findings in prevention when appropriate. 
Second, the greater emphasis on applied 
treatment research relative to prevention in 
the early years of the cancer program has 
also troubled some. However, this early em
phasis arose from attempts to take advan
tage of existing opportunities at a time 
when much of the world felt there were no 
leads to pursue in prevention. In the early 
days of the program, more opportunities 
presented themselves in treatment at the 
practical level than in prevention and thus 
the treatment clinical trials program was 
first established. It did not divert funds 
from other areas of cancer research. Third, 
the research priorities within the NCI Pre
vention Program itself are disturbing to 
some people who have a vested interest in a 
particular area of prevention which may not 
be receiving the emphasis they feel it de
serves. These points and others need to be 
clarified vis-a-vis the comments made by Dr. 

17281 
Samuel Epstein in the Congressional 
Record <September 9, 1987). 
The emphasis on basic over applied research 

The NCI prevention effort in the decade 
following passage of the National Cancer 
Act in 1971 emphasized support for basic re
search to generate prevention hypotheses. 
This research has made it possible today to 
intervene and attempt to prospectively pre
vent cancer. There were valid criticisms of 
the breadth of the prevention effort at that 
time <too little research in the nutritional 
etiology of cancer) and of the failure to or
ganize an effector arm comparable to the 
treatment clinical trials program to test our 
ability to intervene at a practical level. In 
1980, the NCI and the National Cancer Ad
visory Board judged that available data indi
cated unique opportunities to intervene at 
the promotion stage of the two-stage se
quence in cancer causation and that the 
time had come to develop an effector arm 
for basic prevention research that could 
focus on reversing the late stage of carcino
genesis. A decision was made to transfer the 
Bioassay Program started by the NCI in 
1968, and the responsibility for identifying 
initiators to the National Institute for Envi
ronmental Health Sciences and its National 
Toxicology Program <NTP). A reorganiza
tion was carried out to implement these 
changes, and an NCI applied prevention re
search program started. As I have often said 
at congressional hearings, with the benefit 
of hindsight these programs might have 
been started a few years earlier, but the re
sistance in the scientific community to 
using scarce resources for applied rather 
than basic research has always been diffi
cult to overcome. Even now it is not easy to 
convince a large segment of the scientific 
community that the epidemiologic data on 
the etiology of cancer are of sufficient 
strength to commit large amounts of re
sources to prospective intervention trials. 
Nowhere is this better seen than in the con
troversy over the Women's Health Trial, a 
proposed but costly study to assess the 
value of diet modification in attempting to 
reduce the burden of breast cancer in this 
country. 

The components of NCI's applied preven
tion efforts are now fully operational in the 
sense that we have developed an avenue to 
test and apply hypotheses derived from 
basic research findings in the country at 
large. Through our efforts, the Cancer Con
trol Program, a budget line item heretofore 
devoted primarily to treatment, is now 
almost totally devoted to applied prevention 
and control research. This program helps 
support the more than two dozen prospec
tive clinical trials in prevention started since 
1980. 
The relative emphasis on applied treatment 
research over applied prevention research 
As with many diseases, early clinical inves

tigators focused their attention on dealing 
with the immediate problems of treating 
those afflicted with the disease and appro
priate mechanisms were set up by NCI to 
transfer technology from the bench to the 
bedside. When the National Cancer Act of 
1971 was passed these mechanisms were 
easily expanded to accommodate research 
on the common cancers affecting mankind. 
They did not require, as the applied preven
tion research program did, the development 
of a complete new mechanism. Establishing 
a comparable prevention effector arm was 
also delayed because too few people were 
trained in public health research aimed at 
preventing cancer. These deficiencies were 
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recognized and corrected by NCI. Fruits of 
the applied treatment program are dis
cussed below. 

Establishing priorities within prevention 
research 

The balance of current prevention efforts 
<chemicals vs. diet vs. tobacco and other life
style factors vs. viruses vs. radiation as 
causes of cancer> is the subject of the most 
debate, and this is understandable, especial
ly when a limitation of resources forces us 
to set priorities within the cancer preven
tion program. While we know most of the 
potential factors in cancer causation, it is 
still not entirely clear how such factors 
interact, and what opportunities are ripe for 
intervention trials. These points are often 
and appropriately debated before our 
boards and councils and our collective best 
judgment drives the applied prevention ini
tiatives. 

Dr. Epstein disagrees with the balance of 
our current prevention program: that is 
clear. Apparently to emphasize this point, 
he states that we are "hostile to cancer pre
vention" and, most particularly, unrespon
sive to the risks of occupational exposure to 
carcinogens. Although it is his right to criti
cize the balance of our programs, neither 
charge is true. In addition we believe to 
ignore and denigrate the major changes 
that have been made to provide resources 
and capabilities for basic and applied pre
vention research in order to follow up on 
opportunities to reduce the cancer burden 
does the whole field a disservice. 

NCI changes in the prevention program 
The amount of monies spent on cause and 

prevention research has steadily increased 
since 1976. Thus, in 1976 <see table below> 
210,800,000 dollars was spent which in
creased to 413,700,000 dollars in 1987. Fur
thermore, if one makes the adjustment for 
transfer of the Carcinogenesis Testing Pro
gram and its resources to the National Toxi
cology Program <NTP> <see response to cita
tion No. 4), the percentage of the total 
budget spent on cause and prevention re
search has also increased. 

[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 

1976 ................................................................ . 
1980 ................................................................ . 
1985 ................................................................ . 
1987 ................................................................ . 

NCI budget 
total 

778.1 
1,001.7 
1,190.3 
1,402.8 

Prevention 
budget 

210.8 
306.3 
333.6 
413.7 

In 1980 new research information and ex
tensive planning led to the reorganization of 
NCI's cancer prevention and control pro
gram, and major funding was redirected in 
this program from treatment demonstration 
projects into prevention activities including 
a new chemoprevention program. That year 
a new division, later to become the Division 
of Cancer Prevention and Control, was es
tablished. An extramural Board of Scientif
ic Counselors was created for this division in 
order to provide NCI with the oversight and 
advice of a greater variety of experts, and a 
new division director, with a public health 
background, was recruited from outside 
NCI. This division has grown from about 60 
positions to over 200. Its activities focus on 
applied research in cancer prevention and 
control. Key to the success of this effort 
was the delineation, for the first time, of an 
orderly sequence of research development 
steps required to assure that all areas are 
covered, interventions are sound, and that 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
the NCI is efficient in moving from basic in
vestigations to nationwide benefits from the 
research results <the cancer control phases). 
The SEER Program <Surveillance, Epidemi
ology and End Results) was also transferred 
to the new division in 1984 in order to give it 
the tools to monitor problems and progress 
and to guide the NCI applied prevention 
effort. The SEER Program and other sur
veillance systems are used to monitor 
impact on cancer incidence, survival and 
mortality rates. 

The paper by Sir Richard Doll and Rich
ard Peto <JNCI 66:1191-1308, 1981) men
tioned by Dr. Epstein was one source of in
formation used by the new division for plan
ning purposes because it provided quantita
tive estimates of avoidable risks of cancer in 
the United States. Tobacco was estimated to 
account for 30% <range of "acceptable esti
mates" 20-40%> of U.S. cancer deaths; diet 
35% <10-70%>; occupation 4% <2-8%> and 
pollution 2% <1-5%>. Also used was a report 
of the National Academy of Sciences pre
pared under contract from the NCI to evalu
ate the impact of diet on cancer. In 1982 the 
Academy published its comprehensive study 
of the scientific information pertaining to 
diet and cancer, including "interim dietary 
guidelines" thought likely to reduce the risk 
of cancer. Contained in the guidelines are 
the following recommendations: reduce the 
consumption of both saturated and unsatu
rated fats so that fat intake is decreased 
from its present level <approximately 40%> 
to 30% of total calories; include fruits, vege
tables and whole grain cereal products in 
the daily diet; minimize the consumption of 
food preserved by salt-curing <including 
salt-pickling) or smoking; continue efforts 
to minimize contamination of foods with 
carcinogens from any source; make further 
efforts to identify mutagens in food and ex
pedite testing them for carcinogenicity; if 
alcoholic beverages are consumed, they 
should be consumed in moderation. 

NCI's application network 
Critical to meeting the mandate of the 

Cancer Act to establish programs "insofar 
as feasible" to reduce cancer incidence, mor
bidity and mortality was the creation of an 
extensive national network to apply the re
sults of basic research in prevention and 
treatment. 

The major components of this network 
are: 

1. More than 55 Cancer Centers which 
serve, in many cases, as the regional focus of 
research, clinical studies, education, and 
cancer control. The Centers' contributions 
in basic research and technology transfer 
make them a cornerstone in the network. 
Now that the centers are established steps 
are being taken, under the auspices of the 
NCAB, to involve centers more fully in 
NCI's prevention goals. 

2. The Community Clinical Oncology Pro
gram <CCOP), now entering its second 
phase with some 50 programs across the 
country, first involved community physi
cians in treatment clinical trial research and 
in the latest recompetition in cancer preven
tion and control efforts. The CCOP extends 
the research of the cancer centers from the 
major educational and research institutions 
to the community level. 

3. The Clinical Cooperative Groups, multi
institutional consortia clinical investigators, 
conduct clinical trials of cancer treatment. 
The Minority Satellite Program assists mi
nority populations in gaining access to this 
clinical trials network as an attempt to 
reduce mortality from cancer in minority 
populations. 
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4. The Cooperative Group Outreach Pro

gram is designed to upgrade the skills of 
community physicians and other health 
professionals in treating cancer patients 
through the use of well-defined regimens at 
affiliated hospitals, quality control of pa
tient management, and continuing educa
tion activities. 

5. A large number of physicians trained by 
resources of the National Cancer Program, 
e.g., radiation therapists, medical oncolo
gists and oncologic surgeons, are in practice 
throughout the nation. The NCI has also 
developed a Cancer Prevention Fellowship 
Program and modified its Cancer Education 
Program to encourage young scientists to 
pursue research careers in cancer preven
tion and control. the Prevention Oncology 
Academic Award Program and selected Na
tional Research Service Awards support pre
and post-doctoral trainees in career develop
ment in cancer cause and prevention re
search. 

6. Physician Data Query <PDQ>. an on
line information system about cancer treat
ment and cancer research protocols, is ac
cessible by computer through the National 
Library of Medicine and its 2000 participat
ing medical libraries as well as private infor
mation system vendors. A prevention pack
age for PDQ is in preparation. 

7. The Cancer Information System, a na
tional toll-free telephone service <1-800-4-
CANCER>. provides immediate answers to 
cancer-related questions from cancer pa
tients, their families, the general public, and 
health professionals. 

8. The Surveillance, Epidemiology, and 
End Results <SEER> Program serves as are
search tool to identify potential causes of 
cancer in epidemiologic studies, tracks 
cancer incidence, mortality and survival, 
and provides measures of overall program 
progress and direction for future prevention 
and control efforts. 

The establishment of this network made 
it possible for the NCI to estimate the 
impact of the universal application of all ex
isting practical information in prevention, 
diagnosis, and treatment and to set national 
goals to reduce the cancer death rate by 
50% by the year 2000. Specific programmat
ic objectives were formulated to focus spe
cific activities in areas with the greatest 
impact. These areas are smoking prevention 
and cession, dietary change, early detection 
<especially for cervical and breast cancers), 
and improved nationwide use of state-of
the-art treatments for cancer patients. 
New applied prevention programs developed 

by NCI to meet the objectives for the year 
2000 
These programs include: 
1. Smoking Research: Starting in 1980, the 

thrust of the Smoking, Tobacco, and Cancer 
Program <STCP> was substantially shifted 
from research related to a "safe" cigarette 
to an intervention research program that 
now includes 57 prevention and cessation 
trials impacting over 10 million people in 25 
states and over 200 communities nationwide. 
This is the largest intervention effort in 
smoking, tobacco, and cancer in the world. 
Its yearly budget increased from $13 million 
<1980) to about $32 million (1987). This 
intervention research program involves test
ing innovative strategies in four interven
tion areas <school-based prevention, self
help, physician-delivered, and media> and 
emphasizes their application in six target 
populations <blacks, Hispanics, women, 
youths, heavy smokers, and smokeless to
bacco users). 
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The STCP serves as the focal point for 

the NCI's institute-wide research, disease 
prevention, and health promotion activities 
related to tobacco use and cancer. In addi
tion to the intervention research and target 
population initiatives conducted within the 
Division of Cancer Prevention and Control, 
the STCP coordinates epidemiological stud
ies with the Division of Cancer Etiology and 
information dissemination on tobacco use 
risk with the Office of Cancer Communica
tions. The STCP is regularly involved with 
other U.S. Public Health Service agencies, 
major voluntary organizations, professional 
societies, and the health care industry in de
veloping and disseminating smoking and to
bacco use reports, materials, and prevention 
efforts. 

2. Diet and Cancer: In 1983 a special 
branch was established. Seven developmen
tal studies currently are supported on the 
mechanisms of dietary factors in human 
cancer and one major, national trial on re
ducing female breast cancer incidence 
through dietary fat reduction is completing 
a feasibility phase. 

3. Chemoprevention: These studies seek to 
identify agents which may prevent cancer 
from developing or recurring. Since 1981 a 
total of 600 agents have entered into pre
clinical testing and 18 have entered into 
clinical studies in humans. The first data 
should be available in 1991. It is difficult to 
overemphasize the importance to the future 
of the applied prevention effort of the first 
evidence that we are able to prospectively 
prevent cancer. 

4. Public Health Agencies: The NCI has 
broadened and expanded prevention-related 
programs by assisting and collaborating 
with institutional structures such as State 
health departments, hospitals, and commu
nity groups. Through two NIH grant mech
anisms, 15 State health departments <in
cluding California) and one county (Los An
geles> are expanding capabilities for cancer 
prevention and control and using existing 
data bases to stimulate local and state-wide 
policy action to control cancer. Public 
health agencies, which provide direct per
sonal health services to a significant part of 
the population <up to 38% in 1984), have a 
particular orientation to the health needs of 
otherwise underserved populations, and are 
experienced in working with a broad range 
of community groups and agencies. 

Several states will use their data-based 
intervention grants to evaluate environmen
tal data in relation to their cancer incidence 
and mortality data as well as focus on cer
tain cancers thought to be related to envi
ronmental factors. For example, the Nebras
ka Health Department staff will use data 
from the Cancer and Smoking Disease Re
search Program which suggests a relation
ship between very high rates of non-Hodg
kin's lymphoma and ground water contami
nation with nitrogen fertilizers in eastern 
Nebraska. 

The New Jersey Health Department has 
an Occupational Disease Prevention and In
formation Program already in place 
through which intervention programs initi
ated under the grant can be implemented 
within an existing structure. New Jersey is 
one of the NCI SEER sites and has partici
pated in the NCI-funded National Bladder 
Cancer Study. The New Jersey State Health 
Department will use the Industrial Chemi
cal Survey of the Department of Environ
mental Conservation and the Metals Regis
try to identify both individuals and employ
ees of industries at high risk for occupation
al cancers. 
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The Wisconsin Bureau of Health current

ly has a National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health <NIOSH>-funded Envi
ronmental/Occupational Exposure Reduc
tion Surveillance System which, with their 
data-based intervention grant, will be linked 
with the cancer incidence data to assess the 
potential of excess cancer risk being associ
ated with environmental exposures in their 
population. 

Thus, State health agencies can respond 
to local occupational and environmental 
conditions, while at the same time address
ing major causes of avoidable cancer mortal
ity. 

5. Special Populations: There now is a net
work for Cancer Prevention and Control in 
Black Populations, and similar efforts are 
being made with Hispanic and Native Amer
ican populations. 

6. Cancer Centers: At the present time the 
National Cancer Advisory Board is review
ing how best the Cancer Centers described 
above can orient a portion of their activities 
toward cancer prevention and control re
search. 

7. Cancer Control Research Resources: 
Since 1982, two Cancer Control Research 
Units and nine Cancer Control Science Pro
grams have been established in extramural 
institutions. These provide the initial core 
of a new network of large academic research 
centers specifically addressing cancer pre
vention and control research needs. Addi
tionally, since 1984, a total of 56 one- and 
two-year small grants have been made to 
bring investigators into the field of cancer 
control. 

8. Community Clinical Oncology Program: 
As previously noted, the Community Clini
cal Oncology Program consists of 50 pro
grams throughout the U.S. These programs 
involve community physicians in cancer 
treatment clinical trials as well as cancer 
prevention and intervention trials. 

9. Information Activities: Major public in
formation programs are central to the 
cancer prevention and control effort: 

a. Office of Cancer Communication's 
Cancer Prevention Awareness Program. In
troduced in 1984, the Program is a major 
Federal effort to increase public awareness 
of the possibilities for cancer prevention 
and inform the American people about what 
they can do to control their own cancer 
risks. 

b. The Cancer Prevention Awareness Pro
gram for Blacks. This is a special effort to 
deliver cancer prevention information to 
black Americans, one of the nation's highest 
cancer risk groups; in addition to a media 
campaign, NCI officials have joined those of 
major black organizations in a Joint Health 
Venture, a community-based, long-range 
effort to drive down cancer incidence and 
deaths among black Americans. 

c. The Cancer Communications System is 
a nationwide telephone information system 
individuals can call to obtain information 
about ways to protect themselves from 
cancer and about obtaining the most effec
tive cancer care. 

d. The Physician Data Query <PDQ> 
System. An online prevention package simi
lar to that developed for treatment informa
tion is being developed. 

e. The Unprecedented Series of Public 
Hearings, by the National Cancer Advisory 
Board, to enlist the public's participation in 
reducing cancer deaths. The first was held 
in Los Angeles, September 22, 1987. 
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Response to specific citations in the Epstein 

article 
1. ". . . cancer has now reached epidemic 

proportions . . . " 
Contrary to Dr. Epstein's claim, we are 

certainly not experiencing an overall epi
demic of cancer <except for that attributa
ble to cigarette smoking) in the United 
States. The table below shows the age-ad
justed mortality rate from cancer (in 
deaths/100,000 people) by decade, beginning 
with 1950 and ending with 1985, the most 
recent year for which such statistics are 
available. 

AGED-ADJUSTED MORTALITY RATE FROM CANCER 1 

White Nonwhite 
Year 

Male Female Male Female 

1950 ................................................. 168.0 146.2 150.9 147.7 
1960 ................................................. 180.8 134.0 189.4 144.2 
1970 .... ............................ ................. 197.0 130.6 230.5 139.0 
1980 ................................................. 211.1 133.6 290.3 156.3 
1985 ................................................. 212.5 138.2 291.0 154.5 

lDeaths per 100,000 persons. 

The table shows that for white males an 
increase in the mortality rate, from 168.0 to 
197.0 <17.3%>. occurred from 1950 to 1970. 
However, after 1970 <the Cancer Act was 
passed in 1971) the rate of increase slowed 
markedly: from 1950 to 1980 it was 7.9% and 
between 1980 and 1985 it increased less than 
1%. For white females the mortality rate 
changed from 146.2 in 1950 to 138.2 in 1985, 
an overall decrease of 5.5%. The largest in
crease in cancer mortality occurred in non
white males. The major reason for the 
rising cancer incidence and mortality rates 
in this group, as well as in other groups, is 
tobacco usage. However, it is encouraging to 
note that the death rates from lung cancer 
in white males under the age of 55 have de
creased by about 10% from 1976 to 1985. We 
believe that this decline is related to the de
creasing prevalence of cigarette smoking by 
males in this age group. It is also encourag
ing to note that the rate of increase in 
cancer mortality in nonwhite males has 
slacked off recently, rising less than 1% be
tween 1980 and 1985. In nonwhite females 
the mortality rate rose from 147.7 in 1950 to 
156.3 in 1980, an increase of 5.8%. The rate 
has remained virtually unchanged between 
1980 and 1985. 
If one excludes smoking-related deaths 

from cancer (lung and bronchus) from the 
analysis, overall mortality from cancer 
<males and females, whites and nonwhites> 
has fallen an average of 0.1% per year be
tween 1976 and 1985. However, for the same 
time period <1976-1985) there has been an 
average yearly increase in mortality from 
lung and bronchus cancer of 2.2%. and an 
overall increase of almost 20%. This, if any
thing, is the epidemic which Dr. Epstein 
refers to: it is directly attributable to ciga
rette smoking, is preventable and is an un
derestimate of the real impact of smoking 
on U.S. cancer death rates because it doesn't 
include smoking-related cancers at other 
sites including esophagus and kidney. This 
is borne out by examining age-adjusted 
cancer incidence rates for the period 1976-
1985. The increase in incidence of cancer of 
the lung and bronchus has averaged 1.8% 
per year each year since 1976, leading to an 
overall increase of 15. 7%. Similar but less 
dramatic increases in the incidence of other 
smoking-related cancers have also been 
noted during the time period 1976- 1985: 
cancer of the oral cavity and pharynx, up 
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1.2%; cancer of the esophagus, up 3.8%; 
cancer of the larynx, up 2.2%; cancer of the 
urinary bladder, up 7.1%; and cancer of the 
kidney, up 11.3%. 

2. "There is no evidence of substantial im
provements in treatment over the last few 
decades .... " 

Dr. Epstein's statement regarding a lack 
of substantial improvement in treatment 
over the last few decades is incorrect and ig
nores fundamental changes that have place 
in the treatment of malignancy during the 
past 30 years. Formerly the only options 
were surgery or low-energy radiation ther
apy, and cure was possible for only the mi
nority of patients who presented with local
ized disease. The available options have ex
panded because of the discovery of drugs, 
now over 50 in number, that are able to 
eradicate cancer, as well as the introduction 
of high-energy radiation therapy, and most 
recently biological compounds. Some of 
these discoveries, such as the use of biologi
cals for treatment of cancer are still in early 
stages of development. Agents such as the 
bone marrow colony-stimulating factors and 
interleukin-2 <which have potent restorative 
effects on the normal bone marrow and the 
immune system, respectively) are just now 
proceeding through initial trials and, al
though their clinical effectiveness is clear, 
they will not be available for routine clinical 
practice until definitive research trials are 
completed. The gains related to chemother
apy and high-energy radiation therapy have 
been solidified through 30 years experience 
and have led to the curability of many of 
the tumors affecting people in the age 
groups under 55, such as the lukemias, lym-. 
phomas, Hodgkin's disease, testicular 
cancer, cancers of the female reproductive 
organs, connective tissue tumors <sarcomas>, 
and choriocarcinoma. Over the 32-year 
period from 1950 to 1982 <Table 1), there 
has been a steady decline in cancer mortali
ty for all age groups up to age 44, with par
ticularly striking changes in the age groups 
from 0 to 14. However, these decreases are 
evident for age groups beyond age 44 when 
lung cancer is excluded. 

TABLE 1.-LONG-TERM CHANGES IN CANCER MORTALITY 
[Age-adjusted cancer mortality rates per 100,000 persons all races, both sexes] 

Age group 

All cancer: 
Under 1 year ............................................ . 
1 to 4 years ............................................. . 
5 to 14 years ........................................... . 
15 to 24 years ......................................... . 
25 to 34 years ......................................... . 
35 to 44 years .......................••................. 
45 to 54 years ......................................... . 
55 to 64 years ......................................... . 
65 to 74 years ......................................... . 
75 to 84 years ......................................... . 
85 years and over. ................................... . 

All cancer excluding lung: 
Under 1 year ............................................ . 
1 to 4 years ............................................. . 
5 to 14 years ........................................... . 
15 to 24 years ......................................... . 
25 to 34 years ............................ ....... ...... . 
35 to 44 years ......................................... . 
45 to 54 years ......................................... . 
55 to 64 years ......................................... . 
65 to 7 4 years ......................................... . 
75 to 84 years ......................................... . 
85 years and over .................................... . 

1950 

8.7 
11.7 
6.7 
8.6 

20.0 
62.7 

175.1 
392.9 
692.5 

1,153.3 
1,451.0 

8.6 
11.6 
6.6 
8.4 

19.1 
57.6 

152.2 
337.7 
623.2 

1,084.0 
1,387.0 

1982 

3.7 
4.6 
4.1 
5.9 

13.2 
46.2 

176.0 
439.7 
824.9 

1,238.7 
1,598.6 

3.5 
4.6 
4.0 
5.8 

12.4 
47.4 

120.0 
288.9 
570.3 
975.2 

1,402.6 

Percent 
change 

-57 
-60 
-39 
-31 
-34 
-26 
+ 1 
+12 
+19 
+ 7 
+10 

- 59 
-60 
-39 
-31 
-35 
-17 
-21 
-14 
- 9 
-10 
+ 1 

Source: Health, United States, U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, DHHS, 86-1232, December 1985. 

Over the more recent ten-year period 
from 1976 to 1986, age-specific mortality 
due to cancer has decreased for all age 
groups up to age 54. These improvements in 
national mortality figures are closely relat
ed to improved therapies for the cancers 
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that affect younger patients. However, ad
vances have not been confined to the 
tumors affecting the younger age groups. 
Improvements in treatment of the more 
common tumors in older patients, including 
breast cancer, colo rectal cancer, and some 
forms of lung cancer, have resulted from 
the use of drugs and radiation therapy in 
the so-called adjuvant situation in which 
these treatments are given immediately 
after surgery in patients at high risk of re
lapse. Large-scale clinical trials have demon
strated that adjuvant therapies lead to im
proved freedom from recurrence and im
proved survival in these settings. National 
statistical surveys have disclosed substan
tially improved survival for patients with co
lorectal cancer and breast cancer over the 
past 30 years <Table 2>. even though there
sults of most recent adjuvant studies have 
not yet been broadly applied on a national 
scale. 

TABLE 2.-SURVIVAL TRENDS BY CANCER TYPE 
[In percent] 

5-year relative Improvement 
Cancer type survival rate 

Relative 
1950 1982 Absolute to 1950 

Bladder ...••........................................ 53 77.3 24.3 45 
Endometrial ....................................... 72 87.1 15.1 21 
Prostate ............................................ 43 71.1 28.1 65 
Breast ............................................... 60 74.6 14.6 24 
Leukemia .......................................... 10 33.0 23.0 230 
Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma ................. 31 48.1 17.1 55 
Cervical ...... ................................ ....... 59 67.4 8.4 14 
Colon ................................................. 41 52.8 11.8 29 
Rectum ............................................. 40 49.7 9.7 24 
Head and neck ................................. 45 54.3 9.3 21 
Lung ................................................. 6 11.6 5.6 93 
Stomach ........................ ...... .............. 12 15.7 3.7 31 

Improvement = 1982 survival- 1950 survival/1950 survival. 
Source: 1950 statistics from NCI End Results Program: 1982 statistics from 

SEER Program. 

The problem of technology transfer be
comes even more important when one con
siders the increasing sophistication of new 
treatments and the large number of pa
tients who could potentially benefit from 
access to the latest therapies. For example, 
based on incidence figures for 1985, one can 
estimate that 175,000 patients are potential
ly eligible to benefit from existing adjuvant 
therapies for five of the most common 
tumors <Table 3). This gap in transfer of im
proved therapies from a research setting to 
clinical practice is a significant problem now 
being addressed by efforts to enlarge the 
scope of patient <and physician) participa
tion in national clinical trials. Extensive 
educational efforts using computer-based in
formation systems have been set up by the 
National Cancer Institute <NCI>. This data 
base, called PDQ, can be accessed through 
medical libraries, cancer centers, and physi
cians with access to a personal computer. 
PDQ contains detailed information about 
state-of-the-art treatment for more than 100 
different cancers updated monthly by an 
editorial board of national leaders in medi
cal, surgical, and radiation oncology. Impor
tantly, this data base also contains current 
information about ongoing clinical trials in 
cancer treatment, indexed by both geogra
phy (state, city, and even zip code) and dis
ease. Thus, PDQ is truly a unique tool for 
referral of patients to the best available 
cancer treatment. 
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TABLE 3.-POTENTIAL IMPACT OF ADJUVANT 

CHEMOTHERAPY: POSITIVE STUDIES 

A. New D. 
cases B. c. Number 
with Number Number benefited 

localized surviving who if current 
disease in 5 years might best 

1986 benefit• therapy 
used2 

Breast ....................................... 110,271 69,321 40,950 22,212 
Lung ......................................... 82,351 14,042 67,746 8,641 
Colon .................. ....................... 73,500 43,335 30,165 6,703 
Rectum ..................................... 33,180 18,396 14,784 5,836 
Lymphomas ............................... 27,200 8,995 18,205 11,519 
Bladder ..................................... 34,587 24,580 10,007 2,551 

1A minus B. 
2C x (percent improvement in 5-yr survival in best adjuvant study). 
Source: National Cancer Institute. 

