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Full campgrounds, crowded roads, 

aging infrastructure, and many other 
challenges face the Park Service today. 
Because Glacier has been discovered, 
people are coming to visit Glacier, as 
well they should. It is so magnificent. 
So we do need a management plan that 
does meet these challenges and pre-
serves the quality of Glacier National 
Park. 

But so far, the National Park Serv-
ice, it seems, is doing a better job at 
scaring people, at frightening people, 
particularly those who use Glacier, 
than in making citizens full partners in 
the plan which protects the park for fu-
ture generations. 

The Daily Interlake, a Kalispell 
newspaper, editorialized: 

The Park Service has come up with a docu-
ment that by accident or design manages to 
offend just about everyone one way or an-
other. 

I might say, that is an understate-
ment. Most people I talk to are, if not 
outraged, quite upset. And given the 
conversations I have had with them, 
and others who have visited Glacier 
Park over the last couple weeks, I can 
tell you that something has to be done. 

For decades visitors have had a truly 
first-class experience when they visit 
Glacier. Radical changes could make 
these experiences a thing of the past. 

I want to believe that the Park Serv-
ice has merely had a clumsy beginning, 
a clumsy start, which will soon lead to 
a very productive process that reflects 
public sentiment concerning proper 
Glacier management. But up to now, 
the Park Service has done very little 
to reassure Montanans about where 
they are heading. 

I think we need an insurance plan, an 
insurance policy, something that guar-
antees that the new management plan 
will not go haywire. So my amendment 
provides that protection. It allows the 
Park Service to go ahead, but it re-
quires them to submit the final Glacier 
general management plan to the Sen-
ate Energy Committee and the House 
Resources Committee. These commit-
tees will then have 90 days to review 
the plan before it goes into effect. 
That, I think, will guarantee public 
input and a final management plan 
that preserves the Glacier Park experi-
ence. 

This amendment is a final line of de-
fense against illogical or unresponsive 
decisionmaking by the National Park 
Service, not that I expect them to be 
unresponsive or illogical, but I think it 
is important to have an insurance plan. 
I think this amendment will help make 
that happen. 

BEARTOOTH HIGHWAY 
Mr. President, on another matter, I 

will also offer an amendment to ensure 
the proper management of one of the 
most spectacular highways in the 
United States, that is called the 
Beartooth Highway. Highway 212, bet-
ter known as the Beartooth Highway, 
begins just outside Red Lodge, MT. It 
climbs a mountain to Line Creek Pla-
teau looking out over the Absaroka- 

Beartooth wilderness area of Wyoming 
and Montana. It then proceeds on to 
Cooke City and the northeastern en-
trance of Yellowstone National Park. 
It is truly magnificent. Anyone who 
has ever taken a vacation in that part 
of our country, put it on your calendar, 
the possibility of driving the Beartooth 
Highway. I guarantee you will not re-
gret it. 

It is named for a spectacular rock 
spire, capping a mountain ridge, carved 
by ancient glaciers into the shape of a 
bear’s canine tooth. That is why it is 
called Beartooth. When traveling up 
Beartooth Highway, travelers often see 
wildlife from moose to the bighorn 
sheep, black bear, and golden eagle. 
High meadows in the spring are cov-
ered with alpine wildflowers, while 
snowdrifts often last all summer long. 
It is magnificent. 

Travelers driving the Beartooth 
Highway see some of the most unusual 
and spectacular scenery in our coun-
try. And maybe that is why Americans 
have treasured this region—according 
to archaeological evidence—for the 
past 12,000 years. That is about as long 
as human beings have lived on our con-
tinent. 

Since the Beartooth Highway was 
built in the 1930’s, the National Park 
Service has kept it plowed to make 
sure it is open for tourism by Memorial 
Day weekend. This has guaranteed ac-
cess for Americans who want to appre-
ciate this part of our heritage. And it 
has helped to ensure prosperity for 
towns along the road, in places like 
Red Lodge, Cooke City, Silver Gate. 

