May 6, 2009

SEC. 106. CLARIFICATION OF SUBMITTAL OF CER-
TIFICATION OF ADEQUACY OF
BUDGETS BY THE DIRECTOR OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TEST RE-
SOURCE MANAGEMENT CENTER.

Section 196(e)(2) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following new subparagraph (B):

‘““(B) If the Director of the Center is not
serving concurrently as the Director of De-
velopmental Test and Evaluation under sub-
section (b)(2) of section 139c¢ of this title, the
certification of the Director of the Center
under subparagraph (A) shall, notwith-
standing subsection (c)(4) of such section, be
submitted directly and independently to the
Secretary of Defense.”’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1055) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
be the only first-degree amendments in
order to S. 454, other than the com-
mittee-reported substitute amend-
ment, that the listed first-degree
amendments be subject to second-de-
gree amendments which are relevant to
the amendment to which offered; that
with respect to any subsequent agree-
ment which provides for a limitation of
debate regarding an amendment on the
list, then that time be equally divided
and controlled in the usual form; that
if there is a sequence of votes with re-
spect to these amendments, then there
be 2 minutes equally divided and con-
trolled prior to a vote in relation
thereto; that upon disposition of the
listed amendments, the substitute
amendment, as amended, be agreed to,
the bill, as amended, be read a third
time, and the Senate proceed to vote
on passage of the bill.

The amendments I am including in
this unanimous consent proposal are as
follows:

The Snowe amendment No. 1056 re-
garding small business contracting; a
Thune amendment regarding weapons
systems; a Coburn amendment regard-
ing financial management, which we
think we may have worked out, by the
way; the Chambliss amendment No.
1054 regarding ‘‘make buy;”’ the Binga-
man amendment, which we have al-
ready adopted so I will not refer to
that; and the Murray amendment No.
1052 regarding national security objec-
tives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair, and I
thank my friend from Arizona and the
staffs who worked this out. I think
these amendments then would be con-
sidered probably tomorrow morning,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

although I don’t know that we have
final word on that. We ought to prob-
ably doublecheck that with our lead-
ers, and I would note the absence of a
quorum while we do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

———

DEFENSE PROCUREMENT PROCESS

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, there
is no question that our country’s de-
fense procurement process is broken.
At a time when the American people
are tightening their personal budgets,
making sacrifices, and focusing on es-
sentials, our defense acquisition pro-
gram continues to run up huge bills.

Just this year, the GAO reported that
the major defense procurement pro-
gram is $296 billion over budget. Not
only are they over budget, they are be-
hind schedule. In fact, 95 percent of
DOD’s largest acquisition programs are
now an average of 2 years behind sched-
ule. Every extra day, every additional
dollar spent on these systems is a step
backward for our Nation’s other prior-
ities.

As we tackle the big challenges by
getting our economy back on track or
our health care system working again
for all Americans or establishing a
clean energy future, it is time that we
focused on trimming the fat in our de-
fense budget.

I applaud our Armed Services chair-
man, Senator LEVIN, and the ranking
member, Senator MCCAIN, for intro-
ducing the bold plan that is now before
the Senate, which will bring about re-
form. Their bill recognizes that making
changes to acquisition starts at the be-
ginning of the process, with the proper
testing and the cost calculating and de-
velopment procedures. It also returns
discipline to the process by making
sure the rules limiting cost are en-
forced. Those and other badly needed
steps are going to help reform our sys-
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tem and return Federal dollars to meet
the challenges we have on the horizon.

Mr. President, that should be only
the first step because the truth is that,
while today’s debate has been delayed
for far too long, there is another hard
conversation surrounding procurement
that we have not yet even started, and
that is the conversation about the fu-
ture of the men and women who
produce our tanks, our planes, and our
boats. The skilled workforce our mili-
tary depends on is a workforce that is
disappearing today before our eyes.

Our Government depends on our
highly skilled industries, our manufac-
turers, our engineers, our researchers,
and our development and science base
to keep the U.S. military stocked with
the best and most advanced equipment
and tools available. Whether it is sci-
entists who are designing the next gen-
eration of military satellites or engi-
neers who are improving our radar sys-
tem or machinists who are assembling
warplanes, these industries and their
workers are one of our greatest stra-
tegic assets today. What if those
weren’t available? What if we made
budgetary and policy decisions without
talking about the future needs of our
domestic workforce? It is not impos-
sible. It is not even unthinkable. It is
actually what is happening.

We need to have a real dialog about
the ramifications of these decisions be-
fore we lose the capability to provide
our military with the tools and equip-
ment they need because once our
plants shut down, once our skilled
workforce and workers move to other
fields, and once that infrastructure is
gone, it is not going to be rebuilt over-
night if we need it.

As a Senator from the State of Wash-
ington, representing five major mili-
tary bases and many military contrac-
tors, I am very aware of the important
relationship between our military and
the producers that keep them pro-
tected with the latest technological ad-
vances. I have also seen the ramifica-
tions of the Pentagon’s decisions on
communities, workers, and families. As
many here know, I have been sounding
the alarm about a declining domestic
aerospace industry for years.

This isn’t just about one company or
one State or one industry. This is
about our Nation’s economic stability.
It is about our skill base. It is about
our future military capability. We have
watched as the domestic base has
shrunk. We have watched as competi-
tion has disappeared and as our mili-
tary has looked overseas for the prod-
ucts that we have the capability to
produce right here at home.

Many in the Senate have spent a lot
of time talking about how many Amer-
ican jobs are being shipped overseas in
search of cheaper labor. But we haven’t
focused nearly enough attention on the
high-wage, high-skilled careers being
lost to the realities of our procurement
system. That is why, today, I am going
to be introducing an amendment that
will require the Pentagon to explain to
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