There is evidence for significant improve
ments in survival for patients with other 
common forms of cancer, most notably pros
tate cancer, bladder cancer, and tumors of 
the female reproductive tract <Table 2). In 
analyzing these trends, it is apparent that 
factors other than improved treatment may 
contribute to improved survival, including 
earlier diagnosis and advances in supportive 
care, but in each case significant improve
ments in surgery, radiotherapy, or drug 
treatment have also played a major role in 
improved management strategy <Table 4). 

The information in Tables 2 and 4 does 
not reflect another important facet of the 
progress in cancer treatment, the improved 
management of cancer-related problems 
such as rehabilitation, preservation of 
bodily functions, pain control, and psycho
social adjustment. Examples include the de
creased morbidity associated with limb-spar
ing operations for osteogenic sarcoma, 
breast-sparing radiation therapy for treat
ment of primary breast cancer, and the 
sparing of bladder and prostate <with pres
ervation of potency> improved surgical ap
proaches and radiotherapy for early stages 
of cancer affecting these organs. Other ad
vances in pain control and rehabilitation 
have allowed patients to lead functional 
lives and to deal with the psychosocial ef
fects of cancer; these benefits are not con
sidered in Dr. Epstein's remarks. 

Thus, there is clear and striking evidence 
for improvements in cancer treatment, not 
only for the less common disease in younger 
age groups but also for the common tumors 
that affect older age groups. The problem 
now is to exploit to the fullest these re
search advances and to apply the rapidly 
evolving understanding of cancer biology for 
future gains in the treatment effort. 

TABLE 4.- ADVANCES IN CANCER DIAGNOSIS AND 
TREATMENT SINCE 1975 

Advances• 
Disease 

In Treatment In Diagnosis 

Bladder cancer. ..... MVAC chemotherapy, BCG Flow cytometry. 
immunotherapy. 

Breast...... ............. Effective CMF adjuvant 
chemotherapy. 

Colon..................... 5-FU-based adjuvant 
chemotherapy. 

Rectum .. ............... Adjuvant chemo-radiotherapy .. 

Mammograms as a proven 
screening tool. 

Fiberoptic colonoscopy. 

Head and neck ..... Adjuvant chemotherapy .......... CAT scanning. 
Leukemia .............. Bone marrow lmmunophenotyping. 

tansplantation, interferon 
for hairy cell leukemia. 

Lung ..................... CAV adjuvant chemotherapy ... Fiberoptic bronchoscopy. 
Non-Hodgkin's Curative combination lmmunophenotyping. 

lymphoma. chemotherapy, bone 
marrow transplation. 

Prostate ................ LHRH agonists ........................ CAT scanning for staging 
pelvic disease. 
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TABLE 4.-ADVANCES IN CANCER DIAGNOSIS AND 

TREATMENT SINCE 1975-Continued 

Advances 1 

Disease 
In Treatment In Diagnosis 

Stomach................ ............... ........ ......................... Fiberoptic gastroscopy leading 
to earlier detection. 

1Advances since 1950 are presented in greater detail in the NCI "Annual 
Cancer Statistics Review," January 1988. 

3. "Apart from modern lifestyle factors, 
particularly smoking, increasing cancer 
rates reflect exposure to industrial chemi
cals and runaway modern technologies .. . " 

Epidemiologic studies and statistics simply 
do not support Dr. Epstein's position that 
industrial chemicals and runaway modern 
technologies are producing an epidemic of 
cancer in this country. Although occupa
tional exposures are an important cause of 
certain cancers <for example, respiratory 
and bladder cancer among men in certain 
high risk occupations), the total number of 
cancers from such exposures account for 
only a small fraction of the total cancer 
deaths that occur annually in the U.S. for 
these sites. Reports of the Surgeon General 
and other scientific organizations generally 
hold that cigarette smoking accounts for ap
proximately 90 percent of all lung cancer 
deaths annually among males. Further, 
more recent evidence on environmental to
bacco smoke <ETS> indicates that ETS ex
posure may account for an estimated 10 to 
50 percent of the nonsmoking lung cancer 
deaths among males and females annually 
in the United States. 

We agree that the production of synthetic 
chemicals has greatly increased since the 
early 1940s. However, it is important to note 
that the production of a large number of 
many items such as frozen foods, electrical 
appliances, antibiotics, sugar, a variety of 
agricultural products, jet airplanes, etc. has 
also been on the increase during this time. 
Exposure to such items as these may well 
correlate with risks of cancer. However, a 
correlation between exposurse to an agent 
and the incidence of cancer is quite differ
ent from being able to establish a direct 
causal relationship. Thus, while a causal as
sociation between cancer risk and exposure 
to a few synthetic/industrial chemicals has 
been demonstrated, it cannot be assumed a 
priori that a risk exists for every chemical. 
Further, occupational exposure to such 
agents --also tends to coexist with exposure 
to known carcinogenic risks in certain popu
lations <i.e., cigarette smoking, particularly 
among blue collar workers). This dual expo
sure could lead to the establishment of an 
indirect link between exposure to the occu
pational agent and an increased risk for 
cancer if smoking is not controlled for ade
quately in scientific investigations. 

4. "The overwhelming majority of these 
industrial chemicals has never been ade
quately, if at all, tested." 

It is true that only a small proportion of 
industrial chemicals has been subjected to 
full toxicology testing. However, it is also 
true that until rapid short-term tests for 
carcinogenicity are available, the over
whelming majority of both industrial and 
naturally-occurring chemicals can never un
dergo full toxicology testing because of lim
ited resources. It should be pointed out that 
the National Cancer Institute pioneered ef
forts in the field of toxicology testing early 
in the 1970s. It instituted a carcinogenesis 
testing program through which scientists es
tablished a standardized way to determine 
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the cancer-causing ability of chemicals in 
rodents. Since the time this massive bioas
say program was begun, about 300 chemi
cals have been screened for carcinogenicity, 
and this information has made an impor
tant contribution to our knowledge in this 
area. Of the 30 agents known to cause 
cancer in humans, all <with the possible ex
ception of arsenic) cause cancer in laborato
ry animals. In 1981 the NCI requested that 
responsibility for managing the Carcino
genesis Bioassay Program be transferred 
from NCI to the National Toxicology Pro
gram <NTP> of the National Institute of En
vironmental Health Sciences; this request 
was approved by the national Cancer Advi
sory Board <NCAB> and the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

Included in this transfer were 95 positions 
and 44 million dollars. This action provided 
for direct management by the NTP of the 
NIH components of the program and to in
tegration with the rodent carcinogenesis 
testing program (previously performed by 
NCI>, neurobehavioral and pulmonary toxi
cology, and studies of reproductive and de
velopmental effects (previously performed 
by NIEHS>. Currently, the NCI is one of the 
members of the NTP Executive Committee 
and plays a major role in nominating chemi
cals for testing by the bioassay program. 
These nominations by NCI are chosen on 
the basis of several criteria including poten
tial for human exposure, epidemiologic 
data, available toxicological data, level of 
production and chemical structure. 

5. "Occupational exposure to industrial 
carcinogens has clearly emerged as a major 
risk factor for cancer." 

This statement is based on a report enti
tled "Formulated Estimates on the Propor
tion of Cancer in Coming Decades That 
Could Reflect Past and Continuing Expo
sures to Occupational Carcinogens." A brief 
history of this report is given below to ex
plain how the paper was developed and why 
it is in disrepute. 

In 1978 the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration <OSHA> proposed 
what has been referred to as a "Generic 
Standard" for the regulation of potential 
occupational carcinogens. The thrust of the 
proposal was to change the way in which 
OSHA approached the regulation of sub
stances for which evidence of carcinoge
nicity had been developed. Up to that time, 
the procedure was to evaluate the evidence, 
propose a set of rules, and move through a 
long set of hearings and regulation-setting 
processes on a case-by-case basis. It was the 
desire of OSHA to change this practice to a 
circumstance where if there was substantial 
evidence of carcinogenicity for a substance 
in the occupational environment, a set of 
regulations would be set in place almost im
mediately, and then the process of hearings 
and rule-making would proceed to deter
mine if these regulations should be modified 
in anyway. 

When the Department of Labor held 
hearings on this proposal, it requested that 
other components of the Government testi
fy it favor of the Government's position. A 
number of individuals provided such testi
mony, including representatives of the Na
tional Cancer Institute, the National Insti
tute of Environmental Health Sciences, and 
the National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health. After the hearings were 
concluded, the Public Health Service repre
sentatives were informed that OSHA had 
what it considered to be a major problem 
and that OSHA wanted the PHS represent
atives to develop a post-hearing commen-
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tary for the record. Specifically one of the 
issues under consideration was the magni
tude of the occupational cancer problem. 
The implication was that if it were a large 
problem, the proposed rule might be justi
fied. However, if occupational cancer was a 
small problem, then the new rule might not 
be appropriate. The problem from OSHA's 
perspective was that none of the Govern
ment witnesses had given a precise estimate 
as to the magnitude of the problem. Indeed, 
most addressed the issue by indicating that 
scientifically it was not possible to produce 
an accurate estimate of the proportion of all 
cancers that in the future might be related 
to past occupational exposures. However, 
every expert testifying for industry did pro
vide an estimate, and these ranged from 1-
3%. OSHA felt that closing the record with 
the only estimates of the occupational 
cancer problem in the record being the esti
mates provided by industry could be a seri
ous mistake. Therefore, OSHA assembled 
the PHS witnesses to produce a document 
addressing this problem. 

Although NCI epidemiologists were sensi
tive to OSHA's needs, they were also firmly 
committed to the viewpoint expressed in the 
individual testimony, namely that any esti
mation procedure was bound to be flawed 
because of a scientific base for such esti
mates. What was hoped could be produced 
was a document which pointed out that 
most previous estimates were based on less 
than satisfactory evidence. For those that 
claimed they were based on scientific evi
dence, it was felt that some fallacies in the 
assumptions used could be pointed out. The 
document produced addressed those points. 
In the process, examples were given of how 
the estimate could vary widely, based on as
sumptions that could neither be proved or 
disproved <e.g., the magnitude of the risk as
sociated with exposure to known carcino
gens, the prevalence of meaningful expo
sure to such agents, the likelihood that nne
valuated agents would be found to be haz
ardous, and the impact of changing industri
al practices). Based on assumptions with re
spect to these and other variables it was 
demonstrated that "believable" levels could 
range from 5 percent to 20 percent or more. 
For convenience, not for scientific reasons, 
the estimate for which the assumptions 
made were most explicit was the 20 percent 
figure. It was not the intention of the NCI 
epidemiologists to imply that any particular 
figure (5 percent, 20 percent, 38 percent, 
etc.> was more or less credible than any 
other figure. Rather it was their intention 
to demonstrate that a wide range of esti
mates could be obtained simply by varying 
the unprovable assumptions on which the 
estimation procedure was based. It was 
hoped that this would demonstrate the fal
lacy of believing some of the low percent
ages which were submitted for the record by 
the representatives of the industries in
volved. 

The resulting manuscript which was sub
mitted as post-hearing commentary to 
OSHA did accomplish some of the goals de
scribed above. However, portions of the 
final text seem to imply that a particular 
percentage (20 percent), and thus a particu
lar set of assumptions, is likely to be the 
most accurate. This was not NCI's intention, 
but seems to have come about for a variety 
of reasons. Among these was the fact that 
this document was assembled in a very short 
period of time <to meet the OSHA hearing 
deadline>: involved no joint meetings of all 
those contributing; the actual document was 
pieced together by a contractor from multi-



17286 
ple submissions on the part of the various 
contributors; there was no final, formal ap
proval required of all the contributors; and 
it was not submitted to any formal review 
and approval process. While all of this was 
somewhat irregular, it occurred because 
there was a severe time pressure to meet 
OSHA needs; it was clear that the contribu
tors to the report would be listed as just 
that <contributors), which would not imply 
any overall endorsement by any individual 
contributor, and that the report certainly 
did not represent an official position by the 
agencies involved. (This lack of enforsement 
by contributors was duly noted when the 
document was reprinted in Banbury Report 
No.9 on the Quantification of Occupational 
Cancer). Finally, at the time there was also 
a general understanding that this document 
was to serve a particular purpose for a spe
cific regulatory proceeding, and was not in
tended as a policy-setting document for the 
Agency. It was generally understood that it 
would be submitted for the record of the 
hearing, and that it would be considered in 
that rule-making process and achieve little 
note beyond that. Thus, it was surprising 
when Secretary Califano appeared on na
tional television several days later to an
nounce "a new study" by the Department 
that demonstrated that 20 percent of all 
cancers were due to occupation. 

It should be clear from this history that 
the report in question was hardly an official 
consensus of any high-level governmental 
commission at the Departmental level. It 
should also be noted that since that time 
various DHHS agencies have agreed that 
the estimates given in the paper are far too 
high. 

6. "Evidence such as the following clearly 
incriminates the additional role of exposure 
to occupational carcinogens and carcinogen
ic community air pollutants ... " 

It is clear that occupational carcinogens 
and carcinogenic community air pollutants 
do place individuals so exposed at increased 
risk for lung and other types of cancer. 
These risks, however, are small compared to 
risks from other exposures. A number of 
recent reports published by NCI and Envi
ronmental Protection Agency <EPA> epide
miologists should lead to a better under
standing of the risks involved. For example, 
two studies conducted for the EPA have 
produced estimates of new cancer cases re
sulting from various air pollutants in our 
general environment. In 1985 EPA estimat
ed that approximately 1300 to 1700 new 
cancer cases resulted from volatile organic 
and other carcinogens from both stationary 
and nonstationary sources. More recently 
(1987> the EPA examined, in detail, specific 
contributions of motor vehicles to cancer 
and estimated that between 385 and 2,286 
new cancers resulted annually. Obviously, 
the contribution of air pollution from sta
tionary and nonstationary sources to the 
total of cancer burden, even if the highest 
figures are used, only results in small num
bers of new cancers each year. In contrast, 
active smoking is responsible for an estimat
ed 30 percent of all cancer mortality annual
ly and the National Academy of Sciences 
and other scientists have estimated that up 
to 5,000 or 6,000 lung cancers annually could 
be attributed to exposure of nonsmokers to 
environmental tobacco smoke. Indeed this 
environmental tobacco smoke contains 
thousands of chemical compounds including 
known carcinogens at levels many times 
those allowed in the workplace by OSHA. 

The NCI research program in etiology and 
prevention represents a wide-ranging and 
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intensive effort to identify carcinogenic haz
ards of various types, and to generate basic 
insights into the origins of cancer and the 
means of prevention. There is in place a 
comprehensive and balanced program of 
epidemiologic, experimental and multidisci
plinary research that has enhanced our ca
pacity at the national and international 
level to settle questions in environmental 
carcinogenesis and to develop preventive 
measures. 

7. "The evidence certainly does not justify 
the wild claims by lifestyle theorists that 
some 30 to 40% of all cancers are due to 
faulty diet." 

Epidemiologic and experimental evidence 
continues to support the idea that dietary 
factors contribute to a substantial propor
tion of human cancer. However, the specific 
percentage of diet-related cancers, the 
actual dietary constituents involved, and the 
mechanisms remain to be clarified. For ex
ample, Higginson and Muir (1979) reported 
that possibly 30% of cancers in men and 
60% in women in the Birmingham and West 
Midland regions of England and Wales 
could be attributed to "lifestyle" factors 
which included diet. Wynder and Gori 
<1977) developed estimates based on interna
tional and intranational comparisons of 
cancer incidence, the differences between 
U.S. mortality rates and the lowest reported 
worldwide mortality rates for each site, and 
results of case-control studies. From their 
analysis, they concluded that about 40% of 
cancers in men and approximately 60% in 
women in the U.S. could be attributed to 
diet. Similarly, Doll and Peto (1981> estimat
ed that a significant association ranging be
tween 10% and 70% existed between diet 
and cancer risk; their "best estimate" of the 
proportion of cancer attributable to diet in 
the U.S. was 35%. In addition, they indicted 
that mortality from cancer in the U.S. could 
be reduced by 35% through dietary modifi
cation. That dietary factors are important 
in contributing to human cancer is clearly 
indicated by international comparisons of 
mortality from cancer, which show large 
variations in rates among countries. Even 
more compelling evidence comes from epide
miologic studies on migrant populations. 

Results from several studies on population 
groups migrating to areas characterized by 
different lifestyles and cancer risk are now 
available. For example, it has been demon
strated that the native Japanese and Chi
nese women have breast cancer mortality 
rates approximately one-fifth those of 
white American women, and breast cancer 
rates rise in successive generations among 
Asian families who migrate to the U.S. 
Gradual adoption of a Western high-fat diet 
is believed to be primarily responsible for 
the increased cancer risk among these 
Asian-Americans. In another study, the 
changing incidence rates of cancer of the 
stomach and large bowel was assessed 
among Hispanic-Americans and Japanese
Americans. The study showed that the risks 
for both cancers among immigrants were 
usually intermediate between those for the 
country of origin and the U.S. Another 
study involved individuals from the north
west part of the U.S. who moved to Florida 
upon their retirement. Although colorectal 
cancer mortality is 50% higher in the north
em states than in the south, the age-specific 
mortality in Florida counties with high in
migration from retirees from the north par
allels that in other southern counties, sug
gesting that the reduced risk is associated 
with a change in lifestyle such as diet. 

Case-control studies have also provided 
evidence that a proportion of human cancer 
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can be attributed to dietary factors. In a 
recent NCI study, an association between 
obesity, as measured by the Quetelet index 
<weight/height2 ), and colon cancer risk was 
identified. When the risk associated with 
obesity was adjusted for fat, calorie and 
fiber intake, obesity continued to be related 
to higher risk of cancer of the colon. Analy
ses of data from an ongoing cohort study 
among the multiethnic population of 
Hawaii also indicates increased risk for 
colon cancer associated with increases in 
weight and Quetelet index. Jain (1980) esti
mated that 41% of the risk for colorectal 
cancer in males and 44% in females is associ
ated with saturated fat intake. According to 
Marshall et al. 0981), artifacts in the diet 
tend to lead to low estimates of relative risk, 
so both of the estimates are probably too 
low. As noted in the National Academy of 
Sciences report entitled "Diet, Nutrition 
and Cancer" <1982), this is especially the 
case for breast cancer, because estimated ef
fects of dietary factors as determined by 
current intake are probably much lower 
than the true effect for a factor operative 
earlier in life, i.e., during adolescence. 

In addition, laboratory studies have 
shown that a number of compounds occur
ring in the diet are potent carcinogens. 
Among these are aflatoxins, a number of ni
trosamines found in pickled vegetables and 
salted and smoked foods, and various heter
ocyclic amines formed during the process of 
frying or broiling fish and meat. Further 
studies on these and other dietary mutagens 
and carcinogens are underway. 

We agree that the Willett study referred 
to by Dr. Epstein was negative with regard 
to associating dietary fat with breast cancer. 
However, there are some limitations to the 
study which must be recognized. The limit
ed validity and precision of the dietary ques
tionnaire, the use of categorization and un
equal intake of protective factors by each 
quintile group seem to limit the conclusions 
that can be drawn by the study. The issue 
of the role of dietary fat in the causation of 
breast cancer is as yet unresolved and is 
under study by NCI-supported investigators. 

8. "The latest NCI 'breakthrough' claims 
for interleukin-2 as a cancer cure are grossly 
inflated and rest on questionable data." 

The NCI has been careful not to charac
terize therapy with IL-2/LAK cells as being 
a 'breakthrough'; it is simply the next step 
in a 6 year long experiment. Our enthusi
asm for this new therapy is based on the 
fact that it represents a completely new ap
proach to treating cancer. It works by acti
vating the immune system to destroy cancer 
cells in patients whose cancers are so far ad
vanced that they are unable to benefit from 
surgery and do not respond to chemothera
PY or radiation. Dr. Epstein apparently has 
not read the published report on IL-2/LAK 
therapy <Rosenberg, S.A., et al.: N. Eng. J. 
Med. 316:889, 1987), for if he had he would 
know that the data are not at all question
able. Of the 16 patients with far advanced 
cancers treated with IL-2/LAK and achiev
ing a complete response, 13 remain in remis
sion after follow-up times of up to 2 years
a remarkable finding for patients with these 
otherwise lethal cancers. NCI staff feels 
that any response in patients with advanced 
cancers of the types treated is promising. 
The durability of the complete responses 
noted thus far and the fact that this re
mains the only effective therapy available 
for treating these types of tumors (meta
static kidney cancer and melanoma> add 
further importance to this research. Like 
surgery, radiotherapy and chemotherapy, 
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modalities which all required time and expe
rience in the hands of therapists before 
they could be integrated into the standard 
care of patients at the level of medical prac
tice, this form of adoptive immunotherapy 
will need further development and improve
ment before general clinical use is possible. 

9. "Equally questionable are claims by the 
NCI and ACS that overall cancer survival 
rates have improved dramatically over 
recent years." 

There is absolutely no question that over
all 5-year survival rates have shown signifi
cant increases since 1960. For all sites com
bined, the rate for whites rose from 39 per
cent <for cases diagnosed between 1960-
1963) to 43 percent <1970-1973) to 50.1 per
cent <1970-1984). A more dramatic increase 
in 5-year survival rates for white children 
aged 0-14 was noted over the same time in
tervals: 28 percent (1960-1963) to 45 percent 
<1970-1973> to 63.1 percent <1979-1984). 
These increases are, if anything, understat
ed because they represent cancers at all 
sites combined. When evaluated by selected 
sites <see table below> the increases for 
some tumor types-such as acute lymphocy
tic leukemia, Hodgkin's disease and non
Hodgkin's lymphoma-are even more dra
matic. 

5-YEAR RELATIVE SURVIAL RATES IN PERCENT 

Site 
Whites, ages 0 to 14 

1979-84 
1960-63 1970-73 

All Sites ..................................................... ... 28 45 63.1 
4 34 64.8 
3 5 24.6 

33 70 82.4 $l~.tu~~~~~=~~:: :::::: ::::::::::::::: :: 
35 45 55.8 
25 40 55.9 

Brain and Nervous System .......................... . 
Neuroblastoma ............... ............................. .. 
Bone ............................................................ . 20 30 48.4 

52 90 91.2 
18 26 60.4 ~~~~~~k~~t~riiiihOiiiii::::::::::::: : :: :: ::: :::::::: 

10. "Defensively revealing is the finger
pointing by the Director, NCI, DeVita, at 
community physicians for using inadequate 
does of chemotherapy drugs as the "real" 
reason why cancer cure rates are no better 
than they are." 

NCI's community-based prevention and 
control programs are specifically aimed at 
promoting widespread optimum cancer care. 
Certainly, cancer treatment could be vastly 
more successful if patterns of care for 
cancer patients were uniform and state of 
the art therapy was employed on a national 
scale. For example, throughout the U.S. it is 
estimated that as few as 32 percent of pre
menopausal women with breast cancer actu
ally receive adjuvant chemotherapy, which 
has been shown to be capable of reducing 
mortality by a minimum of 25 percent. Per
haps as few as 60 percent of patients with 
the highly curable diffuse aggressive lum
phomas receive chemotherapy adequate to 
be completely curative. Several groups have 
recently restudied the impact of dose of 
drugs on outcome. As in experimental stud
ies in rodents the effects are dramatic, 
making dose intensity one of the most sig
nificant treatment variables in therapeutic 
experiments. At the same time, it is widely 
agreed that ad hoc reduction in doses to 
avoid toxicity is commonly practiced in the 
United States. Discussions of these points at 
scientific meetings and in the lay press is in 
keeping with NCI's efforts to improve tech
nology transfer. It was recently estimated 
that as many as 9,000 patients may die an
nually because they receive insufficient 
doses of chemotherapy and similar data 
have been generated for the failure to give 
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adequate radiotherapy and surgery. In fact, 
if every cancer patient in the U.S. today 
were to receive the best treatment available, 
there could be an immediate 10% improve
ment in 5-year survival. 

11. "The NCI exaggerates the role of to
bacco for a wide range of cancers besides 
lung ... " 

It would be difficult to exaggerate the 
enormous negative impact of tobacco on 
human health. The position that tobacco 
use, particularly cigarette smoking, is the 
major cause of cancer mortality is one sup
ported by the U.S. Public Health Service, 
the Surgeon General, the Royal College of 
Physicians in the United Kingdom <UK>, 
and the World Health Organizations. Every 
independent scientific body that has objec
tively examined this question has reached 
the same conclusion; and a substantial body 
of evidence, consisting of several thousand 
scientific studies, allows the conclusion that 
smoking is a major cause not only of lung 
cancer but of cancer of the larynx, oral 
cavity, pharynx, and esophagus, and con
tributes to cancers of the bladder, kidney, 
and pancreas because tobacco carcinogens 
are absorbed into the blood stream and are 
transported to multiple remote sites. An as
sociation between smoking and cancer of 
other sites have also been observed but a 
causal role has yet to be established. 

Cigarette smoking can interact with occu
pational exposures to significantly increase 
the risk of lung and possibly other cancers 
in workers exposed to such agents. Cigarette 
smoking also interacts with the use of alco
hol to increase the risk of certain cancers 
such as oral cavity cancer and cancers of the 
esophagus and larynx. 

In a study of more than 17,000 asbestos 
workers by Selikoff et al., of the more than 
300 lung cancers identified in heavily ex
posed asbestos workers (greater than 20 
years exposure), only a few lung cancer 
deaths were found in nonsmoking asbestos 
workers. However, smoking asbestos work
ers had a lung cancer risk that was 50 times 
greater than that of non-smoking non-asbes
tos workers. Workers who smoked more 
than 20 cigarettes per day had lung cancer 
risks nearly 90-fold greater. 

Obviously smoking and tobacco use are 
not responsible for increased cancer inci
dence rates for every site. However, studies 
do appear in the scientific literature with 
some frequency which identify an increased 
risk among smokers <or other users of tobac
co products> for cancer sites not previously 
known or suspected. An example is the in
creased association between cigarette smok
ing and cancer of the uterine cervix among 
women who smoke. Just five years ago only 
a few studies were available for review, and 
these studies produced conflicting results. 
However, more recently published studies 
now increasingly point to a direct correla
tion between smoking and cervical cancer 
among women. Another example is the evi
dence now available which firmly estab
lishes smokeless tobacco use as a cause of 
cancer. These new studies, added to thou
sands of previously published reports on the 
correlation between tobacco use and in
creased cancer morbidity and mortality, 
firmly establish that chronic tobacco use, 
particularly cigarette smoking, is the largest 
single cause of excess cancer mortality not 
only for the U.S. population but in those 
cultures around the world where smoking 
has become an established behavior for a 
significant proportion of the population. 
Thus, in the Unit ed States tobacco use is di
rectly responsible for approximately 40% of 
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all male cancer deaths and nearly 20% of 
female cancer deaths. Overall this trans
lates to approximately 140,000 preventable 
cancer deaths in the U.S. population in 
1987. Not even discussed here are the great
er number of deaths from heart and lung 
disease caused by cigarette smoking. 

12. " ... evidence uncovered in September, 
1982 by Congressman Obey that the NCI 
has pressured !ARC, funded in part by the 
NCI to downplay the carcinogenicity of ben
zene and also formaldehyde in IARC mono
graphs which review and rank the carcino
genicity data on industrial and other chemi
cals." 