But this year the Park Service did 
not open the highway on Memorial 
Day. It did not plow the road on time. 
And small businesses in the gateway 
communities—already reeling from the 
Congress’ blundering decision to shut-
down the Government at the height of 
the winter tourist season—felt the im-
pact. To make matters worse, these 
towns can expect the same thing to 
happen in the future. Because soon 
after Memorial Day, the Super-
intendent of Yellowstone announced 
that after 1997, the Park Service will 
no longer make sure the Beartooth 
Highway is open at the start of the 
tourist season. 

The Superintendent’s reason for this 
policy change stems from the budget 
squeeze that Yellowstone is feeling. 
That is not a frivolous decision, and I 
am sympathetic to the challenges the 
Park Service faces in managing Yel-
lowstone. But walking away from re-
sponsibility to Beartooth Highway and 
these gateway communities is not ac-
ceptable. 

Rather, I believe we have to find a so-
lution now. And I think it is clear. The 
responsibility for the Beartooth High-
way rests jointly on the Park Service 
and on the Forest Service. Visitors use 
this road to get both to Yellowstone 
and the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilder-
ness Area. The former, of course, is 
managed by the Park Service and the 
latter by the Forest Service. So both 

agencies should share equally in the 
cost of opening the Beartooth High-
way. 

My amendment requires the Park 
Service and the Forest Service to enter 
into a memorandum of understanding 
by April 1, 1997, to split the cost of 
opening the Beartooth Highway be-
tween the two agencies. It also requires 
these agencies to make sure that the 
Beartooth Highway is open to traffic 
by Memorial Day each year. 

I think this is fair. It is a good, com-
mon sense solution. It will help ease 
the Park Service’s concerns over fund-
ing. It will make sure Americans can 
drive this highway in the spring. And it 
will make sure small businesses in Red 
Lodge, Cooke City, and others, who de-
pend on the Beartooth Highway open-
ing at the beginning of the tourist sea-
son, can look to the future with con-
fidence. 

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

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

f 

ORDER FOR MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the hour of 
11:30 a.m., there be a period for morn-
ing business with Senators permitted 
to speak for up to 5 minutes each, with 
the following times designated as fol-
lows: Senator THOMAS in control of the 
time from 11:30 until noon, Senator 
DASCHLE or his designee from noon to 
1, Senator COVERDELL or his designee 
from 1 to 2. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 
minutes as in morning business. 

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

f 

TERRORISM 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I want to 
raise the issue today of how we, as a 
nation, are continuing to address the 
question of terrorism. 

Yesterday, the committee which I 
chair, the Subcommittee on State, Jus-
tice, Commerce, a subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee, had the 
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chance to hear from the Attorney Gen-
eral, Janet Reno, who is, I think, doing 
a very admirable and effective job as 
Attorney General, on what the policies 
are of the administration relative to 
the issue of addressing in a strategic 
way the threats of terrorist acts di-
rected at Americans, not only in the 
United States but overseas. 

Clearly, I think we now understand, 
America understands that this is our 
primary international threat to Amer-
ican lives and American interests. We 
may have instances going on in Iraq 
today which are significant. We may 
have wars going on in Bosnia which are 
significant. But as it relates to the 
threat to America, nothing right now 
is more significant than the threat of 
terrorist actions. 

Coming out of the cold war, I think 
we, as a nation, decided to become a 
little more complacent. We felt we had 
gotten past one of the great hurdles of 
history: a confrontation between the 
Soviet Union and the United States, a 
confrontation which was always over-
laying with the issue of nuclear annihi-
lation and confrontation on a variety 
of fronts, but, most important, the pos-
sibility that mankind might end up in 
a nuclear war. 

With the end of the cold war, there 
was a great sigh of relief, obviously, 
and appropriately so. We, as a nation, 
went back to looking after problems 
which are American problems and our 
perspective became one of looking at 
our internal issues. 

But in the process, we couldn’t step 
out of the world arena, and the fact is 
that the United States remains the sin-
gle most influential nation in the 
world. As would be expected, because 
we maintain that position of influence, 
we obtain enemies and people use us as 
their foil and they use us as their ral-
lying point as they try to gin up, or 
generate, their concerns and their own 
issues in other parts of the world. 