The charge that NCI, through leverage 
based on its financial support of the mono
graph program, pressured the International 
Agency for Research on Cancer <IARC> to 
downplay the carcinogenicity of benzene 
and formaldehyde is completely unsubstan
tiated. In fact the result of the !ARC eval
uation of benzene in 1982 was that there 
was sufficient evidence of its carcinogenicity 
to humans, and this evaluation was recon
firmed at a recent !ARC meeting. Further
more, !ARC has upgraded the category for 
formaldehyde-in 1982 it was placed in cate
gory 2B <inadequate evidence for carcino
genicity to humans>, whereas at an !ARC 
meeting held in March 1987 it was upgraded 
to category 2A (probably carcinogenic for 
humans>. 

The IARC, an agency of the World Health 
Organization, is supported by 14 nations: 
Australia, the United States, the USSR, the 
UK, Germany, France, Italy, Canada, Fin
land, Sweden, Japan, the Netherlands, 
Norway and Belgium. The assessments ob
tained from member nations are placed into 
an operating fund which supports !ARC's 
scientific and other activities. Included 
among !ARC's activities are basic laboratory 
research in carcinogenesis, epidemiologic re
search, preparation of the annual "Directo
ry of Ongoing Research in Cancer Epidemi
ology," preparation of a compendium called 
"Survey of Chemicals being Tested for Car
cinogenicity," and a monograph program 
entitled "Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks 
to Man." The latter three activities receive 
support through the general IARC operat
ing fund as well as through direct funding 
from NCI. Partial NCI support for the "Di
rectory of Ongoing Research in Cancer Epi
demiology" is provided through a contract 
with NCI's Office of International Affairs. 
Partial support for the "Survey of Chemi
cals being Tested for Carcinogenicity" and 
for the monograph program is provided by a 
Cooperative Agreement with NCI's Division 
of Cancer Etiology. Thus, these latter two 
activities derive support both from !ARC's 
general operating fund and from the Coop
erative Agreement. 

The !ARC monograph program continues 
to enjoy a well-deserved worldwide reputa
tion of providing a balanced, reasoned and 
objective evaluation of the carcinogenic 
risks to humans posed by chemical expo
sures, and NCI has ensured that this reputa
tion is maintained. The purpose of the 
monograph program is to evaluate the pub
lished evidence for the carcinogenicity of in
dividual chemicals, groups of chemicals, oc
cupational/ environmental exposures and, 
more recently, lifestyle factors. These eval
uations are carried out during Working 
Group meetings which !ARC convenes 
three times a year at its headquarters in 
Lyon, France. These Working Groups are 
composed of scientists from around the 
world who are experts in chemical carcino
genesis, epidemiology, pharmacology and 
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toxicology, and short-term testing. The 
Working Group members are selected by 
IARC staff for their expertise in the above 
areas, as well as for their specific knowledge 
of the chemicals or exposures to be evaluat
ed at the meeting. Under the terms of the 
Cooperative Agreement between IARC and 
NCI, NCI's role in the monograph program 
is threefold: 1) to provide information for 
the section of each monograph which con
tains information on occurrence, produc
tion, chemistry, analysis, etc; 2) to provide 
an NCI scientist to attend each Working 
Group meeting as official NCI representa
tive; and 3) to suggest to IARC appropriate 
participants and observers from academic, 
government, industrial and trade sectors. 
Thus, the policy of NCI is to support the 
IARC monograph program and at the same 
time to preserve its autonomy and integrity 
in order to protect its scientific credibility 
and objectivity. 

13. "Policies of the various federal agen
cies with responsibilities in cancer preven
tion must be effectively integrated and co
ordinated." 

Dr. Epstein is apparently unaware of NCis 
involvement with other agencies and its role 
in coordinating and integrating cancer pre
vention efforts. The coordination and insti
tutional structure through which NCI con
ducts its prevention programs were set out 
in the preamble. 

In addition to serving on the National 
Toxicology Program Executive Committee, 
there are a number of other mechanisms for 
information exchange and coordination 
among the NCI and regulatory agencies and 
other agencies involved with environmental 
and occupational toxicology. 

In the area of environmental and occupa
tional toxicology, a primary method of co
ordination of research communication is 
through the activities of the Committee to 
Coordinate Environmental Health and Re
lated Programs < CCEHRP>. This committee 
was formed in 1973 to assure the exchange 
of scientific information on environmental 
health, toxicology and related programs of 
the DHHS with other components of the 
Federal government, and to coordinate ac
tivities whenever possible. CCEHRP is caled 
upon to perform various tasks and to repre
sent DHHS on matters regarding scientific 
risk assessment and risk management, or 
that require review of methodologies and as
sumptions used in deriving risk assessment 
data. The Executive Board is composed of 
agency heads of the Public Health Service
CDC, NIH, FDA, ADAMHA, ATSDR, 
HRSA-and other PHS senior staff mem
bers. CCEHRP also has recently established 
several standing subcommittees that focus 
on generic issues germane to CCEHRP ac
tivities. I or my designate, Dr. Richard Ad
amson, Director of DCE serves as the Chair
man of the Subcommittee on Research 
Needs. 

The membership of the National Cancer 
Advisory Board includes not only the ap
pointed members, but ex-officio members 
from the Department of Defense <DOD), 
the Veterans' Administration <VA>, Office 
of Science and Technology Policy <OSTP), 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
<EPA>, the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission <CPSC), the Secretary of Labor 
<who is usually represented by staff from 
the Occupational Safety and Health Admin
istration), the Food and Drug Administra
tion <FDA>. the National Institute for Occu
pational Safety and Health <NIOSH>. and 
the National Institute on Environmental 
Health Sciences <NIEHS). By reviewing the 
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policy and research efforts of the National 
Cancer Institute, and contributing to these 
discussions, communication among these 
agencies is further enhanced. 

The NCI, through the Division of Cancer 
Etiology, has collaborative programs on oc
cupational and environmental carcinogene
sis with NIOSH and EPA. The projects in 
the collaborative agreements are reviewed 
by the Divisional Board of Scientific Coun
selors and managed jointly by co-project of
ficers from NCI and the other agencies. 

The Interagency Collaborative Group on 
Environmental Carcinogenesis is an infor
mational committee chaired by representa
tive of the NCI's Division of Cancer Etiolo
gy, which serves as a forum for exchanging 
information among member organizations
NCI, NIEHS, the FDA, USDA, the Council 
on Environmental Quality <CEQ> the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion <NOAA>, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration <NASA>, the Depart
ment of Transportation <DOT>, the Nation
al Science Foundation <NSF> and others in
volved in environmental carcinogenesis re
search and regulations. 

These coordinating efforts provide a 
forum for exchange of information on areas 
of mutual concern among research and reg
ulatory agencies as well as with interested 
persons in the scientific community. 

Conclusions 
There is not in the United States an over

all epidemic of cancer except for that attrib
utable to cigarette smoking. Although it is 
clear that occupational carcinogens and 
community air pollutants do place individ
uals so exposed at increased risk for lung 
and other types of cancer, these risks are 
small compared to risks from other expo
sures. The major reason for the rising 
cancer incidence and mortality rate is tobac
co usage. 

There is evidence of substantial improve
ments in cancer treatment related to gains 
in chemotherapy and high-energy radiation 
therapy over the last few decades and there 
has also been progress in the improved man
agement of cancer related problems includ
ing by not limited to rehabilitation, pain 
control and psychosocial adjustment. 

The NCI has made substantial changes in 
its prevention effort since 1980. Among 
these changes are transfer of the Carcino
genesis Bioassay Program to the National 
Toxicology Program <NTP) but continued 
interaction with the NTP, delineation and 
application of an orderly sequence of re
search development steps in cancer preven
tion and control, creation of a national net
work to apply results of cancer research in 
prevention and treatment, innovative pro
grams in smoking prevention and cessation, 
various studies on the role of dietary factors 
in human cancer, support of several chemo
prevention trials, collaboration with State 
health agencies in cancer prevention, new 
efforts in cancer control research in extra
mural institutions, development and sup
port of programs involving community phy
sicians in cancer treatment and prevention 
trials, and major public information pro
grams. 

The NCI currently has in place and sup
ports, intramurally and extramurally, a 
comprehensive and balanced program of ex
perimental, epidemiological, multidiscipli
nary and clinical research that gives it the 
capability and credibility at both the na
tional and international level to ask and 
answer questions in environmental carcino
genesis, cancer therapy, and to develop pre
vention measures. 
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KOREAN WAR MEMORIAL: SEV

ERAL STEPS CLOSER TO RE
ALITY 

HON. LANE EVANS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, in March, the 

Congress unanimously approved legislation of
fered by my colleagues, Congressman JIM 
FLORIO of New Jersey and Senator WILLIAM 
ARMSTRONG of Colorado, which is significant 
to the effort to honor those who served in the 
Korean war. 

Congress gave its final approval to efforts 
to build a Korean War Memorial and place it 
in a special location on the Mall in Washing
ton, DC. In 1986, a law authored by Congress
men FLORIO and PARRIS and Senator ARM
STRONG authorized the building of this memo
rial with private and public funding. For too 
many years, the contributions and sacrifices 
made by those who served in the Korean war 

·have not been properly recognized. To this 
date, no national memorial exists to honor 
those Americans who sacrificed their lives so 
that others could live in freedom. The 1986 
law rectifies this injustice and seeks to not 
only honor those who died but also heal the 
wounds of their families and those who re
turned. 

In March, Congress completed the final 
congressional step required for building this 
long-awaited memorial by approving the area 
location for the site. Just recently, an actual 
site was selected and efforts to solicit a 
design for the memorial and continue soliciting 
private contributions will be underway. Over 
$2 billion in private funding has been raised 
and is administered by the American Battle 
Monuments Commission. However, nearly $6 
billion will be needed to complete the memori
al. 

I would like to share with my colleagues a 
recent article that appeared in the monthly 
newsletter of the Eastern Paralyzed Veterans 
Association. I hope my colleagues will join me 
in congratulating Congressman FLORIO on the 
fruition of his efforts and commending him for 
his initiative in this key area. The article fol
lows: 
ON THE VETERANS FRONT: TOPICS OF INTEREST 

TO VETERANS 
KOREAN WAR MEMORIAL IN DC 

WASHINGTON, DC.-Congressman James 
Florio was pleased at the unanimous final 
passage by the House of Representatives of 
legislation to erect a Korean War memorial 
on the Mall in Washington. "I look forward 
to a day not far in the future when people 
from all over America will be able to stand 
before this long overdue tribute to the men 
and women who served in Korea," he said. 
Florio, a member of the House Veterans M
fairs Committee, was the chief sponsor 
<along with Sen. William Armstrong) of leg
islation to authorize erection of the monu
ment. Florio also sponsored a resolution re
quired so that a ban on military monuments 
on the Mall could be waived. That resolu
tion came before the House on March 16 
and was adopted by 404-0 vote. 

Attention now turns to fund raising and 
design efforts. A 12-member advisory board, 
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created by the 1986 legislation and made up 
of Korean War veterans, will accept design 
proposals. Some $2.5 million has been raised 
privately toward the expected $10 million 
cost of the memorial. The location is expect
ed to be in the vicinity of Constitution Gar
dens, not far from such landmarks as the 
Washington Monument and the Lincoln and 
Vietnam Memorials. 

"This monument will be more than stone 
and steel," Florio said. "As we discovered 
with the Vietnam memorial, monuments to 
those who fought in a war can have an im
portant impact on society. Not only do they 
honor those who never came home, but 
they offer a place where veterans, their 
families and future generations can come to 
reflect." 

AMERICA NEEDS PRO-FAMILY 
WORKPLACE 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to commend the Women's Legal Defense 
Fund for its recognition of the new work force 
and family realities that have resulted from 
dramatic changes that have been taking place 
in our society over the past few decades. In 
addition to facilitating the praiseworthy advo
cacy work of the fund, Judith L. Lichtman, the 
executive director, has offered an excellent 
assessment in support of the Family and Med
ical Leave Act, H.R. 925. 

The March 21, 1988, transcript follows: 
AMERicA NEEDs PRo-FAMILY WoRKPLACE 

<By Judith L. Lichtman> 
Dramatic changes are taking place in our 

society. Thirty-five years ago, 28 percent of 
mothers with school-age children worked 
outside the home; today nearly 70 percent 
do, as do more than half of mothers with 
pre-school children. 

These new workforce and family realities 
mean that today's workers-women and 
men-need flexible new policies to help 
them bridge the gaps between work and 
family, policies that establish a "pro-family 
workplace." Congress is now considering one 
such policy. 

The Family and Medical Leave Act pro
vides job-guaranteed, unpaid family leave 
for both men and women to care for a new
born or newly-adopted child, or to care for a 
child or parent with a serious health condi
tion. It also provides temporary medical 
leave for all employees when they are 
unable to perform their job due to serious 
health conditions, such as heart attacks, 
cancer or pregnancy-related disabilities. 

The bill provides genuine help for the 
American family. It has bipartisan support, 
is endorsed by a broad diversity of organiza
tions, and has progressed steadily through 
Congress. In a national Opinion Research 
Poll, 76 percent of those surveyed approve 
of parental leave legislation. Yet there is 
strong opposition from business groups, in
cluding the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
and the administration. It is ironic that this 
administration, which has mouthed pro
family rhetoric for years, will not support 
one of the most important pieces of pro
family legislation before Congress. Instead, 
the opposition is armed with excuses. 

One major excuse is that the bill will cost 
too much for business. Yet the numbers 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
have been exaggerated. The Chamber 
dropped its initial cost estimate of the leave 
policy from $423 billion a year to less than 
$3 billion when challenged by members of 
Congress. The U.S. Government Accounting 
Office, however, has determined that the 
annual cost to employers will only be $200 
to $500 million-a fraction of the Chamber's 
estimates. According to the GAO the Cham
ber made unrealistic assumptions about the 
use of leave and the cost of using temporary 
employees, and didn't factor in the econom
ic benefits of the bill, including reduced 
turnover and a more experienced and com
mitted workforce. 

Another excuse is that a family leave 
policy will harm our competitive position 
internationally. Yet, what the bill proposes 
is far less than what most of your competi
tors already offer: 12 weeks at 60 percent of 
earnings for maternity leave in Japan; 16 
weeks of 90 percent paid leave to new moth
ers in France; and 14 weeks of fully paid 
leave in West Germany. 

Opponents feign concern that the bill will 
cause employers to stop hiring women, but 
this is just another excuse. Refusing to hire 
qualified women is against the law. Second, 
today's economy depends on women work
ing. Finally, it is not only women who will 
use the leave, since the bill makes no dis
tinction on the basis of gender. When illness 
requires an employee-male or female-to 
take family or medical leave, the need for 
job security isn't a women's issue, it's a 
family issue. Indeed, as a result, of this bill, 
more men than in the past will take leave to 
care for their children or parents. 

Another excuse we've heard is it's a 
"yuppie bill" that won't make a difference 
for most American families. A doughnut 
baker lost his job for taking a few days off 
to be with his baby girl during heart sur
gery. A hospital supply technician returned 
from an approved leave after her baby was 
born, only to learn someone was hired in 
her place. These people don't fit the yuppie 
mold, yet the Family and Medical Leave Act 
would have saved their jobs. In fact, it's low
and middle income families like these that 
need job security most when a family crisis 
hits. 

One of the most popular excuses for op
posing a family leave policy is that govern
ment has no role in mandating benefits. 
Job-guaranteed leave isn't a benefit. It's a 
minimum labor standard, and there are 
many precedents for federally mandated 
minimum standards-for wages, hours, 
safety conditions and hiring practices. If 
leave policies are left up to individual em
ployers, then thousands of Americans will 
continue to lose their jobs when faced with 
family responsibilities. 

One final excuse is that this leave policy 
will hurt small businesses. However, the bill 
recently was passed by the House Commit
tee on Education and Labor with a compro
mise that exempts companies with fewer 
than 35 employees <50 for the first three 
years) and reduces the number of weeks of 
leave in the bill. The compromise has the 
support of ranking Republican members of 
the committee because they believe it pro
vides adequate safeguards to small business
es. The bipartisan compromise, along with 
the GAO's realistic cost estimates of the 
bill, effectively take the steam out of the 
criticisms of business lobbyists and reveal 
them for what they are-excuses, and poor 
ones at that. 

It is time to stop making excuses, and 
start providing financial security for Ameri
ca's families. The bill heads to the House 
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floor this spring with the support of nearly 
150 members of Congress. If Congress is 
truly pro-family, it can start to prove it by 
going beyond administrative rhetoric and 
passing the Family and Medical Leave Act. 

TRIBUTE TO COMPOSER BELA 
BARTOK-ON HIS REBURIAL IN 
HIS NATIVE HUNGARY 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today-on July 

7 -the internationally recognized 20th century 
Hungarian composer and pianist Bela Bartok 
will be reburied in his native Hungary. Forty
three years after his death in New York City in 
1945, his remains will be returned to his 
native soil. As his body is returned, he will re
ceive the public recognition and honor that he 
did not receive at the time of his death. 

Bela Bartok was one of the most influential 
composers of the 20th century and the great
est Hungarian composer of all time. His por
trait appears on the largest denomination of 
Hungarian currency, and almost every com
munity in Hungary has a street or school 
named after him. Budapest alone has six 
streets named in his honor. 

Mr. Speaker, Bartok came to the United 
States in 1940 in despair over Nazi Germany's 
conquests and Hungary's support for the Ger
mans. His personal safety was not in ques
tion, but he left as a statement against the po
litical conditions in Hungary and in Germany at 
that time. He joined many other distinguished 
artists and intellectuals who found refuge in 
the United States during that tragic period. 

During his stay in the United States, his 
works were played by major American orches
tras and soloists, and new works were com
missioned by Serge Koussevitsky, conductor 
of the Boston Symphony. Bartok gave occa
sional piano performances. He was also com
missioned by Columbia University to tran
scribe a collection of Yugoslav folk melodies, 
a familiar task since he had done a brilliant 
transcription of Hungarian folk melodies from 
Hungary, Romania, and other areas. 

Bartok's final years in the United States, 
however, were not happy. Upon his arrival in 
New York, he could not compose for 2 years 
because he and his family felt they were in a 
state of exile. Illness shadowed him. At the 
height of his illness, he suddenly began work
ing franticly. He explained that "the only mad
ness I have is to leave with a full trunk," refer
ring to his unfinished works. During this last 
period of his life in the United States he com
pleted some of his most important works: 
"Concerto for Orchestra" (1943), "Sonata for 
Solo Violin" (1944), and the "Third Piano Con
certo" (1945). 

Bela Bartok died of leukemia in New York 
on September 26, 1945. He was 64. He was 
buried without ceremony or speeches in Fern
cliffe Cemetery in Hartsdale, NY, with no more 
than 25 people present. 

Now-43 years after his death-the re
mains of this 20th century musical giant have 
been returned to Hungary to be reburied and 
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to be honored. In the last few days there was 
a procession across West Germany, Austria, 
and Hungary with Bartok's remains, and his 
coffin lay in state in Budapest. Today he was 
honored at a memorial service at which the 
President of Hungary spoke. He will be buried 
at a cemetery in Buda with his wife and near 
his long-time friend and colleague, Hungarian 
composer Zoltan Kodaly. 

Mr. Speaker, as we pay tribute to one of the 
great musical geniuses of our century, it is 
also appropriate that we recall the role which 
the United States played as a refuge for Bela 
Bartok and other cultural and intellectual lead
ers during the Nazi domination of Europe. Fur
thermore, I hope that this event will serve to 
strengthen the close ties of friendship be
tween the people of the United States and the 
people of Hungary. 

LONG-TERM CARE SYSTEM HAS 
TRAGIC RESULTS 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

call my colleagues' attention to a recent op-ed 
piece in the New York Times which eloquently 
describes the tragedy of this Nation's long
term care system. Currently half of the Na
tion's long-term care bill, totaling approximate
ly $46 billion this year, is covered by out-of
pocket expenditures by the elderly. At an av
erage cost of $22,000 per year for nursing 
home care, it does not take long for an elderly 
person who enters a nursing home to use up 
all of his or her savings and become impover
ished; indeed, on average, an individual enter
ing a nursing home as a private pay patient 
exhausts his or her savings in just 13 weeks 
and must end up relying on Medicaid. 

We must find a more humane way to fi
nance long-term care. The emotional and fi
nancial strains on the elderly and their families 
resulting from our current long-term care 
system are truly tragic. 

The op-ed piece follows: 
[From the New York Times, June 28, 1988] 

Is THIS ANY WAY TO GROW OLD? 
<By Carolyn Kazdin) 

My father has an organic brain disease. 
It's Parkinson's disease, and in his case it 
has led to the additional trauma of Parkin
sonian dementia. He is in and out of reality. 
At times, he is as clever as can be-until he 
sees snakes or space stations or trucks in his 
room. 

My mother and I together could no longer 
handle him at home. He required physical 
assistance for every move and his behavior 
became too unpredictable. At home, he 
never slept and neither did we. He also suf
fers from a narrowing of his spinal column, 
which pinches the nerves in his back and 
leaves him unable to find a painless position 
in bed. 

We brought him to the hospital, where he 
stayed for seven weeks, until its utilization 
review board decided he no longer needed 
hospital care. They kicked him out. 

We put him in a nursing home, recom
mended as top of the line, with one nursing 
aide for every 15 patients (if everyone shows 
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up for work>. My father cannot feed himself 
nor get to and from the bathroom. One 
nurse's aide with 15 patients cannot attend 
to his needs. 

So my mother spends seven to eight hours 
each day at the nursing home. My father 
cries, yells and does all he knows to keep 
her there. He thinks he is home and can't 
understand why she leaves him each 
evening. He thinks she has other men. 

He tells her she is boring a hole in his 
heart. She cries. 

The nursing home costs $45,000 per year. 
My father is lucky: unlike most Americans, 
he has a decent union pension. But his pen
sion, added to his Social Security payment, 
puts him over the income eligibility level for 
Medicaid in Florida. Not only is he disquali
fied from receiving Medicaid itself, his in
surance only pays for claims certified by 
Medicaid. 

None of the diseases afflicting my father 
are fatal. He is 69 years old, and both his 
parents lived to be 90. My family could be 
spending $45,000 a year for the next 20 
years. It's money we don't have. 

My mother is heartsick. They worked and 
saved and bought insurance all their lives so 
that they could grow old in peace. Now she 
doesn't know how she will live, let alone 
how to take care of him. 

A lawyer suggested to my mother that she 
divorce my father. Yet she is the one who 
feeds him, cleans him and loves him. Now, 
after 48 years of marriage, she is being 
counseled to divorce him so she can keep 
some funds back from the nursing home. 
We think about canceling his pension, but 
then neither of them would have any 
income. 

Growing old in America. 

LET VIETNAM VETERANS RE
CEIVE THEIR DUE FROM 
AGENT ORANGE SETTLEMENT 
FUND 

HON.GEORGEJ.HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, I re

cently introduced H.R. 4479, a bill that would 
exclude payments made to veterans or their 
survivors under the agent orange liability set
tlement fund from being counted as income 
when determining a veteran's eligibility for 
Veterans' Administration [VA] pensions or 
medical care. 

The $180 million settlement of the class 
action suit: "In re: Agent Orange Product Li
ability Litigation," was reached in May 1984. 
The suit was filed on behalf of 16,000 Viet
nam . veterans and their dependents against 
seven chemical companies who produced the 
toxic defoliant agent orange for use by the 
U.S. military. The court's plan for distribution 
of the agent orange settlement fund was 
adopted in May 1985 and affirmed by the 
Second Circuit Court of Appeals in April 1987. 
However, no payments to veterans or their 
survivors were made while the settlement was 
under appeal by two veterans to the U.S. Su
preme Court. 

On June 30, 1988, the U.S. Supreme Court 
rejected appeals of the distribution and settle
ment plan, clearing the way for payments from 
the agent orange settlement fund to be dis-
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tributed to veterans and their families. The 
settlement fund has grown with interest to 
about $240 million, including about $40 million 
for a class assistance fund. While 250,000 
people have filed preliminary claim forms, it is 
estimated that only 60,000 Vietnam veterans 
and their survivors will be eligible to receive 
compensation from the payment program. The 
payment program will only provide compensa
tion to Vietnam veterans who suffer from a 
long-term total disability-in accordance with 
the Social Security Act's definition of 100 per
cent disability-and to the survivors of de
ceased veterans. 

Early projections from the administrators of 
the agent orange settlement fund indicate that 
disability benefits will average $5,700, with a 
maximum possible benefit of $12,800 paid out 
over the 7 -year life of the payment program. 
Thus, a totally disabled veteran who is entitled 
to the maximum level of compensation might 
receive $1,800 per year. Death benefits will be 
paid in one lump sum and will average about 
$1 ,800, with a maximum of $3,400. Therefore, 
despite the relatively large size of the settle
ment fund, the payments to individuals will be 
quite modest. No claimant will receive large 
enough awards to render VA pension or 
health care benefits would become inappropri
ate. 

Under current law, veterans who receive VA 
pensions and certain veterans who receive 
cost-free VA medical care would be adversely 
affected by receipt of payments from the set
tlement. In 1986, the VA's assistant general 
counsel offered the opinion that payments 
under the settlement fund would be consid
ered income since they result from a settle
ment in a lawsuit brought to obtain damages. 
By regulation, the VA considers personal 
injury damages as income. Section 503(a), 
title 38, requires the VA to count "all pay
ments of any kind or from any source." As a 
result, veterans in receipt of a VA pension 
would have his or her benefit reduced, on a 
dollar-for-dollar basis, for any payment re
ceived under the agent orange settlement 
fund. In addition, the payments might disquali
fy some veterans from no-cost VA medical 
care under the existing means test. Therefore, 
the benefit from the lengthy agent orange set
tlement would be negated by VA regulation for 
these disabled veterans and their survivors. In 
some cases, the proceeds of the settlement 
would wrongly go to the VA. 

The agent orange case has been a central 
issue for the Vietnam veteran community. 
Now, more than 4 years after the case was 
settled, Vietnam veterans are finally going to 
receive their hard-won compensation. The dis
tribution formula for the proceeds of the agent 
orange case attempts to compensate these 
veterans for their suffering. However, if the VA 
is allowed to benefit through offsets of the 
modest sums that Vietnam veterans will re
ceive from the settlement, old wounds would 
be reopened from this injustice. 

Mr. Speaker, in short, we face a situation in 
which Vietnam veterans who have little or no 
income and who suffer from disabling condi
tions that entitles them to receive a VA pen
sion may lose these much-needed pensions if 
they receive payment from the settlement 
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fund. H.R. 4479 would prevent this unjust and 
unwarranted result. 

The Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee ap
proved S. 2011, the Veteran's Compensation 
and Cost Living Adjustment Act of 1988, on 
June 29. Section 205 of this bill is derived 
from Senator MITCHELL'S bill, S. 1805. The bill 
I have introduced, H.R. 4479, is the House 
equivalent of Senator MITCHELL'S bill. As pay
ments from the settlement fund are scheduled 
to be dispersed within the next few months, I 
urge my colleagues in the House to follow the 
Senate's lead and act quickly to protect these 
Vietnam veterans' benefits from offsets. Pas
sage of this bill will have significant meaning 
for all Vietnam veterans. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the RECORD I 
wish to insert the full text of H.R. 4479: 

H.R. 4479 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may 
not take into consideration any payment re
ferred to in subsection <b> for the purpose 
of determining-

< 1 > the eligibility of the person receiving 
such payment to receive a pension under 
chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code; 

(2) the amount of any such pension to be 
paid to such person; or 

(3) the amount of such person's attributa
ble income under section 622 of such title. 

(b) The payment referred to in subsection 
<a> is any payment to any person pursuant 
to the settlement approved on January 7, 
1985, by the United States District Court, 
Eastern District of New York, in the case of 
In re: "Agent Orange" Product Liability 
Litigation, case number MDL No. 381. 

EFF STATEMENT ON BALLISTIC 
MISSILE PROLIFERATION IN 
THE MIDDLE EAST 

HON. EDWARD F. FEIGHAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to call 

my colleagues' attention to a newly emerging 
problem in the Middle East. Recent press re
ports indicate that China is contemplating the 
sale of M-9 ballistic missiles to Syria. This 
sale is only the latest example of the wider 
problem of missile proliferation in the region. 

Earlier this year, we learned of China's 
secret sale of CSS-2 missiles to Saudi Arabia. 
We have witnessed the use of Soviet-supplied 
SCUD missiles by Iraq for use in the "war of 
the cities." The New York Times reported last 
week that both Syria and Libya have been ne
gotiating with the Chinese for the purchase of 
sophisticated missiles. 

Now the Chinese plan to sell M-9's to 
Syria. The M-9 has an estimated range of 375 
miles-a significant and potentially destabiliz
ing addition to the Syrian arsenal. Syria is on 
the United States list of terrorist countries. 
Recent history has shown Syria to be an ob
stacle in Middle East peace talks-in the 
Arab-Israeli conflict and in Lebanon. Finally, 
given credible reports of Syria's indigenous 
chemical warfare capability, the proposed sale 
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moves us ever closer to an lsraeli-Syrian con
frontation. 

Last year, the United States spearheaded 
an effort among our allies to restrict the trans
fer of ballistic missiles. However, the interna
tional missile technology control regime will 
continue to be of limited effect until we con
vince those countries-like China and the 
Soviet Union-to halt the supply of missiles to 
third parties around the world. 

This week, I join a number of my colleagues 
in sending a letter to the Chinese Ambassador 
to the United States and to Secretary of State 
Shultz communicating our deep concern over 
this problem and calling upon China to recon
sider this ill-advi.sed and highly destabilizing 
missile sale to Syria. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO FOOT
HILL AREA COMMUNITY SERV
ICES, PASADENA, CA 

HON. MERVYN M. DYMALLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 

myself and my colleague, the Honorable 
JULIAN DIXON of California, I would like to 
extend our congratulations to Foothill Area 
Community Services, Inc. [FACS], a communi
ty-based organization located in Pasadena, 
CA, for its 22 years of dedicated services to 
low-income, elderly, and handicapped resi
dents of the Foothill communities. In particu
lar, Foothill Area Community Services, Inc., 
has provided these communities with a variety 
of skill training programs in order to eradicate 
poverty and promote economic opportunity 
among the underprivileged. 

Under the supervision and assistance pro
vided by Dr. Emmell J. Beech, the executive 
director, and his dedicated staff, FACS has 
done a tremendous job in the design and im
plementation of a variety of human services 
programs which offer skills, education, oppor
tunity, and assistance to those who need it 
most. 

I would like to take this moment to person
ally commend those admirable men and 
women who have volunteered their time and 
energy toward making FACS a highly innova
tive and successful social service and out
reach program. I am pleased to announce that 
these extraordinary individuals will be honored 
at the Foothill Area Community Services 1988 
Volunteer Dinner and Awards Banquet on 
Friday, July 15, 1988. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating FACS for its 22 years of 
service and honoring those who have contrib
uted in so much to make FACS a grand suc
cess. 

THE POLLARDS 

HON. NORMAN F. LENT 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, at the request of 

my constituent, Mr. James Plesser of Hicks-
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ville, NY, I am inserting the following appeal 
placed in the New York Times, June 29, 1988, 
on behalf of Jonathan and Anne Pollard. 
[From the New York Times, June 29, 19881 

To THE HON. RONALD REAGAN, PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATEs: THE PoLLARDs-VIc
TIMS OF A BARBARIC ANTI-SEMITIC PLOT 

On March 4, 1987, Jonathan Jay Pollard 
was sentenced to life imprisonment after 
pleading guilty to a single count of provid
ing classified information to Israel. His wife, 
Anne, was sentenced to five years as an ac
cessory after the fact-meaning that she 
had no involvement in her husband's affairs 
with Israel. 

Jonathan was not charged with treason or 
with damaging U.S. security, because there 
was no evidence to show that he had. The 
Government never charged Anne with espi
onage, or even with aiding or abetting her 
husband's passing of documents to Israel. 
All Navy employees with Jonathan's clear
ance have the routine responsibility to 
maintain classified documents in their pos
session. 

Clearly the sentences are outrageous, es
pecially since each of the Pollards had been 
individually persuaded to plead guilty to 
obtain leniency for the other. Instead, the 
Government delivered retribution. Why? 
Have we lost our humanity? 

Why has Anne not been able to receive 
proper medical treatment while in prison? 
She suffers from a rare digestive disorder 
and only recently-after 18 months of suf
fering-was she moved to another prison, re
portedly to secure medical treatment. 

Anne's weight has dropped by some 50 
pounds since her imprisonment. She is in 
constant pain, to the point . that she cannot 
stand or sit erect. She has internal bleeding 
and severe anemia. Recent tests show that 
her neglect in prison has caused deteriora
tion of other organs, such as her eyes, and 
her thyroid. 

Why hasn't Anne Pollard's doctor been al
lowed to treat her? Her physical condition 
was under control until she entered prison. 
Even the prison doctor, Dr. Jay B. Krasner, 
said: "Her only hope of symptomatic relief 
<outside of narcotics), remission or cure lies 
in therapies which are not widely available, 
and with which only a handful of physicians 
in this country may be familiar." 

A recent agreement between the United 
States and the USSR now permits American 
doctors to visit people in Soviet prisons to 
determine the state of their health care. 
Yet those same physicians would be barred 
from seeing Anne Pollard. 

Why are the Pollards forbidden to speak 
to the press? Any reporters wishing to inter
view murderers or rapists have ready access 
to them. But the Pollards are held apart 
from the media. Only after 18 months has 
this illegal action been responded to by 
some publications, such as The New York 
Times. The newspaper's legal staff has writ
ten to the Bureau of Prisons: "The rules 
you have set down grossly violate the First 
Amendment rights of both Mrs. Pollard and 
the parties who wish to speak with her." 

Why is Anne subject to special rules that 
do not apply to other prisoners? She is for
bidden to see anyone-even members of 
Congress-outside her immediate family. 
She is forbidden to contact people by 
phone. She is often shackled hand and foot, 
even when lying in bed in the hospital. Her 
mail is censored and often destroyed. She 
has been forbidden to see attorneys of her 
choice for prolonged periods of time, and 
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her attorney's conversations with her have 
been monitored. Is this American justice? 

AN ATTEMPT TO SEEK JUSTICE 

An organization was created last fall to 
seek justice for Jonathan and Anne Pollard. 
The organization, "Justice for the Pollards" 
(JFP), does not take the position that Jona
than should go unpunished for breaking the 
rules-rather, that the imposed punishment 
is excessive beyond all reason. His sentence 
has no precedent, since espionage between 
allies is almost always hushed up and rarely 
prosecuted. JFP does take the position that 
Anne has suffered more than enough. Her 
continued imprisonment-and resulting dep
rivation of proper medical care-constitutes 
cruel and unilsual punishment. 
If we keep the Pollards in this inhuman 

condition, by what right do we demand 
Soviet compliance with human rights? 

What moral right have we to try to unseat 
General Noriega of Panama? 

What right do we have to criticize Pino
chet in Chile, or Ortega in Nicaragua? 

Anne Pollard should be released at once. 
Her continued imprisonment is a stain on 
the American judicial system. 

Jonathan Pollard's case should be re
viewed and put into proper perspective. 

America, the leading democracy in the 
free world, the land of Jefferson, Madison, 
and Lincoln, the showcase for justice and 
human rights, the example to the world, 
must not be degraded by an ugly anti-Semit
ic contrivance. 

I am speaking in this case not only in the 
name of the overwhelming majority of 
Jews, but of an decent men and women in 
the free world. 

We urge you very respectfully, Mr. Presi
dent, to order your Attorney General to end 
immediately the suffering of the dying 
woman Anne Pollard, and to reduce the sen
tence of Jonathan to its proper proportion. 
To correct an outrage is not only an obliga
tion; it will give honor and prestige to the 
government and to the people of America. 

Justice must prevail if we wish to preserve 
freedom in America and human rights the 
world over. 

Very respectfully, 
JACK MONDLAK. 

MASSACHUSETTS MANUFACTUR
ER NAMED WOMAN ADVOCATE 
BYSBA 

HON. NICHOLAS MA VROULES 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I would like 

to take this opportunity to pay tribute to a 
young lady who was recently chosen by the 
Small Business Administration to be the 1988 
Massachusetts Small Businesswoman in Busi
ness Advocate. 

Barbara J. Lawson, president of Adhesive 
Packaging Specialties, Inc. in Peabody, MA, 
was nominated by the Massachusetts Small 
Business Advisory Council. 

In 1980, at the age of 23, Ms. Lawson as
sumed control of the firm as a result of the 
unexpected death of her father, the founder 
and president of Adhesive Packaging Special
ties, Inc. With no previous experience, she 
took over the fledgling company and has pro
ceeded to triple it's sales and double the size 
of the company. 
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Ms. Lawson is testimony to the potential 

success of our Nation's enterprising business
es. Since taking over the young company, she 
has molded a veritably efficient, profit-maxmiz
ing industry with undoutedly more prosperity 
to follow. Barbara Lawson is a genuine tribute 
to the small business sector as evidence of 
her relentless dedication and determination. 

UNITED STATES-TAIWAN RELA-
TIONS: HOPE FOR THE 
FUTURE 

HON. BILL EMERSON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, on January 13 

of this year President Chiang Ching-kuo of the 
Republic of China died while in office. The 
transition of power was swift and smooth. 
Vice President Lee Teng-hui, in full observ
ance of the Republic of China's Constitution, 
was immediately sworn in as President. In the 
past few months, he has consolidated his own 
position and pushed ahead the economic and 
political agenda set forth by his mentor, the 
late President Chiang. 

President Lee, the son of a north Taiwan 
rice farmer, had been a university professor 
and agriculture economist before joining gov
ernment service. He was educated in Tokyo, 
at Iowa State University, and Cornell Universi
ty. One of his professors at Cornell, Dr. Ber
nard F. Stanton, described Lee as "not a man 
you are about to push about. His greatest 
strength was his intellectual capacity and his 
ideas." 

Lee was invited to join government service 
by the late Mr. Chiang Ching-kuo, who recog
nized Lee's leadership and intellectual abili
ties. Lee was mayor of Taipei from 1978 to 
1981 and governor of Taiwan from 1981 to 
1984, and he was named Chiang's Vice Presi
dential running mate in 1984. 

An affable Christian, Lee is well liked, his 
popularity very high with his people. It was the 
support that enabled this Taiwan-born leader 
to be named Acting Chairman of the Kuomin
tang in February. 

As Taiwan's ruling party gets ready for its 
13th National Party Congress this summer, 
the Kuomintang will have to think of ways and 
means to meet both the challenges of today 
and tomorrow. 

An area vital to Taiwan's future is her rela
tionship with the United States. There's no 
question that Taiwan is trying to correct her 
trade imbalance with us. Still, frictions exist 
between Taiwan and the United States. Fortu
nately, Taiwan's chief representative in Wash
ington, Ambassador Fredrick Chien, is an ar
ticulate and hardworking man, who works with 
us in helping to resolve the thorny trade 
issues dividing our two countries. It is my per
sonal belief that no matter what difficulties we 
have with one another, Taiwan and the United 
States are and have been allies, and it is in 
our national interest to see Taiwan strong 
economically and politically. 

On the first day of the Kuomintang's 13th 
National Party Congress, I wish to salute 
President Lee T eng-hui and his people, and to 
extend to them good wishes. 
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JEAN MONNET CENTENNIAL 

HON.THOMASS.FOLEY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is the centen

nial of the birth of Jean Monnet, a great 
Frenchman who was also a great friend of the 
United States. Monnet was the creator of the 
plan which produced the European Coal and 
Steel Community, predecessor to the present 
European Community. He was president, for 
many years, of the Action Committee for the 
United States of Europe during which time he 
was a frequent visitor to this country and a 
friend of Presidents Dwight Eisenhower and 
John Kennedy. 

Several years ago, a group of American ad
mirers of Monnet formed the American Coun
cil for Jean Monnet Studies. The purpose was 
not simply to memorialize the man, worthy as 
that cause might be, but rather to seek to un
derstand the methods of this remarkable man 
who, without wealth, higher education, or 
family connections was able to influence 
many leaders of our century from many coun
tries to turn their talents toward peaceful co
operation and world peace. 

I include below, Mr. Speaker, a short tribute 
to Jean Monnet prepared by the council presi
dent, Ambassador J. Robert Schaetzel (ret.), 
our former Ambassador to the European Com
munities in Brussels: 
AMERICA AND THE JEAN MONNET CENTENNIAL 

The European Community has formally 
declared 1988 the Year of Monnet, the cen
tennial of his birth. Sadly, this notable 
event which should mean so much to us has 
gone almost entirely unnoticed in the 
United States. 

In the march of time few men or women 
have the talent and the opportunity to 
shape the world. The Churchills and Roose
velts loom large, even for those who find 
history tiresome. Among the acknowledged 
movers and shakers there is no more than a 
handful who made similar contributions of 
historic scale but who did their work off the 
political stage. Jean Monnet is a preeminent 
example of that latter and scarce breed. 

Americans have a debt to Monnet. He 
made substantial contributions to the pros
perity and peace we enjoy today. It was his 
inspiration that led to the creation of Com
bined Shipping Board which, by meeting 
the challenge of German submarine war
fare, allowed Allied forces to prevail in 
World War I. In the early 1940's, Monnet 
was an official in the British Supply Mission 
in Washington, before America entered 
World War II. Monnet's work with Harry 
Hopkins and President Roosevelt stimulated 
at a critical juncture the American war pro
duction effort which was central to the ulti
mate Allied victory. 

Jean Monnet will always be known as the 
father of the European Community. Only 
five years after the end of the war he had 
the vision and the audacity to conceive in 
1950, the European Coal and Steel Commu
nity, the precursor of the present European 
Community. The centerpiece of that 1950 
initiative was to bring about the reconcilia
tion of France and Germany. His conception 
of Europe and the institutions which carry 
it forward has given us a different world. 
His dreams have brought prosperity and po-
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litical stability to Europe, conditions from 
which we are beneficiaries. Of even greater 
consequence, a return to the regional and 
then world conflicts that sprang from the 
historic enmities among the Western Euro
pean nations have become more remote as a 
consequence of Monnet's legacy. 

These are among the reasons Americans 
should join Europeans and pay honor to 
this Frenchman. He should be in our minds 
during the American bicentennial. Monnet 
drew heavily on our political history, our in
stitutions and experience. 

We could draw inspiration from Monnet's 
personal qualities and the guiding philoso
phy that made his achievements possible. 
These included an expansive vision of the 
future allied with a keen sense of what was 
possible, a subtle form of leadership and a 
unique capacity to create conditions that 
made political action possible. He eschewed 
personal credit for his ideas and recognized 
that his ends would more likely be achieved 
if political figures received the honor. He 
had a capacity to isolate the key issue and 
then work at it with dismaying singlemind
edness. His technique was to move adversar
ies from confrontation to engagement in 
common efforts to deal with common prob
lems. He saw nationalism as a deadly dis
ease. He insisted that no durable progress 
was possible in the absence of democratic in
stitutions. 

These theorems have amazing relevance 
to how we cope with the world's present 
problems. One can imagine the relish with 
which Monnet would see the opportunities 
inherent in the evolution now underway in 
the Soviet Union. He would certainly insist 
that America's changing role in the world 
does not herald decline of the Nation but a 
challenge to develop a new, mutually advan
tageous relationship between the United 
States and a more united Europe. 

Jean Monnet would have been bored and 
impatient with nostalgic remembrances. 
One can imagine, however, his quiet satis
faction if we were to draw inspiration from 
his philosopy and basic theses. 

NEW IPM TECHNIQUES DROP 
PESTICIDE APPLICATIONS, 
LOWER COSTS 

HON. DAVID R. OBEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the use of harmful 

chemical-based pesticides is a common prob
lem in agricultural issues. This is especially so 
when the issue involves agriculture in the 
Third World, where the lack of technical 
knowledge makes the use of hazardous pesiti
cides even more dangerous. That is why I 
want to bring to my colleagues' attention two 
articles that give good news about the possi
bility of moving away from the use of harmful 
pesticides to more efficient and safer integrat
ed pest management systems in the Third 
World. 

These articles show how the country of In
donesia took a bold step in 1986 and banned 
57 types of pesticides and instead, adopted a 
policy of integrated pest management. Under 
this policy, on a nation-wide scale, pesticide 
use was dramatically decreased, rice produc
tion increased, and great savings were ac
crued to both the government of Indonesia 
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and their nation's farmers. I regard Indonesia 
as having been a pioneer in this regard and a 
nation deserving of our recognition and appro
bation for these efforts. 

The articles follow: 
NEW IPM TECHNIQUES DROP PESTICIDE 

APPLICATIONS, LOWER COSTS 

Sampling of rice farmers in areas produc
ing 70% of Indonesia's rice shows that use 
of insecticides by farmers trained in IPM 
(integrated ·pest management) has dropped 
from an average of 4.5 applications per 
season in 1986 to 0.5 applications in 1988, ac
cording to Dr. Peter Kenmore, coordinator 
of the F AO inter-country Program in Inte
grated Pest Control on rice in South and 
Southeast Asia. 

At a press briefing June 10, Kenmore said 
the decreased use of insecticides did not 
reduce the rice yield and in the first harvest 
of 1988 yields actually increased. The new 
program also saved the government $35 mil
lion, he said, noting subsidies to farmers 
were reduced as well as outlays to farmers 
for purchasing pesticides. 

"What happened in Indonesia is no 
fluke," Kenmore asserted, noting if the pro
gram is carried out elsewhere it would be 
the "most significant IPM in the world." 

Using a program of intense education for 
farmers, including diagnosis and counting 
pests and predators, spraying was decreased 
by half, increasing the number of predators 
for the brown planthopper without reduc
ing the rice yield, he said. As a result, IPM 
is now the recognized national crop protec
tion policy in Indonesia for all crops, Ken
more added. 

He said the number of specialists in the 
field increased from 1,000 to 3,000 and the 
country banned the use of 57 of 66 pesti
cides on rice. He noted, "The ban came 
about for ecological reasons and that's the 
first time that's happened." 

Only one chemical, Buprofezin, is still 
used, and then only selectively, Kenmore 
said, noting it causes the planthopper to 
"shed its skin and doesn't affect anything 
but planthoppers. It doesn't kill any preda
tors or other pests. It's used only in affected 
areas(s) and preserves the natural control 
system." 

Testing after introduction of the new 
techniques showed that all treated fields 
with the old pesticides had more residuals 
than the untreated fields, he said, noting 
the following results from the program: 

"Overall, the use of the organophosphate 
insecticides, restricted in Nov. 1986, dropped 
from 14,200 tons in 1986 to 5,800 tons in 
1987. 

"Rice production per hectare (2.47 acres) 
has risen from 6.1 tons in 1986 for farmers 
using 'normal' applications of insecticides, 
to 7.4 tons during the just-concluded first 
harvest for farmers practicing IPM meth
ods. 

"The number of hectares infested by the 
rice brown planthopper, which was threat
ening the country's rice production in 1986, 
has dropped from 61,000 to 1986 to 30,000 in 
1987; this number dropped a further 1,700 
hectares in the first four months of 1988. 

"The cost of insecticide application per 
hectare of rice had dropped from 7,600 ru
piahs in 1986 to 2,200 rupiahs in 1988 as a 
result of farmers' being trained in IPM. 

"There has been a saving of up to $50 mil
lion to the government from the phasing 
out of pesticide subsidies. 

"The exposure of Indonesia's environment 
to the deadly organophosphate pesticides 
has been reduced by an estimated 60%.'' 
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"It goes to show you what can be done if 

you replace a chemical technology with a 
knowledge technology," Kenmore asserted. 
Other countries in Southeast Asia are now 
using the techniques on rice, he said, noting 
the "real work is adapting it to local condi
tions.'' Diagnosis is half the problem, ac
cording to Kenmore, for example, whether 
the cause of a plant weakness is insect infes
tation, bacterial, fungal or a nutritional im
balance. "So you only use insecticides when 
they're needed," he added. 

The farmers had to learn diagnosis by 
practice, he continued, noting this takes 30-
40 hours to learn. An acceptance of "tolera
ble levels" is also needed; a "little bit of 
damage is okay," he added. 

The farmers also had to be taught which 
animals in the ecosystem are bad and good, · 
so they know which to keep out of the fields 
and which to allow in, according to Ken
more. He said the farmers had been spray
ing out of fear and "not knowing what's 
going on in the fields," which allowed the 
planthopper to spread. 

Planthoppers spread because the insecti
cides killed predators of the planthopper, he 
said. The environment is "massively disrupt
ed when insecticides are overused," he 
added. 

Questioned whether the new program 
would have been as effective without the 
use of insecticides at all, Kenmore said, 
"The majority aren't using any insecti
cides.'' 

Asked whether success of the program de
pends on a cooperative government, Ken
more said, "The approach depends in con
vincing the farmers to do it." 

INDONESIA SUCCEEDS IN RAISING LoW
PESTICIDE RICE 

Indonesia has improved rice production 
and saved money by reducing the number of 
chemical pesticides used on its farms, an ag
ricultural scientist said. 

"Both pesticide use and damage by pests 
have declined, while rice yield has risen and 
farmers' costs have dropped," said Peter 
Kenmore, a U.S. scientist who headed a pro
gram to reduce Indonesia's pesticide use. 

The project was begun in 1986, after the 
Indonesian government restricted the use of 
87 widely used agricultural pesticides, Ken
more said at a press conference on Thurs
day. 

In place of massive pesticide use, the gov
ernment adopted a program of "integrated 
pest management," which involved using 
pesticides at lower levels and introducing 
natural predators to control insect popula
tions. 

"The good insects, predators, usually 
would keep pace with the bad ones and pre
serve the crop," Kenmore said. 

In the 18 months since the program 
began, three crops of rice have been har
vested. Farmers using the reduced-pesticide 
techniques got 16 per cent better yields in 
the most recent harvest than they did in 
1986 using heavy pesticide applications, 
Kenmore said. 

He said when pesticides were used heavily 
on the crops, destructive insects returned 
after applications in even greater numbers. 

Pesticide use in Indonesia dropped by 
almost two-thirds since the program was in
troduced. Use went from 14,200 tonnes in 
1986 to 5,800 in 1987, saving the government 
almost 50 million dollars in pesticide subsi
dies, Kenmore said. 
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DECISIONS WITHOUT FACTS ON 

DRILLING 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 

the issues surrounding offshore oil drilling 
have been the cause of much debate in Cali
fornia and in the Congress. Members of the 
California Congressional Delegation have 
spent long hours forging a compromise plan 
of action on these issues. A consensus ap
proach for protecting the environment while 
developing a plan for an adequate energy 
supply has required much hard work. 

However, it seems that the Senate has uni
laterally decided to destroy the careful work 
that has been done. The Senate has included 
a provision in the fiscal year 1989 Interior ap
propriations bill which would ignore the need 
for current environmental impact studies, 
eliminate public hearings and accelerate the 
sale of southern California drilling leases by 
one fiscal year. The House passed fiscal year 
1989 Interior appropriations bill does not in
clude this language. 

Our dear friend and colleague, Representa
tive MEL LEVINE, has written a very insightful 
Los Angeles Times op-ed piece on this issue 
entitled, "Decisions Without Facts on Drilling." 
It states that the Senate language, 
"* * * challenges the basic tenets of envi
ronmental protection and public involvement." 
The Senate language must be dropped from 
the final version of the bill if we are to pro
ceed in a responsible and straightforward 
manner. 

The op-ed piece follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, June 30, 

1988] 
DECISIONS WITHOUT FACTS ON DRILLING: END 

RUN AROUND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
SHUTS OUT THE PuBLIC 

<By Mel Levine) 
For almost a decade Californians have 

been frustrated by the oil industry's cam
paign to drill along our magnificent coast. 
Drilling would pollute our water, increase 
air pollution, destroy fisheries and endanger 
our coastal economy. But now we are faced 
with cause for outrage as factions in the 
U.S. Senate last week acted to eliminate en
vironmental review and public hearings on 
the sale of Southern California drilling 
leases. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee, 
without holding hearings on the matter, ap
proved an amendment to waive the normal
ly required environmental-impact sttement 
and instead rely on statements written in 
1983 and 1984 for other smaller lease sales 
in Southern California. The committee also 
agreed to accelerate the date for the lease · 
sale to just over a year from now-a pace 
that exceeds even the Administration's re
quest. 

The entire action is unprecedented, and it 
should be met by clamorous opposition in 
California. But the amendment is some
thing more than an accelerated threat to 
our coastal environment and economy. 
Waiving the normal environmental-review 
process challenges the basic charter for en
vironmental protection in this country. 

The National Environmental Policy Act 
establishes the framework for environmen-
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tal protection. The act sets the environmen
tal-impact statement and public review as 
the pillars of this framework. Under this 
vital process an environmental statement is 
drafted, reviewed by federal agency experts 
and made available for public comment. 

Interfering with the process weakens it 
and sets a dangerous precedent. The Senate 
committee action raises the specter of one 
day using old environmental-impact state
ments for all lease sales around the country. 

More important, through its action the 
Senate committee has inserted itself in 
place of both the experts who would have 
written the statement and the many Cali
fornians who would have aired their views 
about it at public hearings. 

Protection of our environment speaks to 
the fundamental quality of life to which we 
are all entitled. The National Environmen
tal Policy Act was specifically created to 
guard that entitlement. When Congress ar
bitrarily acts to shut off the process, its de
cisions are planted in the politics rather 
than the substance. 

Proponents of the amendment will argue 
that environmental review of offshore oil 
drilling has been exhaustive and that the 
old environmental-impact statements are 
sufficient because they covered the same ge
ographic area. They maintain that further 
review will senselessly delay development of 
a vital energy resource. 

Unfortunately, the proponents are confus
ing quantity and quality. Voluminous stud
ies have never uncovered a way to protect 
our coastal environment or economy. Fur
ther, the statements that were developed 
five years ago do not accurately portray the 
effects of offshore drilling today. The old 
statements considered only portions of the 
south coast ecosystem rather than its en
tirety. The technology and technique used 
for building platforms and for drilling have 
changed. The state of our natural environ
ment is different as well. The new lease sale 
will involve a very different set of circum
stances, with effects that will differ greatly 
from those that were documented in 1983 
and 1984. 

The contention that California's coast is 
crucial to the nation's energy security has 
long been a self-serving argument of the oil 
industry. If it materialized at all, the ex
pected petroleum potential would serve the 
nation for a matter of days, not the years or 
even decades that other sources promise. At 
the same time, opportunities for developing 
other, less environmentally disruptive, 
sources of energy have advanced markedly 
since the 1983 and 1984 environmental
impact statements reviewed the alternatives 
to drilling. 

The amendment's proponents may actual
ly fear what a new statement would say. Re
cently the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service re
viewed the environmental-impact statement 
for the Northern California lease sale and 
drew the following conclusion: "[The feder
al] Minerals mangement [service] has inac
curately painted a picture of a routine oper
ation with few potential impacts when in 
fact offshore development in Northern Cali
fornia ... is a high-risk operation ... with 
potentially devastating impacts on coastal 
resources. Minerals management needs to 
reassess the potential impact of their pro
posal [for the sale] and develop environ
mentally sound alternatives." 

For those who are genuinely concerned 
with protecting both the environment and 
an adequate energy supply, the National 
Environmental Policy Act is government at 
its best. It mandates a tried and true proc-
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ess, one not to be tampered with on political 
whim. 

Until now the proponents of drilling had 
imperiled our coast. Now they challenge the 
basic tenents of environmental protection 
and public involvement. Shortly Congress 
will act on this legislation. The Senate Ap
propriations Committee's acceleration of 
the lease sale and its bypass of the environ
mental process must be stopped. 

EPA ON WRONG TRACK WITH 
SUPERFUND PROGRAM 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, as the author of 

the original Superfund Program designed to 
rid our communities of toxic waste sites, I am 
concerned about findings recently released in 
two reports on the management of the Super
fund Program. Since the cleanup of toxic 
waste sites and the protection of our health 
and our environment from further pollution 
should be a priority, I wanted to direct the at
tention of my colleagues to the findings of 
these two reports. 