We have, therefore, become targeted 
by large groups, a large number of 
groups, disparate in nature, as the op-
position. Many of these groups are mo-
tivated for religious reasons, fanatical 
religious reasons. Many of them are 
motivated for reasons that they see 
themselves as oppressed and they see 
the capitalist marketplace approach 
that we take to the world as being an 
oppressive approach, which, of course, 
is wrong, but it is their attitude. 

We view ourselves as a generous peo-
ple, and we are a generous people and a 
people that has a history of not seek-
ing any territorial gain, not using our 
military forces for the purposes of ex-
ploiting other nations. 

We have been through two major 
world wars where we have been left as 
the most powerful nation on Earth and 
have not used that for any purposes of 
aggrandizement of the American situa-
tion, but have rather, in a most gen-
erous way, rebuilt our enemies and al-
lowed them to proceed on a course 
which has improved the lifestyle of our 
enemies we confronted in past wars. 

So it comes as a surprise to the 
American people that there are people 
out there, that there are interest 
groups out there, that there are actu-
ally even nations out there that view 
us as their enemy and wish to exercise 
against the American people horrific 
acts, acts that involve the killing of in-
nocent individuals—children, people 
who have no involvement in the mili-
tary. 

Yet, that is the way it is in today’s 
world, and we must be realistic about 
it, and we must acknowledge the fact 
that as we move into the next century, 
and certainly in the beginning of the 
next century, that our most significant 
threat to Americans is going to be gen-
erated by terrorist action. It is not 
only terrorist action which may in-
volve a bomb placed on an airplane, it 
is terrorist action which could well go 
beyond that. It is terrorist action 
which could involve, of course, a threat 
of chemical activity, biological activ-
ity and, of course, even of nuclear ac-
tivity. 

So the issue for us as a Government 
must be: How do we reorient ourselves 
as a nation, which for years structured 
its defensive mechanisms for the pur-
poses of confronting the Soviet Union, 
a definable threat, a threat which, al-
though huge, massive and awesome, 
was at least able to be brought into 
focus because the Soviet Union was a 
definable entity, how do we shift from 
that sort of a threat to a threat which 
is so amorphous, to a threat which 
comes at us from so many different di-
rections, and a threat which is so much 
more difficult to tie to rational 
thought, and respond to it in a rational 
way? That becomes the main issue for 
us as a nation relative to how we struc-
ture our defensive policies over the 
next few years. 

So the hearing which we held yester-
day was for the purposes of trying to 
get an idea as to how the White House 
and the administration is approaching 
this issue. The way that they appear to 
be approaching it is that they are 
going to put more money into certain 
agencies which have responsibilities 
for addressing questions of terrorist 
threat. They have sent up a supple-
mental package of spending which rep-
resents about $1.1 billion. They sent it 
up about a week ago. Many have asked 
whether or not the package was struc-
tured for political purposes or whether 
it was structured for substantive pur-
poses. And that is probably a very le-
gitimate question in the middle of a 
Presidential campaign, because the 
fact is that over a year ago the Presi-
dent set, theoretically set in place, an 
Executive order which should have led 
to the definition of the policy which 
would have then led to the commit-
ment of resources. 

It is ironic that it has taken a year 
for that policy to evolve to the point 
where money comes forward—or a pro-
posal to spend money comes forward 
just a few weeks before an election, 
whereas, clearly, one would have pre-

sumed that if there was a need for 
more dollars to be spent, and you had a 
1-year lead time, that you would have 
requested those additional dollars at 
the beginning of the appropriating 
process, which occurred back in March 
and April of this year. 

But independent of that question of 
whether or not it was a primarily polit-
ical motivation for bringing this for-
ward at this time, there is a question 
of whether or not the request comes in 
the terms of a strategy or whether it 
comes in the terms of a haphazard re-
sponse to the issue, to the threat of a 
terrorist action against the United 
States. 

For the part of these dollars which 
are under the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee on which I serve, which is the 
State, Commerce and Justice Com-
mittee, of the $1.1 billion that the 
President requested, about $300 million 
of that comes under my committee’s 
jurisdiction. Our committee, about 5 
months ago, took a look at the way we 
were approaching terrorism and re-
sponding to terrorism, and decided we 
were not doing enough. 