Several days ago, the Office of Technology 
Assessment [OTA] released a study of 1 0 Su
perfund sites where permanent cleanup and 
safety had been sacrificed in the interest of 
cost control in the Superfund Program. The 
OT A report places 1 0 sites on its list of worst 
cleanups including the Chemical Control site 
in Elizabeth, NJ. What is troubling about the 
cleanup history in all of these sites is the pat
tern of sacrificing the chance of permanently 
cleaning up a site with tested and workable 
technologies in the interest of saving money 
in the short run. Mr. Speaker, in the effort to 
clean up toxic waste, cheaper is not necessar
ily better. 

A second report, "Right Train, Wrong 
Track," reviewing all the records of decision 
the EPA signed in 1987, was compiled by a 
coalition of groups including the Environmen
tal Defense Fund, the National Audubon Soci
ety, the Hazardous Waste Treatment Council, 
the Natural Resources Defense Council, the 
National Wildlife Federation, the Sierra Club, 
and U.S. PIRG. 

The results of this second report show a 
dismal history of mismanagement, discrepan
cy and plain ignorance. Not only is EPA miss
ing its legislatively mandated cleanup targets, 
but the EPA is also not bringing enforcement 
cases to the Justice Department for action. 

The report finds that out of 75 records of 
decision signed by the EPA in 1987, 68 per
cent of the remedies selected failed to use 
any treatment on the sources of contamina
tion, 24 percent used partial treatment or inef
fective treatment options. Only 8 percent used 
treatment technologies, as required by the 

· 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthor
ization Act [SARA]. 

Mr. Speaker, as an active player in the en
actment of SARA, I well remember the debate 
on including certain cleanup standards as re
quirements in the cleaning up of sites on the 
Superfund National Priorities List. Congress 
was clear in its directive in this law in requiring 
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that permanent treatment be sought for these 
sites, wherever possible. We wanted to make 
sure that the next 5 years of the Superfund 
Program were not riddled by EPA's dismal fail
ure to clean up sites during the first 5 years of 
the program. We wanted to make sure that it 
was understood that containment was not 
cleanup and that sites be brought to a point in 
the cleanup process when they would no 
longer be hazardous to human health or our 
environment. 

Unfortunately, the reports indicate that EPA 
is ignoring that important piece of the law. 
Cleanup standards are not being used uni
formly in all of the sites. Certain sites were 
permitted higher levels of arsenic while risk 
assumptions varied from site to site. The re
ports show that in certain cases bogus treat
ment technologies were chosen while the cost 
of some treatment was inflated so that EPA 
could justify containment as a remedy choice. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in continu
ing to call attention to the gross mismanage
ment evident at these sites. It is important to 
us and to our children that the Superfund Pro
gram be placed back on track. An article on 
these reports follows: 

[From The Star-Ledger, June 21, 19881 

EPA COMES UNDER NEW FIRE ON ITS 
MANAGEMENT OF SUPERFUND PROGRAM 

(By J. Scott Orr) 
WASHINGTON.-The Environmental Protec

tion Agency's <EPA> management of the su
perfund hazardous waste cleanup program 
came under fire again yesterday in a new 
report released by a coalition of leading en
vironmental groups. 

The report, subtitled "Failed Leadership 
in the Superfund Cleanup Program," comes 
on the heels of an Office of Technology As
sessment <OTA> report released last week 
that leveled similar charges of mismanage
ment against the agency. 

Both reports conlcude that the EPA has 
taken a Band-Aid approach to cleaning up 
the nation's most dangerous hazardous 
waste sites and that, despite strict new re
quirements included in the 1986 superfund 
reauthorization bill, the agency has failed to 
improve its cleanup record. 

And both reports singled out the Chemi
cal Control site in Elizabeth as an example 
of the EPA's allegedly flawed decision
making. Both reports were sharply critical 
of the agency's decision to treat contaminat
ed material and leave it on site rather than 
seeking a more permanent cleanup. 

J. Winston Porter, assistant EPA adminis
trator, defended the agency's administra
tion of the superfund during a morning 
hearing before a House Energy and Com
merce oversight subcommittee. He stressed 
that the implementation of an extremely 
complex, multibillion-dollar program like 
the superfund takes time. 

"The superfund program ... is immense 
and extraordinarily complex. We are 
moving toward implementation on a broad 
range of fronts simultaneously, and we are 
proud of our accomplishments," Porter said. 

He added that "as with any program of 
this scope and complexity, experience and 
changing conditions will continue to call for 
new or altered approaches." 

The latest report was issued by the Envi
ronmental Defense Fund, the Hazardous 
Waste Treatment Council, the National Au
dubon Society, the National Wildlife Feder
ation, the Natural Resources Defense Coun-
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cil, the Sierra Club and the U.S. Public In
terest Research Group. 

It says the EPA did not learn from its 
early superfund failures and that it is not 
taking seriously its congressional mandate 
to seek permanent cleanup solutions. 

"Eight years after the enactment of the 
original superfund law and in the wake of 
congressional overhaul of the law in 1986 
which intended to ensure permanent reme
dies and protective levels, EPA's selection of 
remedies and cleanup levels are virtually in
distinguishable from the flawed decisions 
which plagued the early years of the pro
gram," the report said. 

"Current cleanups repeat past failures by 
simply capping and containing hazardous 
materials on-site," it continued. 

"In the war on pollution, EPA is AWOL," 
said Sen. Frank Lautenberg <D-N.J.), chair
man of a superfund oversight subcommittee 
and a frequent critic of the EPA. 

"When we look at EPA's actions, we 
wonder who's at the helm, if anybody .... 
There are serious problems in the super
fund program which must be corrected," 
Lautenberg said during an afternoon press 
conference on the report. 

Rep. James Florio <D-1st Dist.), author of 
the original superfund bill, added that the 
study "confirms the suspicious many of us 
have had that EPA can't be trusted to do 
the job Congress set out for it." 

The report, which looked at all of the 
EPA's "records of decision" during 1987, 
said that in deciding what forms of cleanups 
to pursue, the agency "ignored existing en
vironmental standards, set cleanup goals 
unscientifically, exempted superfund clean
ups from the very environmental regula
tions it imposes on other waste management 
facilities and ignored the impact of super
fund sites on natural resources in the vast 
majority of cleanup decisions." 

The cleanup method selected by the EPA 
for the Chemical Control site was listed in 
the report as one of the agency's 10 worst 
moves during 1987. The report said the EPA 
wants to stabilize wastes using a new, un
tested cleanup technology. 

"Technology to stabilize such wastes in
site is not demonstrated, and it is unlikely 
to succeed," the report said. 

Meanwhile, the OT A report also singled 
out Chemical Control. That report said the 
agency wanted to place a layer of gravel 
atop contaminated material, compounding 
the problem by contaminating the gravel as 
well. 

"The selected remedy will leave some un
treated contaminated material on site; 
leaching of contaminants in the adjacent 
river will have occurred over about a 10-year 
period prior to completion of the remedial 
cleanup." the OTA said in a preliminary 
version of its report. 

The environmental groups' report ana
lyzed all 75 official cleanup decisions issued 
by the EPA during 1987 and found that "68 
percent of the remedies selected in (1987) 
failed to use any treatment whatsoever on 
the sources of contamination at superfund 
sites." 

In addition, the report said, 24 percent of 
the 1987 decisions involved the use of "only 
partial treatment or ineffective treatment 
options in the remedy selection process." 
The report found that 8 percent involved 
the use of the best available cleanup tech
nologies as required by the 1986law. 

"What we have here is a program that is 
being seriously mismanaged," said Richard 
Fortuna, executive director of the Hazard
ous Waste Treatment Council,. who testified 
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during the House subcommittee hearing. 
"We need some leadership at EPA." 

WELCOME TO OUR NEWLY 
NATURALIZED CITIZENS 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with sincere 

pleasure that I congratulate the residents of 
New York's 22d Congressional District who 
have chosen to become citizens of the United 
States with all the privileges, freedoms, and 
responsibilities that American citizenship en
tails. 

Our beautiful Hudson Valley region in New 
York State is proud of its newest citizens, and 
I invite my colleagues to join me in welcoming 
the following newly naturalized Americans and 
extending to them our best wishes for a happy 
and prosperous life in their new homeland: 

Faride Adukar, Tabinda Ahmad, Moham
mad Al-Jamal, Jocelin Alcin, Flora Almonte, 
Rosino Amelio, Silvia Amir, Elpidio Andaya, 
Marie Antoine, Sultan Asif, Henri Auguste, 
Remonde Azoulay, Annie Barrett, Elsie Bas
tattechea, Samuel Bautista, Jr., Renan 
Beauchard, Consuela Benskie, Gerald Ber
trand, Irma Bissainthe, Marc Blaise, Miyako 
Blassie, Prides Bodas, Robin Boersma, Noel 
Jondonero Boferiado, Noel Bofetiado, Brid
get Bolandh, and Patrick Bolano. 

Also, Ves Borromeo, Wilgins Butler, Al
fredo Camello Cacho, Angelo Candela, Mary 
Carolan, Patrick Carolan, Kist Castor, 
Stella Chao, Dannie Charles, Hermann 
Charles, Chi-Wen Cheng, Hee Cho, Harout 
Chouljian, Vahe Chouljian, Ngoc Chu, 
Maria Cilli, Egbert Clayton, James Co, 
Mady-Paule Cohen, Shirley Constant, Eve 
Copeland, Ramon De La Cruz, Dionisio 
Kayaban De Leon, Marie Irlande Destin, 
Jorge Espinoza, Nerculie Etienna, and An
tonine Eveillard. 

Also, Betty Ferguson, John Ferguson, 
Alida Fernandez, Ismael Fernandez, Ramon 
Fernandez, Milagros Ferrer, Klaus Fimmel, 
Ana Flores, Margaret De Francesco, Katia 
Francis, Severina Francisco, Mati Friedman, 
Mrs. Meir Friedman, Naftali Friedman, 
Paula Friedman, Silka Friedman, Noris 
Garica, Jean Gilet, Maria Giunta, Eliezer 
Goldman, Ana Gonzalez, Jechil Grossman, 
Filomena Guarna, Mona Hamza, Mohamed 
Hassanein, Sheila Hastings, and Mary Hee 
Ahn. 

Also, Angel Hinostroza, Emily Huynh, 
Patrick Hynes, Ashraf Ibrahim, Jean 
Jerome, Angela Jordan, Carmelle Joseph, 
Reizy Katz, Jasjit Kaur, Gary Keenan, 
Somaly Keo, Soo Kim, Martin Klein, Arun 
Lahiri, Jaime Lescano Ramos, Shulamit Le
venthal, Koit Lillep, George Liu, Susan Liu, 
Yehuda Lovinger, Jacqueline Lucien Bidore, 
Thein Ma, Reynaldo Magsino, Richard Mar
shall, Bernardino Martell, Renzo Martinez, 
and Remedios Mercado. 

Also, Almanola Minott, Franz Muth, Pau
lette Muth, Alexander Neumann, Dora Neu
mann, Donald Nguyen, Nancy Nguyen, Hun 
Kenneth Nurse, Irlande Oceana, Rosa 
Oloese, Hussein Omar, Jacqueline Palacios, 
Nicole Payen, Kettly Pierre, Leneque Pierre, 
Virgilio Pilande, Partrice Pique, Aladino Po
lidoro, Rahim Papal, Allison Powel, Dat 
Quach, Mal Quang, Luis Ramirez, Sandra 
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Ramirez, Mare Raphino, Alexandra Revesz, 
and Peter Revesz. 

Also, Julio Reyes, Jacqueline Carmen 
Lucien, Aristedes Rodriguez, Rosario Ca
brera Rodriguez, Rosario Margarita Rodri
guez, Peter Roggensinger, Martin Rotter, 
Lucetta Rottibelle, Wasek Safieh, Amal Sa
kallah, Maria Sarna, Kanwaljit Sandhu, 
Denys Santiago, Dario Santos, Catena Scag
lione, Charulata Shaw, Daksha Shaw, 
Ohanis Simonian, Alexis Singh, Jung Singh, 
Mandeep Sobti, Navdip Sobti, Livia Solo
mon, Chana Steinmetz, Virginia Sumallo, 
Rocco Surace, Mona Talamas-Dougherty, 
Thomas Tam, Joseph Tavares, Garfield 
Thompson, Celestino Tamines III, Celestino 
Ventenilla Tomines III, Maika Twersky, 
Cesare Vacca, Rodrigo Vicerra, Neelam 
Vohra, Kwei Wang Sha, Gillian Webb 
Stage, Charley Wu, Bing-Hong Yang, Char
lie Yu, Djamshid Zamani, Djamshid Zamini, 
and Ivanka Zic. 

H.R. 3893 

HON.THOMASA.LUKEN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

inserting in the permanent RECORD for June 
27, 1988, a section-by-section analysis of H.R. 
3893 as passed by the House. 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 3893 

Section 1. Deferral of deadline for 
submission of asbestos management plans 
Under the House passed bill, a local educa

tional agency <LEA> may request a deferral 
from October 12, 1988 to May 9, 1989 of the 
deadline for submission of a management 
plan. The request must be filed with the 
State Governor no later than October 12, 
1988. This schedule for submission and 
review should afford the Environmental 
Protection Agency <EPA> the time neces
sary to inform LEA's to apply for a deferral 
and satisfy the statutory requirement to 
notify parent and other relevant organiza
tions of the intention to file a request. 

Under the House passed bill, a request 
must be presented in either of two formats. 
A request must include either a statement 
that the State in which the LEA is located 
has requested a State waiver under section 
203(m) and that the LEA has carried out 
the notification and public meeting require
ments, or a certified statement explaining 
the reason for the LEA's request, attesting 
to the availability of certain documents for 
public inspection, and assuring that the 
LEA has issued notice or held a public meet
ing. In addition, the LEA must submit a pro
posed schedule outlining significant activi
ties leading up to the submission of a man
agement plan by May 9, 1988. The schedule 
must reflect a deadline of no later than De
cember 22, 1988 for entering into a signed 
contract with an accredited asbestos con
tractor for an inspection. This last require
ment was not included in the Committee 
passed bill, and makes clear Congressional 
intent that LEAs seeking and receiving de
ferral requests have a responsibility to con
tinue efforts to secure inspectors and 
submit a well-designed management plan no 
later than May 9, 1989. 

The State Governor or his designee has 30 
days from the date of receipt of a request 
for deferral to respond in writing and ac
knowledge the completeness or incomplete-
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ness of a request. Under the House passed 
bill the Governor need only acknowledge 
the completeness or incompleteness of a re
quest. This reflects the Committee's deter
mination that the process for filing andre
ceiving a deferral will be largely pro forma, 
due, in part, to the limited time provided for 
review. However, the presence of documents 
available at LEA administrative offices for 
pulbic inspection should provide interested 
persons with the opportunity for monitor
ing and overseeing an LEA's request. 

Under the House passed bill, if a request is 
incomplete, the Governor must identify the 
items that are missing from the request. 
The LEA may then correct, refile a request, 
and receive a response, no later than 15 

. days after it has received an initial response 
from the Governor. A request for deferral is 
approved, if an LEA receives an acknowl
edgement from the Governor's office that 
its request is complete. An LEA that does 
not receive a written acknowledgement of 
the completeness of its request has not been 
granted a deferral. An LEA that does not 
submit a completed request for deferral and 
has not submitted a management plan will 
be in violation of the Act as of October 12, 
1988, the original deadline for the submis
sion of a management plan. 

An LEA which has received an acknowl
edgement of the completeness of its deferral 
request may submit its management plan 
not later than May 9, 1989. While under the 
Committee passed bill the State Governor 
had 60 days to review the plan, under the 
House passed bill, the Governor has 90 days 
in which to review the plan. If the Governor 
finds the plan deficient, an LEA may have 
30 days to revise the plan. This 30 days may 
be extended to a total of not more than 60 
days by the Governor. 

All LEA's must begin implementation of 
their management plans by July 9, 1989. 
Those LEA's that have applied for and re
ceived a deferral of the deadline for submis
sion of their plans have in no way been 
granted an exemption or waiver from the 
requirement to begin implementation of the 
plan by July 9, 1989. Those schools whose 
plans are still in the review process on July 
9, 1989 are required both to follow the 
schedule contained in the management plan 
as submitted, and to comply with all EPA 
regulatory provisions governing schools 
which have had a final management plan 
approved. 

Those EPA regulatory provisions include: 
implementation of the operations and main
tenance program included in the manage
ment plan; completion of training for all 
custodial and maintenance workers em
ployed by the LEA; the attachment of warn
ing labels adjacent to any friable asbestos in 
routine maintenance areas; LEA selection of 
a designated person to ensure that a variety 
of activities are carried out in accordance 
with the rule; public availability of the man
agement plan at the LEA administrative 
office and in the individual school to which 
the management plan attaches; compliance 
with all recordkeeping requirements; the 
use of accredited personnel both to design 
and conduct response actions; and com
mencement of periodic surveillance no later 
than 6 months, and reinspections no later 
than 3 years, from July 9, 1989, unless the 
management plan schedule provides that 
these activities shall be performed sooner. 
In addition, any measures needed to protect 
human health and the environment, as set 
forth in sec. 763.90 of Title 40 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, must be initiated. 
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Section 2. Notification to EPA of status of 

State management plan submissions 
This section amends section 205 of TSCA 

by adding a new subsection <e> which re
quires the State Governor to submit to 
EPA, not later than December 31, 1988, a 
written statement on the status of manage
ment plan submissions and deferral re
quests. This requirement is largely un
changed from the Committee passed bill. 
The Governor must submit a statement con
taining four lists. The lists shall include the 
following information: 11 LEAs that submit
ted a management plan by October 12, 1988, 
21 LEAs which were was granted a deferral, 
31 KEAs that failed to submit a manage
ment plan by October 12, 1988, and whose 
deferral request was found to be incomplete 
and never corrected, and 41 LEAs that failed 
to submit a management plan by October 
12, 1988 and did not submit a deferral re
quest. 

The House passed bill also provides for an 
updated statement from the Governor 
which will provide important information to 
EPA that will not have been available as of 
December 31, 1988. The new statement, due 
not later than December 31, 1989, shall in
clude: 1] a list of each LEA whose manage
ment plan was submitted and not disap
proved as of October 9, 1989, 21 a list of 
each LEA whose management plan was sub
mitted and disapproved, and remains disap
proved as of October 9, 1989, 31 a list of 
each LEA that submitted a management 
plan after May 9, 1989 and before October 
10, 1989, and 41 a list of each LEA that 
failed to submit a management plan as of 
October 9, 1989. 

Section 3. Publication of EPA-approved 
accreditation courses 

Under the Committee passed bill, Section 
3 amended 203(1) of TSCA requiring LEAs 
to submit progress reports on management 
plan implementation. That section was not 
included in the bill that passed the House. 

Section 3, as passed by the House amends 
Section 206 of TSCA by adding a new sub
section which requires EPA to publish a list 
of all EPA approved asbestos training 
courses. The list must be published quarter
ly until August 31, 1991. Thereafter, the 
EPA Administrator may reevaluate the use
fulness of the list and publish it at his or 
her discretion. This list should prove valua
ble to LEAs which have had difficulty locat
ing accredited trainers, inspectors, and 
workers. 

Section 4. Worker protection 
The House passed bill prohibits a local 

education authority from performing ren
ovations or removal of building materials 
unless one of the following four conditions 
is satisfied. First, renovations or removals 
may proceed if a management plan has been 
submitted which has not been disapproved 
by the Governor. Second, such work may be 
undertaken if an inspection has been com
pleted which complies with regulations pro
mulgated in section 203 of AHERA. If no as
bestos containing materials are found 
during the inspection, the work can proceed. 
If asbestos containing materials are found 
during the inspection work, work can pro
ceed only if the work is done in accordance 
with certain regulations promulgated under 
AHERA. Third, work may proceed, if the 
work is performed pursuant to a grant 
awarded under section 505 of the Asbestos 
School Hazard Abatement Act of 1984. 
Fourth, the work may be undertaken if it 
constitutes an emergency repair, which 
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means a repair that was not planned and 
was in response to a sudden, unexpected 
event that threatens either the health or 
safety of building occupants or the structur
al integrity of the building. The require
ments of this section take effect on October 
12, 1988. Prior to that time, LEA's are re
quired to follow AHERA regulations pro
mulgated by the EPA. 

The House passed bill also specifies that 
an LEA must adhere to certain regulations 
promulgated under AHERA when it engages 
in operations and maintenance activities 
prior to submission of its operations and 
maintenance activities prior to submission 
of its management plan. Finally, the House 
passed bill stipulates that proper training 
and equipment must be given to school em
ployees before they conduct emergency re
pairs or operations and maintenance activi
ties involving asbestos containing materials. 

Section 5. Enforcement 
This section amends Section 207 of TSCA 

and subjects LEAs to civil penalties for car
rying out prohibited activities under the 
worker protection provisions and for sub
mitting false information in a deferral re
quest. Under TSCA, "willfull or knowing" 
violations of these sections could also result 
in criminal sanctions or penalties. The 
House passed bill eliminates the civil penal
ties for failing to submit a progress report in 
a timely manner. 
Section 6. Technical corrections to AHERA 
This section makes several technical cor

rections to AHERA. 

CONGRESSMAN BARTLETT SUP
PORTS H.R. 4904, THE TECH
NOLOGY RELATED ASSIST
ANCE FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES ACT 
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life. One witness, in particular, demonstrated 
the good news and the bad. Tommy Dormer, 
a nonverbal 9-year-old with cerebral palsy 
demonstrated how his personal computer with 
a voice synthesizer allows him to communi
cate. Before obtaining this device, Tommy 
could not verbally express his thoughts and 
feelings to anyone. 

I asked Tommy's mother if she reviewed a 
catalog or had the opportunity to see several 
different pieces of technology before choosing 
this particular device. Mrs. Dormer responded 
that this was the only device recommended 
by the school counselor. She did not look 
through a catalog or test alternative devices 
to determine whether there were other de
vices better suited for Tommy's needs. Mrs. 
Dormer was only given one choice. 

The good news is that Tommy has a piece 
of technology that allows him to communicate. 
The bad news is that Mrs. Dormer did not 
have an opportunity to consider several differ
ent devices that may have better met 
Tommy's needs. H.R. 4904 will give individ
uals with disabilities, parents, service provid
ers, and professionals access to information 
about all available assistive technology de
vices and services. In short, H.R. 4904 will 
provide choices. 

H.R. 4904 will be a catalyst for increasing 
the availability of and funding, both public and 
private, for assistive technology devices and 
services primarily through a State grant pro
gram. The purpose of the State grant program 
is to assist States to develop and implement 
consumer-responsive statewide programs of 
technology-related assistance for individuals 
with disabilities. Such individuals would ac
quire information about assistive technology 
devices and services through this statewide 

HON. STEVE BARTLETT program. 
OF TEXAS Title II of the bill authorizes a series of dis-

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES cretionary activities aimed at providing infor
mation and direct services regarding technolo-

Thursday, July 7, 1988 gy assistance to individuals with disabilities, 
Mr. BARTLETI. Mr. Speaker, on June 23, parents, service providers, and professionals. 

1988, the Technology-Related Assistance for One activity under title II would establish a na
lndividuals With Disabilities Act was intro- tional information and referral network which 
duced by Congressman JEFFORDS. Original will ensure that individuals in all States have 
cosponsors include myself, Congressmen access to assistive technology devices and 
OWENS, FORD of Michigan, PERKINS, LUJAN, services. The information network will main
HAWKINS, and GUNDERSON. This legislation tain information relevant to all disabilities, 
will provide greater access to assistive tech- ages, and environments and will assist States 
nology devices and services for individuals in implementing statewide information sys-
with disabilities. terns. 

For most of us, technology makes things Title II also authorizes training grants to eli-
easier, but for disabled persons, technology gible personnel such as teachers, employers, 
makes things possible. Technology exists but and service providers so that they have a 
it is neither widely accessible nor widely complete knowledge in the techniques and 
known. procedures in using and maintaining assistive 

Lack of information and access to tech nolo- technology devices. Technology is useless to 
gy can have a dramatic impact on a disabled people with disabilities if no one can teach 
person's life. Technology can theoretically them how to use, maintain, or upgrade their 
provide eyes for the blind, ears for the deaf, equipment. 
and hands for the paralyzed. Assistive tech- Finally, title II will provide demonstration 
nology devices and services can provide indi- projects in three areas: Establishing model 
viduals with disabilities the necessary tools to service delivery systems, funding research 
function more independently at school, work, and development projects, and establishing a 
and home, and to have more direct control direct loan program for individuals with disabil
over their own environment. The problem is ities who need technology-related assistance 
getting this technology to every disabled and can find no other funding sources to 
person that wants it and can benefit from it. obtain such assistance. 

On May 1 0, 1988, the Subcommittee on Rarely do we find in the Congress an issue 
Select Education held hearings on the impact that Members, both Democrat and Republi
technology can have on a disabled person's . can, and a majority of groups in the disability 
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community, can support. H.R. 4904 is one in
stance. This legislation will provide individuals 
with disabilities increased employment and 
educational opportunities allowing them to be 
more independent. H.R. 4904 is on a fast 
track, and I believe it can become law in the 
1 OOth Congress. I, therefore, urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this important legisla
tion. 

EXPANDING OUR NATIONAL 
TELECOMMUNICATION SYSTEM 
TO BETTER SERVE THE DEAF 
AND HEARING IMPAIRED 

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to introduce legislation today expand
ing our national telecommunications system 
for the benefit of hearing- and speech-im
paired individuals. 

Our Nation's 24 million hearing-impaired 
Americans, by virtue of their disability have 
not been able to fully use the telephone 
system that is accessible and available to the 
rest of our Nation. Even in light of advance
ments and development of telecommunica
tions devices for the deaf [TDD's], a majority 
of our hearing-impaired community have limit
ed, if any, direct communication access to 
their Federal Government. 

Currently, our Federal Government serves 
TDD users through a pilot relay system to 
expand TDD access to, from, and within Fed
eral departments established in 1986 by the 
Architectural Transportation Barriers Compli
ance Board [ATBCB] and the Treasury De
partment. This relay system handles TDD 
calls for the entire Federal Government. Mes
sages received by the relay system from TDD 
callers are forwarded to the appropriate de
partment or agency then responding to the 
TDD caller. Unfortunately this temporary relay 
system does not adequately allow for TDD 
users to communicate directly with their Fed
eral Government. 

This bill serves as a companion to S. 2221, 
sponsored by Senator JOHN McCAIN, directing 
the Federal Communications Commission 
[FCC] to establish and implement a telecom
munications relay system to increase access 
to Federal departments and agencies for 
users of TDD's. At a reasonable cost, this leg
islation outlines a five part program improving 
our Federal Government's telecommunica
tions system for the deaf, by requiring the 
FCC to work with the ATBCB to implement a 
telecommunications system for the hearing 
impaired within the Federal Government. 

Second, assuring accessibility of TDD's in 
Federal departments and agencies sufficient 
to meet the needs of the hearing and speech
impaired employees of the Federal Govern
ment. 

Third, designing and distributing a standard
ized logo, like those used to identify handi
capped parking places, to identify the location 
of a TDD in Federal buildings. 

Fourth, installing TDD pay phone stations, 
where economically feasible, at visible loca-
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tions in or near the lobbies of Federal build
ings, with accommodations for users of porta
ble TOO's. 

Fifth, charging the FCC and A TBCB with 
planning the development of a hardware 
based alternative to the Federal relay system. 

Provisions in this legislation also enhance 
employment opportunities for hearing impaired 
individuals within the Federal Government. As 
the ranking member of the Employment Op
portunities Subcommittee this is an important 
element of this legislation. It also seeks to ap
propriately fulfill and reinforce sections 501 
and 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, re
quiring Federal agencies communicating with 
applicants, beneficiaries, and the general 
public by telephone to be accessible to hear
ing impaired persons through TOO's. 

Organizations supportive of this legislation 
include, Gallaudet University, National Asso
ciation of the Deaf [NAD], Telecommunica
tions for the Deaf, Inc., and the American 
Deafness and Rehabilitation Association 
[ADARA]. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join in 
this initiative to make our Federal Government 
and national telecommunications system ac
cessible to deaf and hearing impaired. 

HANDGUN WAITING PERIODS 
AND OUR WAR ON DRUGS 

HON. BOB STUMP 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, in the past few 

weeks, there has been a concerted effort by 
the Washington Post, spokesmen for Hand
gun Control, Inc., and other gun control advo
cates to convince us that there is a direct re
lationship between our fight against drugs and 
legislation requiring a waiting period for pur
chasing handguns. This assertion is non
sense. 

Until recently, Handgun Control, Inc., and 
the National Coalition to Ban Handguns have 
admitted that restrictive gun laws, such as 
w~iting periods, will not disarm committed 
criminals. Yet now they are saying that drug 
traffickers, operating in organized gangs or 
posses, will somehow be deterred by a wait
ing period for handgun purchases. Mr. Speak
er, why would heroin and cocaine traffickers, 
who ignore practically all our laws, be dis
armed by a handgun waiting period? Drug 
pushers are not committing the spur-of-the
moment or crime-of-passion acts that gun 
control advocates claim can be prevented by 
waiting periods. 

Responsible criminologists dismiss such 
waiting period proposals as nonsensical, de
spite recent claims that a survey of felons 
suggests that waiting periods with optional 
background checks would have kept them 
from getting guns. The only thorough survey 
of felons, conducted by Prof. James Wright 
and Prof. Peter Rossi for the U.S. Department 
of Justice, found just the opposite to be true. 
The Wright-Rossi study found that: First, there 
was simply no relationship between a State's 
gun laws and the likelihood that its felons 
would be armed, second, almost no felons 
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bothered to register their guns or to get per
mits for them, and, third, most significantly, 
that the most determined criminals were less 
likely to have bothered with legal channels in 
obtaining their guns. And here we are talking 
about the most determined criminals of all, 
operating organized gangs and international 
drug rings more vicious and committed than 
virtually all of the felons studied by Wright and 
Rossi. 

There is a topsy-turvey logic which makes 
the whole "gun control" debate strange. We 
are being told that the most serious of crimi
nals, whose careers are based on illegal deal
ing in controlled substances, would be de
terred by legislation making handguns a con
trolled substance. 

I would remind my colleagues, we already 
have laws to deal with gunrunning. It is a Fed
eral felony to buy handguns outside of one's 
State of residence. It is a more serious felony 
to take such guns across State lines to use 
them in a crime. And, it is also a serious 
felony for any individual to transfer a handgun 
to a person who is prohibited from lawfully ac
quiring a firearm. Drug traffickers are already 
covered by these laws. Mr. Speaker, we need 
to enforce the laws we already have, not 
make it more difficult for law abiding citizens 
to purchase firearms. 

One of the purposes of the Firearms 
Owners' Protection Act was to pressure BA TF 
to redirect its resources to capturing felons in 
possession of illegal weapons, particularly 
felons in the gunrunning business. The only 
way to keep these persons from getting guns 
or drugs is to put them in prison where they 
belong. We don't need a new law for that. 
These people don't care what we ban, what 
we control, what we register. They don't regis
ter their drugs or their guns; they don't pur
chase from drug stores or gun shops, and a 
waiting period on handgun purchases would 
do nothing to limit the arsenals of these crimi
nals. 

A HALF CENTURY OF 
DEDICATED SERVICE 

HON. JOHN P. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to call to the attention of my col
leagues the constructive life and activity of an 
unusual lady, Mrs. Virginia Earnest, who inci
dentally is a close friend and former school 
classmate of mine. 

Her 50 years of dedicated service and her 
love of teaching kindergarten students is 
worthy of praise and recognition. She has 
touched many, many young lives for the 
better. 

The following article, which was printed in 
the Harrison Daily Times, Harrison, AR, high
lights her exemplary service. 
VIRGINIA EARNEST CITES 50TH ANNIVERSARY 

Each fall for the past five decades, Mrs. 
Virginia Earnest has opened the door of her 
small, white schoolhouse at 522 S. Pine and 
watched a new group of students, aged 4 to 
5, run up the walk from their parents' cars. 
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And Tuesday night, she watched her 50th 

class thrill their parents, grandparents and 
friends with a program of songs and a skit 
on school work that the students had 
learned during the year that reviewed such 
subjects as the alphabet, numbers, days, 
months, seasons, phonics, choral verses, 
colors, rhythms and songs. 

Students also taught writing, art, speech, 
manners, how to get along with other chil
dren, and to care and share. 

One of Mrs. Earnest's proudest records 
from the past 50 years was never having to 
miss a day because of illness and the popu
larity of her school is demonstrated by the 
second and third generation children she 
has taught, and the enrollment list that has 
entries made at birth. 

The more than 5,000 students who have 
gone through the school have followed a 
dress code that includes dresses for girls. 

She also believes a child should mind and 
follow the rules and said she have never 
physically disciplined a child. While she 
talked to a recent visitor at the school, the 
children were quick to mind and follow in
structions, sitting at three, long tables with 
hands folded. 

Virginia Tucker Earnest started her 
career in education by teaching half a day 
and attending school the other half, finish
ing as valedictorian of her graduating class. 

In January 1938 she opened the kinder
garten and attended Northwesten Universi
ty at Evanston, Ill., in the summer, receiving 
a degree in kindergarten education. 

For many years, Mrs. Earnest's state li
censed school was the only private kinder
garten in town, and it always has been co
ordinated with public school calendars, she 
explained. It is open five days a week, nine 
months a year. 

Many parents have traveled 50 miles for 
the children to attend the school, which was 
always has stressed getting along with other 
people in society, manners, health habits, 
sharing, honesty and other practical mat
ters. 

Music also is stressed, and she accompa
nies the students on the piano as they per
form for civic clubs, nursing homes, local 
celebrations, senior citizen events, parents, 
and most places they are invited. Her 
rhythm band program has students as direc
tors. 

At the moment, she has no vacancies for 
the all-day kindergarten and preschool ses
sions that last from 8:30 to 4:30 p.m. She 
gets to school by 7:30 a.m. for parents to 
drop their children on the way to work. 

Mrs. Earnest was featured in Grit on the 
outstanding (people of the world) page and 
is a record holder in the number of days 
missed for sickness and continuous years 
teaching. 

Mrs. Earnest has one daughter Sue Rob
ertson who lives in Ponca City, Oka. and 
two grandchildren, Amy Lynne, 21 years, 
who teaches drama in Victory Christian 
Center in Tulsa, Oka., and Alan Keith, 19 
years, a sophomore at Northeastern College 
in Miami, Oka. 

She has lived in the Tuckers family home 
at 813 South Pine for 60 years. She is a 60 
year member of First Baptist Church, a 
member of Phi Chapter, Chi Segma Sorori
ty, Harrison Business and Professional Club, 
Harrsion Concert Association, and the Edu
cation Review Board for University of Ar
kansas. 

In 1857 she was named "Harrison Business 
Woman of the Year" by the Chamber of 
Commerce. 
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U.S. GOVERNMENT SUPPORTS 

AN INTERNATIONAL CIVIL 
AVIATION INVESTIGATION OF 
THE DOWNING OF THE IRANI
AN AIRBUS 

HON. WM. S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to report that our Government sup
ports an International Civil Aviation Organizai
ton investigation of the recent downing of the 
Iranian airbus in the Persian Gulf. I believe 
that when the facts are finally revealed, the 
American people and the entire world will real
ize that our forces in the gulf assessed the 
available information and performed profes
sionally in a dangerous and trying situation. 

The Department of State just announced 
that the U.S. Government will support the con
vening of an extraordinary session of the 
ICAO Council to consider the Iranian airbus in
cident. Our Government will cooperate in all 
appropriate respects with ICAO and its investi
gators. Our Government also hopes that Irani
an officials will fully cooperate with the ICAO 
investigative team. Let us hope that their co
operation will include giving the team access 
to the flight data, the cockpit voice recorders, 
and any other relevant information that will 
shed light on exactly what happened to the 
airbus. 

It is my understanding that our Government 
will cooperate fully in this investigation and will 
share as much information as we can consist
ent with our Nation's national security consid
erations. 

The International Civil Aviation Organization 
[ICAO] is a specialized U.N. technical agency 
that is based in Montreal. That body was cre
ated to develop the principles and techniques 
of international air navigation and foster the 
development of international air transport. 

ICAO has a sovereign body, the assembly, 
with 152 members. Its governing body, the 
council, has 33 members. Iran and the United 
States are members of the assembly. The 
United States is also a member of the council. 

After the tragic incident in the Gulf, Iran 
called for a council meeting which is now set 
for July 13 in Montreal. The council will then 
assemble documentation concerning Iran's re
quest for an official investigation of the inci
dent and will probably pass a resolution 
asking the president of the assembly to initi
ate an investigation of the incident. 

About six technical experts from countries 
represented in the assembly will conduct a 
detailed investigation as soon as possible. 
The final report will be returned to the council 
for its review. A resolution will then be issued 
after the council's review of the investigative 
report. The assembly will not take formal 
action on the report. 

I understand that our Government believes 
that ICAO is a reputable and professional or
ganization that has been apolitical in its past 
investigative efforts and work. Our Govern
ment has a high degree of confidence in the 
fact that the planned investigation will be ac
curate and objective. ICAO has been helpful 
in past years in supporting U.S. Government 
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efforts to -enhance airport and aircraft security 
and condemning the use by terrorists of inter
national flights and airports for terrorist inci
dent. 

I look forward to receiving a full briefing 
concerning ICAO's findings. 

ENERGY AND ANWR 

HON. DON YOUNG 
OF ALASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, many 

of our colleagues are aware of our energy de
pendence upon other nations, and the fact 
that the picture is not looking any brighter for 
the foreseeable future. Nevertheless, legisla
tion before the Congress to open the environ
mentally sound oil and gas leasing in the 
coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge in my district-the State of Alaska-is 
the bright spot in terms of responding to this 
growing international threat. Today I submit for 
the RECORD an article from the Minneapolis 
Star and Tribune, which underscores the need 
for prompt action by the Congress on this 
subject. Because of the vast support nation
wide for this legislation, I will do this daily. 

[From the Minneapolis <MN> Star and 
Tribune, Apr. 28, 1987] 

TRADEOFF DEBATE FAVORS NEW OIL FROM 
ALAsKA 

Strong arguments favor a go-ahead on 
proposals to drill for oil under part of the 
coastal plain of Alaska's Arctic National -
Wildlife Refuge. Congress should approve 
the Interior Department recommendation, 
not counterproposals to declare the area an 
inviolable wilderness. But the Alaska-oil 
issue is not so stark or simple as partisans 
pro and con often seem to claim. Americans 
should understand that the oil question 
poses a tradeoff debate, not an aU-or-noth
ing decision. 

The potential for discovering a "super 
giant" oil field is greater in the wildlife 
refuge than elsewhere in the United States. 
Likewise, environmental fragility and eco
logical richness are greater there than in 
most other regions. Yet the certainty of in
dustrial intrusion, if drilling and production 
are allowed, should not be decried as a blas
phemy against nature. And the chance of a 
large boost in domestic oil reserves should 
not be proclaimed as salvation from depend
ence on energy imports. 

Instead, the Alaska-oil debate deserves a 
calmer tone. If drilling in the Arctic were 
analogous to destroying the Grand Canyon, 
most Americans would probably prefer not 
to drill. And if finding Arctic oil were the 
only likely way to preserve the nation or 
prevent mass deaths, most Americans would 
probably go for the oil. But neither " if" ap
plies in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 

To drill on the coastal plain is not to de
stroy it, but to pump a commodity from un
derground with as little as possible above
ground damage. It is not as though the gov
ernment and oil companies proposed a Min
neapolis or open-pit mines in a wilderness 
area. The proposal is to apply and improve 
the Arctic environmental techniques devel
oped in recent years with Prudhoe Bay oil 
and the pipeline across Alaska. Congress 
can assess that experience and insist on 
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standards at least as rigorous for a similar 
field 100 miles away. 

Strict standards will be required wherever 
the nation's next oil development occurs. 
Oil experts recommend the Alaska site be
cause it looks most likely to yield a large 
find and because the pipeline is nearby to 
bring the oil south. And a large oil find 
would benefit the nation. U.S. oil imports 
are some 34 percent of U.S. consumption, 
and rising. If Prudhoe Bay had not been de
veloped 15 years ago, imports today would 
be about 47 percent, perhaps rising faster, 
and with most of the additional foreign oil 
coming from the Persian Gulf. New domes
tic oil can slow the rise in import depend
ence and mitigate the margin of oil-market 
dominance by a single politically volatile 
region. 

No new U.S. discoveries will end Ameri
cans' need for energy supplies from abroad. 
No amount of care can eliminate human 
impact on the natural environments from 
which domestic supplies are drawn. But the 
damage of excessive energy dependence and 
the harm of excessive ecological disturbance 
can both be avoided. A way to avoid them is 
to tackle the issue of economic and environ
mental tradeoffs on the coastal plain of the 
Arctic refuge. Congress should get started 
on the job. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CITI
ZENS ON SOVIET PEACE MIS
SION 

HON. WALTER E. FAUNTROY 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, a number of 

my constituents recently returned from the 
Soviet Union where they were engaged in a 
"Peace Cruise" on the Dnieper River. The 
delegation was comprised of 180 citizens of 
the United States of America, including 7 from 
the District of Columbia. 

During this mission the delegation shared 
their hopes and aspirations for peace with citi
zens of the Soviet Union. As a result of their 
visit, the delegation unanimously passed a 
resolution which I am pleased to share here 
today with my colleagues: 

We, the Members of the 1988 Dnieper 
Peace Cruise, who have experienced life to
gether, exchanging ideas and discussing our 
common aim of world peace and other con
cerns that affect the lives of all of us, 

And Who Are Fully Committed To Work
ing, for enduring peace for all people in the 
Planet Earth, 

And Who Welcome the steps towards 
peace taken by General Secretary Gorba
chev and President Reagan at the recent 
Summit Meeting in Moscow, 

Do Hereby Resolve that there must be 
lasting peace between our two peoples, and 
among all peoples of the world. 

We Further Resolve that our two nations 
should lead the world toward the dawn of 
an era wherein all human beings care 
deeply for each other and for the well-being 
of our Planet Earth. 

Towards These Ends We Pledge that all of 
us will work to achieve the goals of Peace, 
including working for a comprehensive nu
clear Test Ban, for Conversion from mili
tary to civilian production, for developing 
sister city relationships between American 
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and Soviet citizens, for political actions to 
elect peace-oriented candidates. 

And We Pledge our continuing efforts 
toward achieving these goals, with reduction 
and then abolition of nuclear weapons as an 
essential step. 

We Include Members of the Following Or
ganizations: Gray Panthers; SANE/ 
FREEZE; Promoting Enduring Peace; 
Women Strike for Peace; Friends' Commit
tee for Peace; U.S.-U.S.S.R. Bridges for 
Peace. 

THE NATIVE DAUGHTERS OF 
THE GOLDEN WEST, EL 
PAJARO PARLOR NO. 35 CELE
BRATE THEIR CENTENNIAL 

HON. LEON E. PANETIA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to the Native Daughters of the 
Golden West, El Pajaro Parlor No. 35, on the 
occasion of their centennial anniversary. 

The Native Daughters are an active commu
nity service group that has given numerous 
contributions over the years they have been 
active in the Pajaro area. The group was 
founded on the principles of: Love of home, 
devotion to the flag and country, veneration of 
the pioneers of California, and an abiding faith 
in the existence of God. It is through adher
ence to these principles that the Native 
Daughters have remained active for 1 00 years 
and have continued to be an asset to the 
community. 

The activities of the Native Daughters in
clude the awarding of a yearly scholarship to 
a female high school student, the presenting 
of American flags to parks and buildings in the 
community, donating drinking fountains to 
parks and playgrounds in the community, and 
presenting historical plaques to buildings in 
the Pajaro Valley. This year the Native Daugh
ters presented a plaque to the Charles Ford 
Co. to honor it as the oldest department store 
in California. In addition, on June 29, 1988, 
the actual anniversary of the Native Daugh
ters, they placed a wreath on a grave of Char
ley Packhurst, who was the first woman to 
vote in the State of California. 

Through these activities the Native Daugh
ters have earned a special place in the com
munity. I ask my colleagues to join me in hon
oring this group on their 1 OOth anniversary 
and in looking forward to another 1 00 years of 
community service. 

HONORING FIVE HACKENSACK 
FIREFIGHTERS 

HON. ROBERT G. TORRICELLI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to five courageous firefighters 
who were tragically killed last Friday as they 
battled to extinguish a fire in Hackensack, NJ. 
Words cannot express the grief I feel as we 
mourn the deaths of Capt. Richard L. Wil-
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Iiams, Lt. Richard Reinhagen, and Firefighters 
Stephen H. Ennis, William Krejsa, and Leon
ard Radumski. 

Very few citizens selflessly devote their 
lives to saving others. It is only during trage
dies like this are we forced to fully appreciate 
the sacrifices made by firefighters and the 
danger to which they are constantly exposed. 
As we mourn the deaths of these outstanding 
members of our community, we pay tribute to 
their accomplishments and perhaps more fully 
realize the extent to which we are indebted to 
firefighters for their services. 

I would like to take this opportunity to 
extend my deepest sympathies to the families 
of these individuals. Richard L. Williams, cap
tain of the Hackensack Fire Department, was 
the devoted father of three sons, Craig, An
thony, and Charles, and one daughter, Lisa 
Williams Gonella. Lt. Richard Reinhagen is 
survived by his beloved wife Margaret and two 
children, Julie and Keith. Stephen H. Ennis, 
the beloved husband of Donna Ennis, is sur
vived by his young son Matthew. William 
Krejsa was the beloved husband of Clara and 
devoted father of Ann Marie, Diane, and 
Joanne, and grandfather of Kelly Ann. Leon
ard Radumski of Bayonne leaves his loving 
daughter Nicole. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great sorrow, but also 
with great respect for the firefighters' selfless 
devotion to humanity, that I rise before you 
today to pay tribute to these brave individuals. 

I ask that on this day, they be remembered 
by all Americans, as we remember all Ameri
cans who defend our country from foreign en
emies and domestic tragedy. In the final anal
ysis, these men are not simply the heroes of 
their families and their community, but of the 
entire Nation. 

THE PASSING OF AN ERA 

HON. BEN BLAZ 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, as a service, the 

U.S. Marine Corps has never been without its 
heroes, dynamic leaders, and innovative think
ers, both sung and unsung. All too often, 
those who really made a difference are nei
ther heard of nor heralded and quietly pass 
into retirement, such is the nature of the mili
tary. On special occasions, when one individ
ual comes along who has distinguished him
self in so many ways for so many years, I am 
compelled to recount it for the official record. 

Lt. Gen. Frank E. Petersen, USMC, entered 
military service in June 1950 and on August 1, 
1988, he will retire from his current assign
ment as the Commanding General, Marine 
Corps Combat Development Command, Quan
tico, VA, having completed a most distin
guished career of over 38 years. 

He received his bachelor's degree in 1967 
and a master's degree in 1973, both from 
George Washington University in Washington, 
DC, and in 1987 he received an honorary 
Doctor of Laws degree from Virginia Union 
University. 

His first tactical assignment was with Marine 
Fighter Squadron VMF-212, during the 
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Korean conflict and since that time he has 
risen to command a Marine Fighter Squadron, 
a Marine Amphibious Brigade, and a Marine 
Aircraft Wing before assuming his present 
post. A "warrior" Marine, he flew over 359 
combat missions in Korea and Vietnam, and is 
the holder of the Distinguished Flying Cross 
and Purple Heart, in addition to the Defense 
Superior Service Medal, the Legion of Merit, 
with combat "V", the Meritorious Service 
Medal, the Air Medal, the Navy Commenda
tion Medal, with combat "V", and the Air 
Force Commendation Medal. 

Lieutenant General Petersen is currently, by 
date of aviator designation, the senior ranking 
aviator in the U.S. Marine Corps, giving him 
the title of "Silver Hawk" and in addition, he 
holds the corresponding designation in the 
U.S. Navy as the "Grey Eagle," by also being 
the senior Naval Aviator. Further, his date of 
designation as an aviator also precedes all 
other aviators in the U.S Air Force and Army. 
Mr. Speaker, with the retirement of Lieutenant 
General Petersen, there is indeed an ending 
to an era . . . an era of superior service, char
acterized by courage, determination, and total 
commitment to corps and to country. Lieuten
ant General Petersen will be missed, but he 
will always be remembered for his pioneer 
spirit. The era which begins is now a better 
one for his contributions. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, on 

Wednesday, June 20, 1988, I was absent due 
to pressing business in my district and there
fore unable to cast votes on rollcalls 213, 214, 
215, and 216, amendments to H.R. 1158, the 
Fair Housing Amendments Act. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "nay" for rollcalls 
213, 214, 215 and "yea" for rollcall 216. I ap
preciate the consideration of the Chair. 

MINIMUM WAGE JOBS EXPAND 
THE WORK FORCE 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, a recent 

column by Robert J. Samuelson which ap
peared in the Washington Post addresses the 
issue of raising the minimum wage and the 
impact that this action could have on unem
ployment and inflation. 

This Member too is concerned about the 
likelihood that increasing the minimum wage 
would hurt, rather than help, those most in 
need of employment. Entry level jobs that pay 
minimum wage bring lower skilled persons 
into the work force and provide experience, 
training, and, in some cases, advancement. 
Many persons from small businesses have ex
pressed their concern that they will not be 
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able to stay in business if they have to pay 
significantly higher wages. 

The problems faced by minimum wage 
earners who are trying to raise families are 
apparent. Inflation has risen since Congress 
established the minimum wage. Clearly there 
must be some change or accommodation. 
However, the proposal before Congress at 
this time does not provide a workable solution 
to the problem that we face. 

I commend to my colleagues Mr. Samuel
son's column. 

[From the Washington Post, July 6, 19881 
THE MYTH OF THE MINIMUM WAGE 

<By Robert J. Samuelson> 
Some of you may think that raising the 

minimum wage is a long-overdue way of 
helping the poor. Please discard this outdat
ed idea. Current efforts by Democratic lead
ers in Congress to raise the minimum have 
more to do with embarrassing the Republi
cans in an election year than helping the 
poor. Increasing the minimum wage is mis
guided social policy, even if it seems the fair 
thing to do. 

Popular wisdom is understandable and 
well meaning. The current minimum-$3.35 
an hour-hasn't been raised since 1981. By 
1987 it stood at only 37 percent of average 
hourly earnings. It hasn't been that far 
below the average wage rate since 1949. This 
seems monstrously indecent. Workers stuck 
in minimum-wage jobs are being progres
sively impoverished. Their pay is about 
$7,000 a year. That's less than two-thirds of 
the government's official poverty floor for a 
family of four. It's a dismaying picture. It's 
also thoroughly misleading. 

The profile of minimum-wage workers 
simply doesn't fit the popular stereotype. 
Consider: 

Most aren't from poor families. About 70 
percent come from families with incomes at 
least 50 percent above the poverty line, ac
cording to a study by the Congressional 
Budget Office. Only 19 percent come from 
families below the poverty line. 

Most minimum-wage jobs aren't held by 
heads of families. About two-thirds are held 
by young (24 and under> and single workers. 
About a third are teen-agers. The typical 
minimum-wage worker is a teen-ager from a 
nonpoor family working as a waiter or wait
ress. A third of all minimum-wage jobs are 
in restaurants. 

Most workers don't get stuck in full-time 
minimum-wage jobs; indeed, two-thirds of 
minimum-wage jobs are part time. Some 
jobs permanently pay the minimum, but 
they have high turnover. Other jobs may 
start at the minimum, but companies quick
ly give raises to employees they want to 
keep. Since 1980 the proportion of workers 
receiving the minimum has fallen from 
about 11 to 4 percent. 

Government policies shouldn't be based 
on stereotypes that are demonstrably false. 
Legislation passed by the House Education 
and Labor Committee would raise the mini
mum wage about 51 percent, to $5.05, by 
1992. Enacting this sort of increase to help 
the minority of workers who fit the stereo
type-heads of families with full-time jobs
is self-defeating. It would raise unemploy
ment and inflation in return for, at most, a 
tiny reduction in poverty. 

When government mandates higher labor 
costs, someone has to pay them. Companies 
are likely to raise prices and fire <or not 
hire> the least productive workers. After re
viewing the available studies, economists 
Frederick Furlong and Marc Charney of the 
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Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco con
cluded that the present proposal would raise 
inflation at least a quarter of a percentage 
point and result in the loss of 100,000 to 
300,000 jobs. "The increase in unemploy
ment would be among lower-wage workers, 
the group that the minimum-wage law is · 
supposed to help," they write. 

Supporters of a higher minimum dismiss 
these side effects as trivial. For instance, 
they point out that the extra joblessness 
would add only 0.1 to 0.3 percentage points 
to the unemployment rate. This argument is 
absurd. It justifies bad legislation as long as 
the bad effects are small, as Rep. Richard 
Armey, Republican of Texas says. "Why not 
raise 'the minimum' to $10 or $20 an hour?" 
he asks. "The adverse effect of the mini
mum wage is perfectly obvious when we 
imagine it inflated to $10 an hour. • • • At 
$5.05 the effects on employment are not 
quite so blindingly apparent. Instead of mil
lions of workers being laid off, there will 
only be a mere few hundred thousand." 

There are better ways of helping the 
working poor. Rep. Thomas E. Petri <R
Wis.) suggests improving the earned-income 
tax credit, which goes to working parents 
with low incomes. The maximum credit is 
now $87 4. Because most of these workers 
don't owe income taxes, the credit is refund
able. It's a direct payment that covers their 
social security taxes and a bit more. But 
today's credit doesn't vary according to 
family size. Petri would provide bigger cred
its for larger families, up to $2,500 for four 
children. This approach wouldn't raise 
prices, wouldn't deter hiring and would 
direct benefits to those in need. 

It's not a partisan idea. An early advocate 
was economist Robert Reischauer of the 
Brookings Institution, a Democrat. Private
ly, some Democratic congressmen concede 
it's a good concept. But the Democratic con
gressional leadership clings to the minimum 
wage out of habit and expediency. It's su
perficially popoular. One recent Gallup poll 
showed 77 percent of Americans support a 
higher minimum. It's also heavily favored 
by organized labor, a major Democratic con
stituency. Finally, it doesn't add to the 
budget deficit. By contrast, Petri's proposal 
would cut tax revenues about $2 billion. 
Doing it right would mean raising someone 
else's taxes or cutting some spending. 

There's no taste for such tough choices. 
Even raising the minimum wage is harder 
than it seems. The dilemma is basic: the 
larger the increase, the greater the econom
ic damage; the smaller the increase, the 
more it's a gesture. In the House, the Demo
crats haven't felt confident enough of victo
ry to bring the measure to a floor vote. Con
gressmen from the oil patch and farm belt
where local economies remain weak-worry 
that excessive increases would hurt too 
much. The leadership is looking for the 
middle ground. Last week the Senate Labor 
Committee approved legislation raising the 
minimum only to $4.55 by 1991. Even Re
publicans might accept $4.10 or $4.25. 

A lot of intricate legislative maneuvering 
lies ahead. It should be fascinating. But be 
assured that it doesn't have much to do 
with the poor. It's over political symbolism. 
Raising the minimum wage involves the 
worst kind of backdoor spending and feel
good politics: people can say they're helping 
the poor when they're really not. Democrats 
are trying to paint the Republicans as cold, 
cruel and heartless, while the Republicans 
are desperately scrambling to avoid this un
popular stigma. Whoever wins, the poor 
lose. 

CITIZEN ADVISORY 
COMMISSION 
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HON.~GEROUKEMA 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, today I am 

introducing an important piece of legislation 
for the citizens of northwest New Jersey. The 
bill would establish the Citizen Advisory Com
mission of the Delaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area, which is partially located 
within my district. I would advise my col
leagues that this legislation is not parochial; in 
fact, it touches an the fundamental American 
principles of citizen participation and repre
sentative democracy, for which we all stand. 