Our committee has jurisdiction over 
the FBI, over the State Department, 
over the DEA, over the INS, over a 
number of agencies which clearly have 
front-line responsibility on the issue of 
terrorism. So we set up a proposal 
which essentially outlined a number of 
basic approaches to how we could bet-
ter address the issue of terrorism. 

First, we asked that the White House 
give us a strategic plan by November 
15. We picked November 15 because we 
did not want it to end up being a polit-
ical plan. We wanted it to end up being 
a substantive plan. Thus, we pushed it 
past the election so that it would not 
end up in the political whirlwind that 
occurs before every Presidential elec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for an 
additional 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. GREGG. It is absolutely critical 
that we get such a proposal. 

Second, we felt that if we were going 
to adequately address the terrorist 
issue, we should do it in an orderly 
manner, that first we should address 
what the threats are. And that means 
we have to beef up a number of func-
tions in the Federal agencies that have 
responsibilities, specifically the FBI 
area. We need to put more agents on- 
site on this issue. We need to also be 
improving our ability to respond to a 
chemical and biological attack. 

In the international arena, we need 
to make sure that our personnel who 
are serving overseas are protected from 
attack, and, therefore, we need to sig-
nificantly increase the security, phys-
ical security of people who are serving 
overseas, not only the people who are 
serving, but the physical security for 
their families, which is very important. 
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We should not be putting at risk either 
an individual who works for the Gov-
ernment or the family of that indi-
vidual who has gone overseas to live 
with that individual. 

Fourth, we addressed the inter-
relationship of the Federal agencies 
and the State agencies, because al-
though this is a uniquely Federal role, 
the role of protecting this country 
against terrorist action, there are tre-
mendous strengths which can be drawn 
by a coordinated policy of State agen-
cies. 

So we took all this together and had 
a package that I think was put to-
gether in a fairly thoughtful and con-
cise way. We came up with a need for 
additional dollars, about $150 million. 
And we took money out of other ac-
counts—other accounts—and moved 
them into the spending accounts which 
were necessary to pay for these addi-
tional resources to improve our efforts 
relative to terrorists. 

Now the White House comes along, 
and they increase that number from 
$150 million to $300-plus million. There 
is some overlap here. We are not abso-
lutely sure what the dollar difference 
is, but let us presume the dollar dif-
ference is over $100 million. Yet, in 
doing this, they have suggested no off-
sets; they have not suggested where we 
should take this money from. They 
said simply, let us put more money 
into this and that and more money 
into something else. That is not really 
a responsible way to do this. 

To the extent more dollars are need-
ed than the package which we put to-
gether, it should be paid for. We should 
recognize that the priority in pro-
tecting this country from terrorism is 
high enough so that those dollars that 
we are going to allocate to terrorism 
should represent a reallocation and 
should not just be used to aggravate 
the deficit. That is the first thing. 

Second, if the White House’s decision 
is to spend this additional money to ex-
pand those accounts, they have to do it 
in a coordinated way. This, I guess, is 
where I have my greatest concern. 

I asked the Attorney General about 
this, and, of course, the Attorney Gen-
eral feels there is coordination. But as 
you look at what is going on, and how 
the different instances of terrorism 
that we have seen so far have occurred 
and how they have been reacted to, you 
sense maybe there is not as much co-
ordination as there should be. 

For example, has the President of the 
United States ever sat down with the 
Secretary of Defense, the Director of 
the CIA, the Attorney General, and the 
Secretary of State around the table, 
and said, ‘‘What is our strategy on ap-
proaching international terrorism? 
How do we get about anticipating a 
terrorist act against the United 
States?’’ 

We are very good, I believe, once a 
terrorist act has occurred, in reacting 
and investigating. And the FBI, I am 
absolutely confident, will reach the 
bottom as to what happened, find out 

what happened in the TWA situation 
and in the Atlanta situation and in the 
Saudi situation. But we should be 
ahead of that as much as possible, 
ahead of that curve. To be ahead of 
that curve, you simply have to have co-
operation at the top, with the senior 
officials within the Government, and it 
has to be made a priority with the 
President. The President actually has 
to physically sit in that room for at 
least a few meetings and drive the 
process so that we get a substantive 
strategy, the purpose of which is to an-
ticipate where the terrorist threat is 
coming from and be ready to take ac-
tion prior to the incident occurring. 