The need for this legislation arises from the 
friction that has existed for years between the 
National Park Service and the municipalities 
surrounding the recreation area. This unfortu
nate situation was aggravated last summer 
when the Park Service unveiled a comprehen
sive 1 0-year management plan for the park. 
This $109 million development plan would, by 
the Park Service's own estimates, increase 
annual vehicular visitation to the park by over 
300 percent, therefore, exacerbating the grid
lock which is already characteristic of the 
roads in this rapidly growing region of the 
Nation. It is no secret that the area's infra
structure can hardly absorb this present 
growth, much less the "double whammy" of 
development which the Park Service has pro
posed in this plan. Therefore, in order to pre
pare for the plan's impact on the region's 
transportation system, emergency services, 
and environment in general, a panel of knowl
edgable citizens and responsible local officials 
is needed to advise the Park Service during 
implementation. I believe those who will be 
most acutely affected by this Federal plan 
should have a formal role in its step-by-step 
administration. My colleagues, I offer that this 
is what democracy is all about. 

The Commission which I am proposing 
would only be advisory in nature; however, the 
Park Service would surely benefit from it. 
Clearly, communication and coordination be
tween the local communities and this Federal 
agency will diffuse the friction and, as a result, 
make the Park Service a more efficient and 
effective agency for the people of my district 
and the Nation at large. 

Please join me in cosponsoring this legisla
tion. 

TRIBUTE TO THE EDWARD 
LITTLE HIGH SCHOOL MARCH
ING BAND 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to recognize the Edward 
Little High School Marching Band from 
Auburn, ME. This very talented musical group 
had the distinct honor of representing the 
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State of Maine at the annual National Inde
pendence Day Parade in Washington, DC. 

Under the direction of Mr. John Neal and 
led by Senior Drum Major Katy Mansur, Junior 
Drum Major John Moore and Sophomore 
Drum Major Renee Mahon, the band is 79 
members strong. 

These dedicated young men and women 
are to be commended not only on their selec
tion to participate in the parade. In addition, 
the band was awarded first place in its divi
sion. 

As a graduate of Edward Little High School, 
I take great personal pride in congratulating 
Mr. Neal, the members of the band and their 
families on these outstanding achievements. 

TONY BEVINETTO 

HON. JOSEPH M. McDADE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, it was with deep 
sadness that I learned of the death last week 
of Tony Bevinetto. Tony was a member of the 
Republican staff of the Subcommittee on 
Public Lands of the Senate Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources at the time of 
his death. 

I became acquainted with Tony while serv
ing as ranking Republican on the House Interi
or Appropriations Subcommittee. I came to 
personally know him from his outstanding 
service both on the Senate subcommittee 
staff and with the National Park Service. Tony 
was always knowledgeable, cooperative and 
devoted to doing the best possible job. 

Tony Bevinetto was an outstanding public 
servant. He made a positive contribution to 
the Park Service and was instrumental in 
crafting public lands legislation. His dedication 
to the public good and knowledge of public 
lands issues will be missed. 

Tony had many friends on Capitol Hill and 
in the Park Service. I know I am not alone in 
mourning his passing and in extending my 
condolences to his widow, Elsie, and their two 
daughters. 

A TRIBUTE TO CHRISTIE JONES 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to recognize an outstand
ing student in my community, Ms. Christie 
Jones. 

Ms. Jones was recently named the 1988 
Nashville Banner Scholar, an award estab
lished in 1985 by the Nashville Banner to en
courage the study of journalism by young Ten
nesseans. The scholarship award provides for 
all the student's expenses at the University of 
Tennessee in Knoxville and affords the recipi
ent the opportunity to work as a summer 
intern for the newspaper. 

Ms. Jones is currently a senior at Spring
field High School where she has maintained 
an excellent academic standing. She has 
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been involved in numerous clubs and soci
eties, and has pursued the highest standards 
of journalism as a member of the school 
paper staff throughout her 4 years there. Her 
positions as president of the Springfield High 
School Speech and Drama Club and co-editor 
of her high school newspaper, The Yellow 
Jacket, along with her membership in the Beta 
Club and the National Honor Society demon
strate her commitment to excellence. She has 
also been active in her community as a col
umnist for the Robertson County Times. 

Ms. Jones has been highly recommended 
by her principal and teachers for a career in 
journalism. Their recognition of her talent was 
shared by professional journalists last year 
when she won the 1987 National Quill and 
Scroll Journalism Award for her feature story 
"Student Survey Reveals Excessive Cheat
ing". 

She displays an eagerness to seek out the 
truth in every story. Her sense of responsibility 
and dedication as a reporter will be an asset 
as she pursues a . career in journalism. Our 
community will be well served by her involve
ment in searching out, revealing, and commu
nicating the events that shape our lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure you will agree that 
Christie Jones has been and will continue to 
be a contributor to our community. She is well 
deserving of our congratulations. 

TRIBUTE TO SCOTT STENGEL 

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, it is with pride 

and appreciation that I rise to commend a 
very talented young man, Scott Stengel, of 
Louisville, KY, who recently completed his 
service as a page in the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives. 

It has been a pleasure to be associated 
with an intelligent, personable and hardwork
ing an individual as Scott. Not only is he a bril
liant, straight-A student, but Scott possesses 
admirable qualities of leadership which earn 
him respect among his peers. 

Back home in Louisville, Scott is an active 
participant in a variety of civic, philanthropic, 
and sporting activities. Despite this active 
schedule, Scott maintains a high academic 
standard at St. Xavier High School, a very de
manding educational institution. He exhibited 
the same ability to juggle a tight schedule 
while maintaining excellence in the classroom 
during his stint as a page. 

Scott is now participating in the prestigious 
Governor's Scholars Program being conduct
ed at two universities in Kentucky. Along with 
other gifted and talented high school students, 
Scott will be involved in an intensive educa
tional program through the remainder of the 
summer. 

I am sure that the experience gained as a 
page has been memorable for Scott. And, it 
will undoubtedly prepare him well for his fur
ther education. Perhaps, it will even help per
suade him toward a career in public service. 
In that case, we would be served well indeed. 

Those of us who have the honor to repre
sent our constituents in Congress are privi-
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leged to have some of America's best and 
brightest assist us in the fulfillment of our 
duties. I take this opportunity to salute one of 
these Scott Stengel, and thank him for the 
contributions he has made. I wish him every 
success in the future. 

THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
MIT'S DEPARTMENT OF MATE
RIALS SCIENCE 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mr. AlTIER. Mr. Speaker, as a Congress
man who proudly holds a masters degree and 
doctorate in physical metallurgy from MIT, it is 
with great pride that I wish to commemorate 
the 1 OOth anniversary of the Department of 
Materials Science and Engineering at the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 
Cambridge, MA. 

Advanced materials have been a major 
factor in human existence and societal devel~ 
opment. Nevertheless, it's only within the last 
30 years that attention has focused on under
standing the essential nature of materials. The 
field of materials science and engineering at
tempts to highlight and explain the complex 
structures, properties, uses, and abilities of 
materials. 

MIT has developed an intellectual, disci
plined approach to materials science and en
gineering during the past century. Although 
MIT has offered metallurgical subjects since 
its founding in 1865, the first MIT department 
to bear the "metallurgy" name was the De
partment of Mining and Metallurgy, founded in 
1888. The department celebrated its 1 OOth 
anniversary this past month, on June 1, 2, and 
3. The centennial celebration featured presen
tations, exhibits, and campus visits, marking 
the history and growth of metallurgy, the ex
pansion of the field to encompass materials 
science and engineering, and the develop
ments at MIT and elsewhere during the de
partment's 1 00-year existence. 

The department's 1 00-year history spans 
the following periods: 

1889-1915-Development and growth. 
1916-1939-Extending the scientific base. 
1939-1946-World War II. 
1946-1950-Postwar readjustment. 
1951-1960-The flowering of metallurgy. 
1961-1972-Metallurgy and materials sci-

ence. 
1972-present-Materials science and engi

neering. 

The MIT Department of Materials Science 
and Engineering has contributed greatly to the 
emergence of the modern technological socie
ty. Over the next 1 00 years, its graduates will 
continue to make revolutionary advances in 
fields such as superconductivity and ceramics 
and materials processing. Materials science 
and engineering is a key factor in America's 
global competitiveness, and I'm proud that 
MIT has occupied a leadership position in 
metallurgy and materials for the last century. I 
wish the MIT Department of Materials Science 
a second 1 00 years of continued success. 
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CORRESPONDENCE WITH 

ADMINISTRATION ON 
LAVI FIGHTER PROJECT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

THE 
THE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, on October 
23, 1987, I initiated correspondence with the 
Department of Defense concerning contract 
termination negotiations and the status of the 
U.S. funding for the Lavi fighter project, follow
ing the cancellation of this project in August 
1987 by the Israeli Government. I received an 
initial reply from the Defense Department on 
January 8, 1988, and sent a follow-up letter 
on January 12, 1988. The Defense Depart
ment indicated to me in a letter dated Febru
ary 12, 1988, that it would send further infor
mation to me as soon as it became available 
from the Government of Israel. 

On June 8, 1988, I sent letters to the State 
and Defense Departments concerning news 
reports that work on the Lavi figher project 
continues with U.S. funding. On June 23, 
1988, I received a reply from the Department 
of State and on June 30, 1988, I received a 
reply from the Department of Defense. 

The text of the eight letters, in chronological 
order, follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, October 23, 1987. 
Hon. CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, 
Secretary, Department of Defense, The Pen

tagon, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I would like to know 

what is the status of the Lavi project which 
has been under research and development 
in Israel with U.S. support and which was 
cancelled on August 30, 1987, following a de
cision by the Israeli government. 

I would like to know precisely: 
What Lavi contracts have been cancelled? 
What contracts have not been cancelled? 
Have progress payments or any other pay-

ments been made to any contractors or sub
contractors since the day of the cancellation 
decision by the Israeli government? 
If so, what were those payments and why 

were they made? 
What termination liability costs are in

volved? 
When do you expect to have accounts set

tled with Grumman, Pratt-Whitney and Is
raeli aircraft Industries, the three major 
contractors; and 

What is the nature of termination liability 
agreements with these companies, including 
the nature of any severance pay provided to 
terminated employees with any of these 
companies? 

I appreciate your consideration of this 
matter and look forward to hearing from 
you. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Europe 
and the Middle East. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, January 8, 1988. 
Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe and the 

Middle East, Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 
your letter dated October 23, 1987, in which 
you requested information regarding the 
status of contract termination negotiations 
on the Government of Israel's <GOD LAVI 
fighter project. 

Following its August 30, 1987, decision to 
cancel the LA VI program, the GOI sent no
tices to all contractors informing them of its 
intention to terminate their contracts, in 
whole or in part, at the convenience of the 
buyer. Contract termination negotiations 
are currently ongoing between the GOI and 
each of the contractors to determine final 
price. 

According to the information we have re
ceived from the GOI, the termination proc
ess has not yet been completed on any of 
the contracts. However, they expect to 
reach agreement with most, if not all, U.S. 
contractors, including Grumman and Pratt 
and Whitney, by the end of December. 
Given the size and complexity of the Israeli 
Aircraft Industries <IAn contract, negotia
tions are expected to take considerably 
longer. The GOI is unable to provide us 
with an estimated date for completion at 
this time. 

During the termination process the GOI 
has continued to make payments to contrac
tors as appropriate. In some instances, these 
are progress payments for work already 
completed or adjustments due to inflation. 
In other instances, these payments are to 
cover the actual costs of termination. The 
requirements vary for each contract and 
final amounts cannot be determined until 
negotiations are complete. In reaching an 
agreement, however, all relevant costs are 
considered including severance pay to termi
nated employees and any start-up costs that 
may have been incurred in anticipation of 
the production phase. 

As more information becomes available, 
we would be happy to share it with you. If 
you desire any additional information con
cerning the LA VI termination, please con
tact the Defense Security Assistance Agency 
directly through the DSAA Congressional 
Relations Office at 697-9201. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. TAFT IV, 

Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, January 12, 1988. 

Mr. WILLIAM H. TAFT IV, 
Deputy Secretary, Department of Defense, 

The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I appreciate the 

reply from the Department of Defense of 
January 8, 1988 to my letter of October 23, 
1987 concerning the termination of Lavi 
contracts. 

The reply was of a general nature and I 
would like to request that you address once 
again the questions in my original letter to 
you, a copy of which is attached. I under
stand that you are not able to give final an
swers to several of the questions posed in 
my original letter. Nonetheless, I believe it 
would be of use to the Committee to have 
information and dollar figures, for example, 
on the amount of progress payments on 
Lavi contracts since August 30, 1987, termi
nation costs paid to date, estimates of total 
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termination costs, when these costs might 
be settled, and the amount of severance pay 
that is provided to employees according to 
termination provisions in the Lavi contracts 
with Grumann, Pratt-Whitney and Israeli 
Aircraft Industries. I would hope you could 
provide more specific information in each of 
these areas, as outlined in my original letter 
to you. 

I appreciate your pompt attention to this 
follow-up letter. 

With best wishes for 1988, 
Sincerely yours, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Europe 
and the Middle East. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, February 12, 1988. 
Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe and the 

Middle East, Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 
your letter dated January 12, 1988, in which 
you requested additional information re
garding the status of contract termination 
negotiations on the Government of Israel's 
<GOD LA VI fighter project. 

The information you are requesting per
tains to direct commercial contracts be
tween the GOI and U.S. or Israeli firms. As 
the U.S. government is not a party to these 
contracts, we have to obtain the informa
tion you have requested from the GOI. We 
have forwarded your letters to the GOI De
fense Mission in New York and requested 
that they provide a detailed response as 
quickly as possible. 

As soon as we receive the information 
from the GOI, we will make it available to 
you. In the interim, should you or your staff 
have additional questions concerning the 
LA VI termination the Director, Defense Se
curity Assistance Agency would be most 
pleased to assist with your inquiries. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. TAFT IV, 

Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, June 8, 1988. 
Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Secretary, Department of State, Washington, 

DC. 
I write because there are persistent re

ports that work by Israel on the Lavi fighter 
project continues with United States fund
ing. 

I would like to know the following: 
What is United States policy on the Lavi 

project? 
Do we consider it a terminated project? 
Is it accurate that Israel continues to 

work on the Lavi project? 
What is the nature of the work taking 

place on the Lavi? 
Is it accurate that Israel is completing a 

third Lavi prototype? 
Since the August 30, 1987 cancellation 

date, how much money has been spent on 
further research and development of the 
Lavi or component parts and how much has 
been spent on cancellation fees? 

How much of Israel's expenditures on the 
Lavi since August 30, 1987 have been provid
ed by U.S. foreign assistance funds? 

What U.S. funds have been spent on Lavi 
research and development and what U.s. 
funds have been spent on cancellation fees? 
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How many jobs have been terminated to 

date? 
What was the nature of U.S. understand

ings with Israel subsequent to Israel's deci
sion to cancel the Lavi project? 

Was it your expectation that Israel would 
continue to work on the Lavi and use U.S. 
foreign assistance funds for this purpose? 

If it is U.S. policy, based on understand
ings with Israel, that the Lavi is a cancelled 
project, why are U.S. foreign assistance 
funds still being used for the continuation 
of the Lavi project? 

I appreciate your prompt attention to 
these questions and hope you agree that ten 
months after the apparent cancellation of 
the Lavi project, some of these questions 
should be clarified and answered. A similar 
letter is being sent to the Department of 
Defense. I look forward to your early reply. 

With best regards 
Sincerely yours. 
LEE H. HAMILTON, Chairman, 

Subcommmittee on Europe and the 
Middle East. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, June 23, 1988. 

Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe and the 

Middle East, Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Secretary has 
asked me to respond to your letter of June 8 
regarding continuing work in Israel on the 
Lavi fighter project. 

For many months prior to the August 30 
Israeli decision to cancel production plans 
for the Lavi fighter, we had concluded that 
the Lavi was too expensive and would con
sume the bulk of U.S. foreign assistance 
available to Israel by the early 1990s. We ex
pressed this view to the government of 
Israel, and many Israelis agreed with us. In 
July, 1987 we informed Defense Minister 
Rabin that regardless of Israel's decision on 
the Lavi, the Administration would support 
a request to Congress to continue Israel's 
Foreign Military Sales assistance at a level 
of $1.8 billion for FY 1988 and FY 1989. 

In addition, if Israel were to decide to 
cancel production plans for the Lavi, we un
dertook additional commitments to assist 
with the short-term economic dislocations 
resulting from the cancellation of the Lavi. 

We agreed to increase Israel's offshore 
procurement authority from the $300 mil
lion earmarked by Congress to $400 million 
for FY 1988 and FY 1989. We agreed to con
tinue Israel's directed offset program, which 
allows $150 million in FMS funded offsets a 
year, for FY 1988 and FY 1989. We agreed 
to allow Israel to use FMS to pay costs asso
ciated with terminating Lavi contracts that 
had previously been approved by the De
fense Security Assistance Agency. Finally, 
to provide aircraft in lieu of the Lavi, we 
agreed to expedite delivery of F-16s, if 
Israel were to sign a contract for them by 
the spring of 1988. 

We consider the Lavi a terminated project 
and know of no efforts to revive plans to 
produce the Lavi. At least 2,900 employees 
of Israeli Aircraft Industries have lost their 
jobs as a result of the Lavi cancellation. 
When Israel decided to cancel the Lavi last 
August, it was with our full understanding 
that work would continue on a third proto
type aircraft to serve as a test bed for re
search and development on the avionics 
system originally intended for the Lavi. En
gineers in Israel and in the U.S. have indi
cated that the avionics system being devel
oped is promising, and we would expect that 
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once completed Israel would consider both 
incorporating the system into fighter air
craft purchased from the U.S. and market
ing the system to third countries. 

We do not yet have a final accounting of 
FMS funded costs associated with terminat
ing the Lavi program but expect that ex
penditures will remain within Israel's esti
mate of $400 million. From August 30, 1987 
to May 31, 1988, approximately $95.5 mil
lion in the U.S. and $173.3 million in Israel 
has been spent for costs associated with ter
minating the Lavi program. These expenses 
represent payments for work already com
pleted or for actual costs of termination. 
There has been only one instance to date of 
the payment of a termination penalty, to 
Pratt & Whitney for termination of the 
engine contract. 

Approximately $20 million in FMS credits 
has been spent in Israel on the Lavi avionics 
project since last August, and this expendi
ture is fully consistent with our policy and 
the Congressional earmark that authorizes 
up to $300 million to be spent in Israel on 
the Lavi, other fighter aircraft, or other ad
vanced weapons systems. 

I hope this information is of use to you 
and your committee. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

J. EDWARD Fox, 
Assistant Secretary, 

Legislative Affairs. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, June 8, 1988. 
Hon. FRANK C. CARLUCCI, 
Secretary, Department of Defense, Washing

ton, DC. 
I write to follow up on Deputy Secretary 

Taft's letter of February 12, 1988 regarding 
contract cancellation negotiations on the 
Lavi fighter project. I write also because I 
have not received any further information 
about those negotiations and because there 
are persistent reports that work on the Lavi 
continues with United States funding. 

I would like to know the following: 
What is United States policy on the Lavi 

project? 
Do we consider it a terminated project? 
Is it accurate that Israel continues to 

work on the Lavi project? 
What is the nature of the work taking 

place on the Lavi? 
Is it accurate that Israel is completing a 

third Lavi prototype? 
Since the August 30, 1987 cancellation 

date, how much money has been spent on 
further research and development of the 
Lavi or component parts and how much has 
been spent on cancellation fees? 

How much of Israel's expenditures on the 
Lavi since August 30, 1987 have been provid
ed by U.S. foreign assistance funds? 

What U.S. funds have been spent on Lavi 
research and development and what U.S. 
funds have been spent on cancellation fees? 

How many jobs have been terminated to 
date? 

What was the nature of U.S. understand
ings with Israel subsequent to Israel's deci
sion to cancel the Lavi project? 

Was it your expectation that Israel would 
continue to work on the Lavi and use U.S. 
foreign assistance funds for this purpose? 

If it is U.S. policy, based on understand
ings with Israel, that the Lavi is a cancelled 
project, why are U.S. foreign assistance 
funds still being used for the continuation 
of the Lavi project? 
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I appreciate your prompt attention to 

these questions and hope you agree that ten 
months after the apparent cancellation of 
the Lavi project, some of these questions 
should be clarified and answered. A similar 
letter is being sent to the Department of 
State. I look forward to your early reply. 

With best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Europe 
and the Middle East. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 30, 1988. 

Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Europe and the 

Middle East, Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 
your letters dated 12 January 1988 and 8 
June 1988, in which you requested addition
al information regarding the status of con
tract termination negotiations on the Gov
ernment of Israel's <GOD LAVI fighter 
project. 

In Deputy Secretary Taft's 12 February 
1988 letter he informed you that we had 
forwarded your request to the GOI Defense 
Mission in New York. We did not receive 
sufficient information from the GOI to ad
dress your original questions until 7 June 
1988. Based on the GOI's response, we have 
prepared the attached answers to the two 
sets of questions you posed. Should you or 
your staff have additional questions con
cerning the LA VI termination, the Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, would 
be pleased to assist with your inquiries. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK C. CARLUCCI. 

Attachment. 
STATUS OF LA VI CONTRACTS 

1. What LA VI contracts have been can
celled? 

The GOI has negotiated final contract 
settlements for 92 of the 161 contracts with 
U.S. firms, including those with: 

AMMC, Aeroquip, Amfuel, Garrett, Good
year/Lora!, Harris, Jay-El, J.C. Carter, Ka
vilco, Keltec, Logicon, Pratt & Whitney, 
Proprietary Software, Raytheon, Teledyne 
Camera, and Teledyne Micro. 

2. What contracts have not been can
celled? 

Of the 161 LA VI contracts, 43 are being 
allowed to remain in force until completion. 
Final settlements on approximately 26 of 
the contracts with U.S. firms are still being 
negotiated, including contracts with: 

Aerosonic, Aydin Vector, Beckman Indus
tries, E.D.S., Hughes-Treitler Mfg., Midland 
Ross, Moog Inc., North Hills, Northrop, 
Schaevitz Engineering, Simmonds Precision 
Products, Sterer Engineering, Sundstrand, 
and Teledyne McCormick. 

3. Have progress payments or any other 
payments been made to any contractors or 
subcontractors since the day of the cancella
tion decision by the Israeli government? If 
so, what were those payments and why were 
they made? 

Payments made to U.S. contractors on the 
LA VI program from 1 September 1987 
through 31 May 1988 are as follows: 

Company 
United Technologies Corp. 
Grumman Aerospace Corp 
Smith Industries ................ .. 
Moog Inc .............................. . 
Airesearch Mfg. Co ............ . 
Avcron Inc .......................... .. 

Payments 
$52,854,856 

10,634,426 
10,235,998 

553,926 
2,009,767 
3,794,665 



July 7, 1988 
Company Payments 

Hughes Aircraft Co............. 101,263 
United Technologies Corp. 2,553,340 
Garrett Turbine Engine 

Co........................................ 955,296 · 
Sundstrand Aviation Divi-

sion ..................................... 423,848 
Espey Mfg. & Electronics 

Corp.................................... 529,867 
Other vendors...................... 10,848,220 

-------
Total ............................... . 95,495,472 

In some instances, these are progress pay
ments for work already completed or for ad
justments due to inflation. In other in
stances, these payments are to cover the 
actual costs of termination. The require
ments vary for each contract. 

4. What termination liability costs are in
volved? 

To date, the Pratt and Whitney contract 
settlement is the only one in which the pay
ment of a termination penalty was involved. 
The amount of that penalty payment was 
$50 million. The claim from Moog is still in 
negotiations. 

5. When do you expect to have accounts 
settled with Grumman, Pratt and Whitney, 
and Israel Aircraft Industries <lAD, the 
three major contractors? What is the nature 
of the termination liability agreements with 
these companies, including the nature of 
any severance pay provided to terminated 
employees with any of these companies? 

The final settlement meeting between the 
GOI and Grumman will be held in mid-July. 
Grumman is continuing to work on the 
third prototype and is claiming approxi
mately $2 million above the $10 million pre
viously negotiated with the GOI for this 
work. 

The contract settlement reached with 
Pratt and Whitney calls for the payment of 
$132.9 million, broken down as follows: ter
mination penalty, $50 million; 30 engine up
grade kits for the F-15, $59.8 million; sup
port for the engine upgrade program, $17.8 
million; and unpaid invoices for work previ
ously completed, $5.3 million. Of this 
amount, approximately $52.9 million has al
ready been paid (see United Technologies in 
3., above). It is worth noting that the $77.8 
million for the F-15 engine upgrade repre
sents a redesignation of the original LA VI 
engine contract to support the F-15 and, as 
such, does not represent a continuation of 
LA VI. 

Since the decision to terminate the LA VI 
program was made, IAI has received pay
ments of $127.4 million to cover expendi
tures for labor and other direct contract 
costs, investment in plant and equipment, 
and costs associated with termination. An 
additional $45.9 million has been paid to 
date for continuing contracts associated 
with completion of the third prototype as 
an avionics testbed and other LA VI related 
R&D efforts that have been redirected to 
new programs. The GOI estimates that an 
additional $28.6 million in closure costs are 
still to be paid. 

No payments for severance pay have been 
made to any contractors in connection with 
the LAVI program. No claims for severance 
pay have been submitted, and none are an
ticipated. 

STATUS OF LA VI PROJECT 

1. What is United States policy on the 
LA VI project? 

Several years prior to the August 30, 1987, 
Israeli decision to cancel production plans 
for the LA VI fighter, DOD concluded that 
the cost of the LA VI program had become 
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too expensive and was threatening to con
sume the bulk of U.S. military assistance 
funds available to Israel by the early 1990's. 
We repeatedly expressed this view to the 
Government of Israel <GOI) and agreed to 
work with the GOI in coping with the short
term economic dislocations resulting from a 
decision on their part to cancel the LA VI. 

2. Do we consider it a terminated project? 
We consider the LAVI a terminated 

project and know of no plans on the part of 
the GOI to revive it. 

3. It is accurate that Israel continues to 
work on the LA VI? What is the nature of 
the work taking place on the LA VI? Is it ac
curate that Israel is completing a third 
LA VI prototype? Was it your expectation 
that Israel would continue to work on the 
LAVI and use U.S. foreign assistance funds 
for this purpose? 

We understand that work is continuing on 
a third prototype aircraft to serve as an avi
onics testbed. Also, several of the R&D ef
forts originally begun under the LA VI pro
gram have been redirected to provide new or 
upgraded systems for aircraft currently in 
the GOI inventory. Foreign Military Sales 
<FMS) credit funds are being used for these 
projects. 

4. Since the August 30, 1987, cancellation 
date, how much money has been spent on 
further research and development of the 
LA VI or component parts and how much 
has been spent on cancellation fees? How 
much of Israel's expenditures on the LA VI 
since August 30, 1987, has been provided by 
U.S. foreign assistance funds? What U.S. 
funds have been spent on LA VI research 
and development and what U.S. funds have 
been spent on cancellation fees? 

We do not yet have a final accounting of 
FMS funded costs associated with terminat
ing the LA VI program but expect that ex
penditures will remain within Israel's esti
mate of $400 million. From August 30, 1987 
to May 31, 1988, approximately $268.8 mil
lion in U.S. furnished FMS credit funds 
have been spent in the U.S. ($95.5 million> 
and Israel <$173.3 million). These expenses 
represent payments for work already com
pleted, for continuation of redirected R&D 
programs, and for actual costs of termina
tion. Of this amount approximately $46 mil
lion has been spent in Isreal on the LA VI 
avionics testbed and other redirected LA VI 
R&D efforts. There has been only one in
stance to date of a payment of a termina
tion penalty. The contract with Pratt and 
Whitney for the LA VI engines contained a 
clause requiring a $50 million payment, ad
justed to reflect the number of engines de
livered, in the event of contract termina
tion. 

5. How many jobs have been terminated to 
date? 

We have no figures from U.S. contractors 
on jobs that were terminated as a result of 
the LA VI cancellation. As of early March 
1988, approximately 2,900 employees of Is
raeli Aircraft Industries had lost their jobs 
due to the LA VI cancellation. 

6. What was the nature of U.S. under
standings with Israel subsequent to Israel's 
decision to cancel the LA VI project? 

In July 1987, we informed Defense Minis
ter Rabin that regardless of Israel's decision 
on the LA VI, the Administration would sup
port a request to Congress to continue Isra
el's forgiven FMS credit program at the $1.8 
billion level for FY 1988 and FY 1989. We 
also offered to expedite delivery of addition
al F-16 aircraft should the LAVI program 
be cancelled and made the following com
mitments to ameliorate any short term eco-
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nomic dislocations that might result from 
such a decision: 

The GOI's annual offshore procurement 
authority would be increased from the $300 
million earmarked by Congress to $400 mil
lion for FY 1988 and FY 1989. 

The directed offset program would be con
tinued at the $150 million level annually for 
FY 1988 and FY 1989. 

The GOI would be permitted to use FMS 
credit funds to pay termination settlements 
associated with LA VI contracts previously 
approved for funding by the Defense Securi
ty Assistence Agency <DSAA>. 

7. If it is U.S. policy, based on understand
ings with Israel, that the LA VI is a can
celled project, why are U.S. foreign assist
ance funds still being used for the continu
ation of the LA VI project? 

As indicated above, it has been understood 
from the outset by both the U.S. and the 
GOI that the LA VI project is cancelled. 
Work is continuing on the third prototype 
as an avionics testbed. We have also ap
proved the use of FMS credit funds for 
other LA VI related R&D efforts that have 
been redirected to new programs. 

A TRIBUTE TO MS. MARY 
GILLERAN 

HON. CHESTER G. ATKINS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Ms. Mary Gilleran, for her ex
traordinary commitment to community service. 

Mary Gilleran is a native of Natick. After 
graduating from Natick High School, Mary 
continued her education for 2 years at Boston 
University, attending night school in her spare 
time. As can be expected, Mary holds a keen 
allegiance to local sports teams. It would be 
difficult to find a more devoted Celtics fan, just 
as it would be difficult to try to keep Mary 
from jumping into local sports games. In all 
areas, Mary is an active participant and patron 
of her community. 

Mary has had a rich political career, devot
ing time and energy to helping her community. 
A native of Natick, MA, Mary served on the 
Natick Democratic Town Committee for over 
35 years, and held the posts of both chair and 
secretary. She has been a town meeting 
member for the past 15 years, and continues 
today in this capacity. In 1988, Mary was 
elected to her fifth 4-year term as representa
tive to the Democratic State Committee. She 
devotes much of her time to issues she con
siders to be of particular importance: drugs, 
the environment, affordable housing, peace, 
and local and State budgets. In addition, Mary 
has been the co-coordinator of numerous 
statewide political campaigns, including those 
of former President John F. Kennedy and 
Gov. Michael Dukakis. In 1984, Mary served 
as a delegate at the Democratic National Con
vention for Senator EDWARD KENNEDY. And 
this year, Mary will serve as an at-large dele
gate at the 1988 Democratic National Con
vention; she has already pledged her alle
giance to Michael Dukakis. 

In addition to Mary's intense involvement in 
local politics, she has demonstrated excep
tional dedication to human service organiza-
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tions. She is the financial secretary and a 
member of the board of directors of the St. 
James Women's Guild. She is the assistant 
treasurer and representative to the St. James 
Church of Wellesley for the Church Women's 
United Group, also of Wellesley. She is a 
member of Massachusetts Citizens for Life of 
Newton, MA. And she is a member of St. Ga
briel's Passionist Confraternity Group of Brigh
ton, MA. 

Mr. Speaker, Mary Gilleran's dedication to 
her community, her energy, her integrity, and 
her compassion are extraordinary. It is my 
hope that she receives the recognition she 
deserves for the work she has done during 
her life as a Natick resident. I ask you all to 
join me in thanking Mary, and in urging others 
to follow her example of exemplary citizen
ship. 

A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
DENNIS C. LORD 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to an outstanding individual and 
a well-recognized civic leader, Mr. Dennis 
Lord. 

Dennis has been an active civic leader in 
the Wilmington community for many years. 
Besides his successful reign as the president 
of the Wilmington Chamber of Commerce 
during the past year, Dennis also found the 
time in the last year to serve as the director of 
the Harbor Association of Industry and Com
merce, the ambassador of the San Pedro 
Chamber of Commerce, and the vice presi
dent of the San Pedro Fishermen's Fiesta 
Corp. In addition, Dennis is currently active in 
the San Pedro Lions Club International and 
the Southern California Meter Association. 

Dennis' professional achievements are 
characterized by the same excellence as his 
civic achievements. For over 20 years, he has 
been employed with the Southern California 
Gas Co. He has held a variety of prominent 
positions within the company including his 
present one as the Los Angeles Harbor dis
trict manager where he is responsible for the 
planning, the development, and the adminis
tration of complex and sophisticated comput
erized business systems. 

The professional contribution that Dennis 
makes to the Southern California Gas Co. has 
been enhanced by his strong educational 
background. This strong educational back
ground is reflected in Dennis' bachelor's 
degree from Master's College and his MBA 
from Pepperdine University. 

Aside from his civic and professional 
achievements, Dennis is also a dedicated 
family man. He has a lot to be proud of in his 
wife, Crystal Flint, and his children, Christo
pher and Vanessa. 

Simply put, Dennis is a quality individual in 
all respects. He has served his community 
well, and I know that his leadership will be 
missed by his friends and colleagues from the 
Wilmington Chamber of Commerce. He has 
certainly made a valuable contribution to the 
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Wilmington Chamber of Commerce during the 
past year. My wife, Lee, joins me in extending 
our congratulations, and our sincere respect, 
to Dennis Lord, for his service. We wish him 
and his family all the best in the years ahead. 

JACK HOEY RETIRES AS PRESI
DENT OF PEOPLES NATURAL 
GAS 

HON.DOUGWALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, I want to offer 

a personal salute to Jack Hoey, a good friend 
and Pittsburgh community leader who retired 
on June 30 as president of Peoples Natural 
Gas Co. 

Jack Hoey has served his company and the 
people of Pittsburgh in an outstanding 
manner. He presided over one of our leading 
gas companies during the transitional period 
of energy shortages and decline in industrial 
sales. Today, Peoples Natural Gas, part of the 
CNG operation, is financially healthy and well 
positioned to meet the energy needs of our 
people and companies in western Pennsylva
nia for the foreseeable future. 

A resident of the North Hills part of my dis
trict, Jack has been part of the Peoples Gas 
organization since 1949. He worked his way 
up the ranks to general sales manager to vice 
president, marketing, to executive vice presi
dent, and finally to president for the last 1 0 
years. 

A graduate of the College of William and 
Mary, Jack Hoey has been a leader in both 
his professional and civic life. He was desig
nated the "American Gas Association's 1987 
Marketing Executive of the Year." He has 
served as chairman of the board of trustees of 
Westminster College and been an active par
ticipant in the Pennsylvania Chamber of Com
merce, Penn's Southwest Association, the Re
gional Industrial Development Corp. of south
western Pennsylvania, and the Pennsylvania 
Economy League. 

It is an honor to congratulate Jack Hoey on 
his 39 years of service with Peoples Gas and 
the public. Our community will miss him in his 
capacity with Peoples, but I know we will con
tinue to benefit from his service to the com
munity for years to come. 

GREAT LAKES MAPPING PLAN 

HON. ROBERT W. DAVIS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. DAVIS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, Public 

Law 1 00-220 authorized, among other pro
grams, the creation of a mapping plan for the 
shores of the Great Lakes. The current maps, 
many of which are over 50 years old, are criti
cal to the Great Lakes and Federal Govern
ment in developing effective and economical 
tools to combat shoreline erosion and flood
ing. As recently as last summer, the Great 
Lakes experienced over $1 billion in damage 
to public property along its shorelines from 
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erosion and flooding caused by century-high 
water levels. Although the lake levels have 
ebbed, the U.S. Geological Survey has pre
dicted even higher levels for the future. 

The reauthorization of the Great Lakes 
mapping plan is critical to help plan for, and 
prevent, costly future shoreline damage. 

APPROPRIATIONS BILLS ON 
TIME AND UNDER BUDGET 

HON. BILL CHAPPELL, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

salute the Members of this Chamber with re
spect to our actions so far this year on appro
priations bills. 

I have been a Member of this body for 20 
years, and I am extremely proud of the fact 
that, for the first time since I have been 
here-in fact for the first time since 1960-we 
have approved and sent over to the other 
body all 13 regular appropriations bills before 
the July 4 holiday. Further, these bills contain 
funding levels which comply with last year's 
budget summit agreement with the administra
tion as well as meet the deficit reduction tar
gets set by Gramm-Rudman. 

We have long needed this kind of legislative 
and budgetary discipline in Congress, and I 
salute this significant achievement. Mr. Speak
er, your leadership in calling for completing 
House action on these bills by July 4 allowed 
us to set our sights on such a desirable goal, 
and as a member of the Committee on Appro
priations I am proud of my colleagues and our 
committee staff for working so hard toward 
this objective. 

Let us now urge the other body to move 
swiftly toward a new goal-to pass their bills 
expeditiously, meet us in conference, and 
allow Congress to spend the President 13 
separate appropriations bills for his individual 
consideration before the fiscal year begins on 
October 1. 

THE GUS J. SOLOMON U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 

HON. LES AuCOIN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro

ducing legislation to designate the U.S. court
house in Portland, OR, the "Gus J. Solomon 
United States Courthouse." 

The board of governors of the Oregon State 
bar, upon being petitioned by members of the 
Oregon State bar from throughout the State, 
unanimously adopted a resolution endorsing 
the effort to name the U.S. courthouse in Port
land, OR, for the late Gus J. Solomon. This 
legislation is supported by the entire Oregon 
House delegation, and by the Governor of 
Oregon, Neil Goldschmidt. 

Gus J. Solomon served as a U.S. district 
court judge for 27 years, longer than any 
other Federal judge in Oregon history. His 
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service lasted from 1949 to 1971, including 
tenure as chief judge the last 12 years of his 
term. He represented the U.S. Ninth Judicial 
Circuit on the Judicial Conference of the 
United States and served as president of the 
Ninth Circuit District Court Judges' Associa
tion. 

Gus was born in Portland, and secured his 
law degree from Stanford University. He was 
in private practice for 20 years before his ap
pointment to the bench. Gus was very active 
in community affairs, and was among those 
who organized the Legal Aid Society of 
Oregon. In 1986, he received an honorary 
doctor of law degree from Northwestern 
School of Law, which stated 

In recognition of his lifetime service in 
the noble cause of eradicating discrimina
tion and his exceptional contribution to the 
bench, the profession and the Nation in an 
eminent career as a practitioner and a most 
distinguished member of the Federal judici
ary. 

Gus J. Solomon died on February 15, 1987. 
I cannot think of a more fitting remembrance 
for a man so dedicated to the honorable prin
cipals of the judiciary, than to place his name 
on the distinguished courthouse from which 
he served. 

MEADOWS ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL OBSERVES WEST VIR
GINIA'S !25TH BIRTHDAY 

HON. NICK JOE RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, on June 20, my 
home State of West Virginia celebrated its 
125th birthday. Many celebrations were held 
all over the State, and Washington, DC, was 
the site of a memorable birthday party for over 
400 West Virginians both living in Washington 
and visiting from the State. 

However, one of the best celebrations oc
curred a few weeks earlier on June 7. That 
day, I had the privilege of attending a grand 
celebration put on by the first grade class of 
Meadows Elementary School in Huntington, 
WV. I would like to take this opportunity to 
recognize and commend Ms. Barbara Bias 
and her students: Doug Belt; Katie DuVall; 
John Christian Feaster; Sarah Foard; Christo
pher Hill; Mona Ibrahim; Kristina Janssen; 
Amanda Kearns; Ben Lamont; Shatanya Mat
thews; Michael Mattison; Christopher Nuzum; 
Bianca Queen; Jerry Singleton; Shawn Stoler; 
Lindsay Wilson; Mary Morgan Wise; Michael 
Woodruff; and Mollie Woody. 

The children sang songs about our great 
State and had compiled extensive West Vir
ginia scrapbooks and memorabilia. I was filled 
with a great sense of pride as I observed the 
future leaders of West Virginia learn about our 
great State. "Mountaineer Pride", Mr. Speak
er, is alive and well at Meadows Elementary 
School in Huntington, WV. 
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H.R. 2999-THE ELEPHANT 

PROTECTION ACT 

HON. DON HONKER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speal<er, I rise in support 

of the Elephant Protection Act, H.R. 2999. In 
recent decades the population of elephants in 
many African countries has been decimated, 
primarily due to the illegal killing of the ani
mals to obtain their valuable ivory tusks. In 
1978, the African elephant was designated a 
"threatened species" by the Department of 
the Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service. Unfor
tunately, regulations concerning the elephant 
have often been either ineffectual or unen
forced. The Elephant Protection Act seems to 
me to be a positive step toward insuring the 
safety of this beautiful species. 

The current African elephant crisis began in 
1970, when increasing global demand for 
ivory encouraged poachers and legal hunters 
to expand their activity. The destruction of 
many East African elephant populations since 
then has been almost complete. In 1987 the 
Uganda elephant population was barely 1 0 
percent of the 1973 level. Kenya has seen 85 
percent of its elephant population destroyed. 
While these figures indicate that the elephant 
is already an endangered species in East 
Africa, they tell only part of the worsening 
story. The leading wildlife specialist David 
Western has shown in a computer model that 
the rate of population fall is probably increas
ing. Maintaining current ivory offtake levels 
would therefore ensure the extinction of East 
African elephants. 

The Kenyan and Tanzanian Governments 
have begun addressing the crisis by banning 
private individuals from the ivory trade. Tanza
nia has also outlawed the ivory carving indus
try. However, the protracted war on drugs has 
shown us that outlawing the supply will only 
be fully effective when demand is also elimi
nated. Clearly, the Western public and Far 
Eastern ivory buyers bear a heavy responsibil
ity for maintaining the demand that encour
ages poaching. By eliminating the role of the 
United States in creating the world demand 
for elephant products, and by encouraging 
other nations to ban elephant products, the 
Elephant Protection Act will help save this 
great animal. 

CHANGE FOR THE HUNGRY 

HON. MICKEY LELAND 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, the Salvation 

Army and Safeway grocery stores launched a 
program to help feed the hungry yesterday. 
Customers can now go to 900 Safeway stores 
throughout the country ·and donate to the 
hungry an any change they are due on their 
grocery bill. 

It works very simply. Customers contribute 
as they checkout. They tell the cashier to in
crease their total by a dime or any amount 
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they wish to give the Project Change for the 
Hungry. The money received is used to pay 
for coupons to be distributed by the Salvation 
Army and through neighborhood food pan
tries. 

The Salvation Army gives families and indi
viduals the coupons which are redeemable at 
Safeway stores for perishable items, such as 
milk, eggs, hamburger, chicken, and infant for
mula. The Salvation Army is also responsible 
for identifying neighborhoods of greatest need 
and disbursing coupons to food pantries in 
those areas. 

Change for the Hungry grew from a similar 
program that was initiated in the Cincinnati 
area by Kroger grocery stores and the Salva
tion Army in February. The 50-store pilot 
project has succeeded and Kroger is planning 
to expand the program to the entire State of 
Texas and the Tampa, FL, area. 

The partnership of food and social service 
providers on behalf of the hungry at the retail 
level is welcome. Second Harvest and over 
200 food banks in the Nation have been con
duits for wholesale food donations for some 
time. Farmers have allowed gleaning of their 
fields. Now grocery stores and their customers 
are brought into the network of voluntary food 
aid. 

The Safeway program was launched in 14 
cities today, with a national start-up donation 
of $150,000. Safeway will make a continuing 
contribution equal to 1.5 percent of customer 
donations and the Salvation Army may use up 
to 1 0 percent of the program cost for adminis
trative expenses. Cash register receipts can 
be used by customers for tax deductions. 

One of the most significant challenges 
facing the vast network of voluntary food as
sistance programs that have grown up during 
the 1980's is providing perishable foods. Dairy 
products, meats, fruit juice, potatoes and 
other coupon products add a healthy balance 
to the diets of people who need all the energy 
they can muster to move out of poverty. 

Because of their long experience in provid
ing food vouchers to the poor, the Salvation 
Army is well equipped to manage such a pro
gram. This fine organization is most often as
sociated with Christmas appeals for the poor, 
but if feeds the hungry and houses the home
less throughout the year. Change for the 
Hungry will greatly expand the national capac
ity to feed the hungry at a time when demand 
is growing exponentially. The Salvation Army 
has seen a 25-percent increase in its service 
to the hungry and homeless in the past 3 
years. 

Change for the Hungry is a practical, imme
diate response to the growing gap between 
the poorest citizens of this country and the 
rest of us. It opens to many the opportunity 
for generosity and concern which is the pride 
of our Nation. 
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TRIBUTE TO JOE G. GAXIOLA 

(1893-1988) 

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to a very special friend and an ac
tivist for the rights of senior citizens. 

Joe Gaxiola-"Joe Gax", to his friends
was a one-time Pajaro Valley berry picker who 
chose to make the most of his retirement by 
helping the elderly and elderly poor. when he 
died on June 11 at the age of 95, Joe left with 
us a legacy of caring and innovation for the 
benefit of all our communities. 

Joe began working in senior citizen's pro
grams in 1967, when the National Council on 
Aging began establishing community programs 
for the elderly poor. Just 1 year later, when he 
was 75 years young, Joe received national ac
claim for a project, Project FIND, which was 
designed to seek out the elderly poor and 
help them utilize social service programs. 

Joe's work also included his membership in 
Economic and Social Opportunities, Inc., in 
Santa Clara County. According to a 1972 
news article in the San Jose Mercury News, 
Joe "helped 1 ,400 senior citizens obtain ben
efits and services that they were entitled to 
but weren't getting." 

For the last 6 years, Joe worked as a legal 
representative for Senior Citizens Outreach 
Program in San Jose. "I'll do anything I can to 
help old people so they don't have to eat cat 
food," he said in a 1982 story. "Over the 
years, I've learned how to cut through red 
tape." And cut through red tape he did. 

Mr. Speaker, Joe's most important contribu
tion to our community may not have been the 
particulars of the work he did but the example 
he set for remaining active and alert even at 
age 95. Joe dressed with a very lively pa
nache. His trademark was a straw hat sitting 
casually on his head. He could often . be seen 
in a bright plaid suit. 

Joe taught us much about life and the re
sponsibility we share as a community. His 
work speaks for itself. But for us, the loss of 
Joe's smile, warmth and dedication is a Joss 
for which there can be no replacement. 

Mr. Speaker, "Joe Gax" was a true friend to 
all who knew him. I ask my colleagues to join 
in tribute to this man and his work, and in ex
tending our condolences to his wife, his 9 chil
dren, his 42 grandchildren, his 58 great-grand
children and his 3 great-great grandchildren. 

INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO 
AMEND THE FEDERAL TORT 
CLAIMS ACT 

HON. WILLIS D. GRADISON, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. GRADJSON. Mr. Speaker, today I am in

troducing bipartisan legislation designed to 
correct a serious inequity in the Federal Tort 
Claims Act. I am pleased to be joined by over 
20 of my colleagues, including my distin-
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guished colleague, Representative ToM 
LUKEN. 

As you know, in recent years there has 
been considerable controversy and litigation 
concerning the role of the Federal Govern
ment in the unnecessary exposure of citizens 
to risks associated with a number of health 
and safety hazards. In numerous instances, 
there is considerable documentation of negli
gence on the part of the Federal Government. 
This is particularly true in cases of unneces
sary exposure to asbestos, but it is also appli
cable to incidents involving atomic testing and 
the development of the polio vaccine. 

For example, in cases involving asbestos 
exposure, it has been documented repeatedly 
that the Federal Government violated its own 
health and safety standards at the time of the 
Second World War, and that it failed to warn, 
or provide protection for, workers in Govern
ment and contract shipyards. The courts have 
found that Government officials and safety in
spectors were aware of the hazards associat
ed with asbestos exposure and of the danger
ous conditions in the shipyards under their 
control. 

Unfortunately, citizens pursuing their cases 
in the courts have found that the Federal Gov
ernment can escape any liability for violating 
its own health and safety standards by exer
cising a technical legal defense. By invoking 
the defense of discretionary function provided 
under section 2680(a) of title 28, United 
States Code, the Federal Government effec
tively is able to avoid responsibility. 

The case of Shuman versus United States 
highlights the current problem for citizens 
seeking redress through the courts. In a 1984 
decision, a Federal district court found that 
the government had negligently caused the 
injury and death of a man, exposed to asbes
tos dust, who worked in a contract shipyard in 
1942 and from 1950 to 1953. On appeal, the 
first circuit court overturned the decision, not 
on the merits of the case, but on the grounds 
that the Government was able to exempt itself 
from liability. Private concerns, in similar 
cases, have been found liable and ordered to 
compensate plaintiffs. 

1 n my view and that of my colleagues, the 
Federal Government should not be able to 
hide from its responsibilities in this area. The 
legislation I am introducing would make it pos
sible for citizens who are injured as a result of 
the Government's violation of occupational 
health and safety standards, or by its negli
gence in workplaces under its control or su
pervision, to seek to recover damages for 
those injuries. 

1 want to stress that our legislation makes 
no judgment about the merits of the numerous 
cases currently pending before the courts. It 
merely asks that the Government be able to 
prove its case on the merits. If the Govern
ment acted with negligence, I am certain that 
the courts will recognize that fact. However, if 
the Government did act in a negligent fashion, 
it is irresponsible, unjust, and unacceptable for 
the Federal Government to absolve itself of 
any responsibility for its actions. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation addresses fun
damental questions of equity, fairness, and 
justice. I hope my colleagues will join with us 
in supporting these principles. 
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NEDA AWARD-FLORIDA POWER 

AND LIGHT CO. 

HON. BILL GRANT 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mr. GRANT. Mr. Speaker, Florida Power 

and Light Co. [FPL], our Nation's fifth largest 
investor-owned electric utility operates in a 
unique and fragile environment not found 
elsewhere in the United States. They have 
been recognized and praised by private and 
public organizations alike for outstanding ef
forts to protect and preserve Florida's wildlife 
and natural beauty. 

Since 1977 FPL has been helping to protect 
the natural habitat and to inform the public 
about the plight of the West Indian manatee, 
or sea cow, an endangered mammal that lives 
in shallow coastal waters and streams. FPL as 
well maintains a portion of the breeding and 
nesting grounds of the American crocodile at 
its Turkey Point Power Plant and has shared 
valuable research information from its ac
claimed program to protect the species with 
State, Federal, and scientific communities. 
Whereas three species of protected sea tur
tles nest on Hutchinson Island, east coast site 
of FPL's St. Lucie Power Plant, the utility has 
enacted extensive programs to prevent disori
entation of turtle hatchlings, to relocate nests 
in jeopardy, and to promote public awareness 
of these unique sea creatures. 

In addition, the utility has preserved a 400-
acre tract of primitive cypress swampland at 
its Martin Power Plant, at which nesting south
ern bald eagles have reproduced without fear 
of molestation so that offspring can add to the 
surviving numbers of this majestic national 
symbol. Endangered wood storks have also 
used the same swampland and adjacent 
areas as a breeding rookery, and in one 
season 200 fledglings were produced, signifi
cantly adding to this rare bird's numbers. 
Taking an active role to inform the public, FPL 
has also distributed more than 7 million pieces 
of environmental literature and has produced 
two award-winning movies about wildlife in 
Florida. 

The National Environmental Development 
Association [NEDA], a partnership of labor, 
agriculture, and industry striving to achieve 
better environmental solutions, held its 15th 
Anniversary Awards Dinner in Washington DC, 
on June 16, 1988. ' )n this occasion, Florida 
Power and Light Co. was officially recognized 
by NEDA for outstanding achievement in envi
ronmental protection in the private sector. 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CELE
BRATES lOTH ANNIVERSARY 
OF NATION'S FIRST SMOKE 
DETECTOR LEGISLATION 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com

memorate the 1Oth anniversary of the Na-
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tion's first smoke detector legislation, which 
was enacted in my congressional district of 
Montgomery County, MD. As a member of the 
congressional fire safety caucus, I am espe
cially proud that Montgomery County was the 
first jurisdiction of its size to adopt a law re
quiring the installation of smoke detectors in 
all residences, and the results have been out
standing. Since the law went into effect on 
July 1, 1978, fire-related fatalities in the 
county have dropped by 62 percent. 

This remarkable decrease in fire deaths 
could not have come about without the efforts 
of the Montgomery County Department of Fire 
and Rescue Services, which upon passage of 
the smoke detector law, launched an intensive 
public education campaign to inform residents 
of the need for these life-saving devices. The 
department also furnished lower income and 
disabled individuals with smoke detectors, 
thus improving the safety and welfare of all of 
Montgomery County's residents. I am pleased 
to say that countless other jurisdictions have 
since followed Montgomery County's lead and 
have enacted similar smoke detector legisla
tion. 

On behalf of the citizens of Montgomery 
County, I salute the county executive and 
county council who showed such foresight in 
1978. I congratulate the Department of Fire 
and Rescue Services for its outstanding ef
forts in the area of fire safety and join them in 
commemorating the 1Oth anniversary of Mont
gomery County's landmark smoke detector 
legislation. 

FRANK DROZAK OF THE 
MERCHANT MARINE 

HON. MARILYN LLOYD 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 7, 1988 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
pay tribute to Frank Drozak, a straight-talking, 
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self-made man who devoted his life to the 
merchant marine. President of the Seafarers 
International Union for the last 8 years, Frank 
served his union and his Nation well with all of 
his intelligence, compassion, and determina
tion. 

Frank, my friend, never hesitated to fight for 
his 80,000 union members when necessary, 
using his engaging, direct manner and a won
derful talent to make his ')ften complex con
cerns clear to others. In fact, Mr. Speaker, 
many Members of this body benefited from 
this skill, and were always impressed with the 
devotion and compassion he brought to his 
job. We should take special note of a recent 
legislative victory of Frank's. The impressive 
feat was his defense of the sanctity of the 
Jones Act by gaining the deletion of the 
Transportation Annex of the United States
Canada Free Trade Agreement. 

A fiercely independent and self-made man 
in the truest sense of the term, Frank served 
the merchant marine and its union leadership 
from the age of 16, serving first as a union 
agent in 1964. He later served as a member 
of the AFL-CIO executive council, chairing the 
President's offshore committee, as a member 
of the national board of the A. Phillip Ran
dolph Institute, and as president of the AFL
CIO's maritime trades department. And he 
filled all of these roles with the same agres
sive devotion which characterized his term as 
president of the Seafarers International Union 
of North America. 

Mr. Speaker, men like Frank Drozak are 
rare and invaluable to our Nation. I, like so 
many of my colleagues, will sorely miss Frank. 
At this time, I extend my sympathy to his 
family and herald the qualities and accom
plishments which made him a truly great 
American. 
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Mr. GALLEGL Y. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
call my colleagues' attention to one of my 
constituents, who is one of just 73 top high 
school math and science students from 
across the Nation and several foreign coun
tries attending a science program here in 
Washington, DC. 

Jennifer Yeh, of West Hills, CA, is participat
ing in the prestigious Research Science Insti
tute at Georgetown University. It is sponsored 
by the Center for Excellence in Education. 

The 6-week session combines theoretical 
classroom study taught by leading university 
professors with individual scientific work with 
outstanding scientists from universities, gov
ernmental agencies, and corporations. The 
program is designed to foster the develop
ment of the intellectual and practical skills of 
gifted and talented youth. 

Making her inclusion even more remarkable 
is the fact that Jennifer is just 15 years old, 
the second youngest participant in this year's 
program. Most of the alumni of the program, 
which is now in its fifth year, go on to attend 
the Nation's top universities. They will be 
among our future leaders in science and tech
nology. 

In an increasingly technological age, it is 
students like Jennifer who will help America 
maintain its scientific leadership among Na
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I'm sure my colleagues join 
me in saluting Jennifer on her accomplish
ments and look forward to hearing about her 
efforts in the years to come. 
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