My sense is that although strides 
have been made in this area, and al-
though there is a sincere effort on the 
part of all the major players, certainly 
in the Defense Department, the intel-
ligence agency, the CIA, in the State 
Department, and at Justice, my sense 
still is that there is not an attitudinal 
approach which says, we intend to an-
ticipate, we intend to coordinate, and 
we intend to have an effort which tries 
to strategically position ourselves to 
be ahead of the curve in the area of ad-
dressing the terrorist threat. 

We should be approaching this with 
the same thought process that we used 
relative to the Soviet Union when we 
considered it to be a threat. When we 
saw the Soviet Union as a threat, basi-
cally the Defense Department spent an 
inordinate amount of time—not inordi-
nate, an appropriate amount of time, a 
huge amount of time, dollars, resources 
and people on developing scenarios an-
ticipating various events. 

We do not have that type of struc-
ture. We do not have that type of dol-
lar commitment or personnel commit-
ment yet in the area of strategic plan-
ning. We have it in the area of reactive 
planning. It is improving. Just yester-
day, the FBI asked that they be able to 
move 200 senior agents into the Ter-
rorism Activist Unit, which is a very 
appropriate action to take, not putting 
green new agents into this area. We are 
putting our best into this area. That is 
a good decision by the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Director of the FBI. We 
are going to increase the terrorism 
functions within the FBI by 5 percent, 
so basically 10 percent of the FBI effort 
would be directed toward counter-
terrorism. 

The fact is that we still do not have 
a strategic structure overlaying this. 
That strategic structure and how it 
gets overlayed and how the process 
gets evolved really has to come from 
the White House with the President. 
We are going to see, unfortunately, 
that the failure to have this type of a 
structure probably was one of the prob-
lems in Saudi Arabia. There will be a 
report coming out sometime next week 
that will point out that there was not 
adequate anticipation of the threat, 
even though there was knowledge of 
the threat, there was not adequate par-
ticipation and anticipation of the 
threat, and that the senior officials 

within the Government simply did not 
react properly. 

Why did they not act properly? I 
think probably because there was not a 
protocol in place because there had 
been no strategic planning put in place 
for how to get ahead of the curb. We 
still are taking the view that we wait 
until the act occurs rather than taking 
the view that we go on the offensive. 

I recognize that the White House is 
trying hard in this area and the admin-
istration is trying hard. I greatly ad-
mire the efforts of the Attorney Gen-
eral in this area. I think the effort is 
incomplete. We have recognized but 
have not yet absorbed the nature of 
this, its significance to us, and the fact 
that we as a nation are going to have 
to use all our resources, all our cre-
ativity and our imagination in order to 
address it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business until the hour of 
11:30. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is at the hour of 11:30 there 
is, by previous consent, an opportunity 
for the Senator from Wyoming and oth-
ers to make a presentation. I believe 
there is an opportunity following that 
for others of us to make presentations. 

I wanted to introduce a piece of legis-
lation and I will do that in just 5 min-
utes, but first I want to comment 
about the bill on the floor. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 

the greatest respect for Senator BYRD, 
who is going to go down as one of the 
real greats in the U.S. Senate. I have 
great respect for the Senator from 
Washington, who is managing the bill 
on the floor. This is a bill in which 
there is a difficult job of reconciling al-
most unlimited wants with limited re-
sources. 

I want to mention one area, however, 
that we must address. It is not ad-
dressed here. It has not been addressed 
by the BIA, but we will have to address 
it here. It deals with the school called 
the Ojibwe School. That may not mean 
much to anybody in this body, but it is 
very important to those on the Turtle 
Mountain Indian Reservation. 

The Ojibwe School is an education 
home for 400 students. These 400 stu-
dents go to school on this Indian res-
ervation in North Dakota in facilities 
that are fundamentally unsafe. If you 
go tour that school, you will see elec-
trical wiring exposed, as I have seen; 
you will see students who have to go 
out in the middle of the winter into 
kind of an old, dilapidated trailer facil-
ity, one after another, stacked up in 
order to house the children and provide 
for their schooling. 
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