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Further, I ask that following the

vote on the Nunn amendment the Sen-
ate proceed to a cloture vote with re-
spect to the DOD authorization bill
with the mandatory quorum waived.

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

PROGRAM
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-

formation of all Senators, there will be
a vote, then, on the Nunn-Lugar-Do-
menici amendment, to be followed, if
necessary, by a vote on a motion to in-
voke cloture, beginning at 9:40 a.m. to-
morrow morning. The cloture vote may
be vitiated if a reasonable list of
amendments can be reached. However,
if the cloture vote occurs, and it is in-
voked, it is hoped that the Senate will
complete action on the defense bill in a
timely manner. If cloture is not in-
voked, Senators who have amendments
are encouraged to offer those amend-
ments during Thursday’s session to en-
able the Senate to complete action on
the bill this week.

As I said earlier, if we do not get it
done tomorrow night, we will go into
Friday, and beyond that, if necessary.
Rollcall votes will occur throughout
tomorrow’s session.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor.
Mr. FORD. Regarding the time allot-

ted to Senator DORGAN from 8:45 to
9:00, would you kindly change that to
be Senator BRADLEY?

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to amend the
unanimous consent request agreement
to that effect, if Senator DORGAN
agrees with that.

Mr. FORD. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the

floor.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in just a
moment, Senator LUGAR, myself, and
Senator DOMENICI will explain this
amendment. I know the chairman of
the committee would like to make
some comments on the amendment.

At this point, I will yield the floor
for whatever the chairman is prepared
to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the Senators from Georgia,
New Mexico, and Indiana, to authorize
the establishment of an emergency as-
sistance program to train and equip
State and local authorities to respond
to domestic terrorist use of weapons of
mass destruction.

The amendment would also expand
authorities for the DOD and DOE coop-
erative threat reduction programs, as
well as increase the funding for these
programs.

I have grave concerns about increas-
ing the funding for DOD and DOE’s co-
operative threat reduction programs,
as well as expanding the scope of the
programs in DOD and DOE.

Based on my review of the amend-
ment and the new activities authorized
by this amendment, DOD and DOE will
require significant funding authority
in the outyears to complete these pro-
grams.

For example, how much money are
we talking about in the defense bill to
complete the program to replace the
reactor cores at Tomsk 7 and
Krasnoyarsk 26?

How much money will it take to con-
vert, or eliminate, the chemical and bi-
ological facilities in all the independ-
ent states of the former Soviet Union?

We have not received any informa-
tion from DOD, DOE, or the National
Security Council on the budgetary im-
pact of the increases for these two pro-
grams, or whether funds will be in-
cluded in the future years defense plan
for this program, as well as DOE plan.

I would point out that none of the
funds necessary for the increases in
this amendment have been appro-
priated.

Mr. President, I believe the efforts of
the sponsors of this amendment are
laudable. I do not question whether its
appropriate, or not, to conduct these
programs. I question whether its appro-
priate for the funds to come out of the
defense budget for these foreign assist-
ance programs.

I would also point out that DOE has
not even spent the funds authorized for
it currently in the materials, protec-
tion, control and accountability ac-
count. The same is true for funds in
DOD’s program. Although DOD has
done a better job at proposing to obli-
gate funds.

Clearly, with the recent terrorist
events at the World Trade Center, in
Oklahoma City, and in the Tokyo sub-
way, we need to provide assistance to
our State and local authorities to pre-
pare them to provide emergency assist-
ance, in the event a domestic terrorist
WMD incident occurs.

I think that we should provide more
in the way of establishing this particu-
lar program, and providing a regional
NBC emergency stockpile.

I want to commend the senior Sen-
ator from Virginia, Senator WARNER,
for the work that he has done through-
out the years to ensure that DOD, DOE
and the intelligence community are
conducting activities to prevent or
combat the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction. I also want to com-
mend him for his work in authoring
the provisions in the last two defense
bills that provided the authority for
DOD to provide emergency assistance
to State and local authorities in the
event of a domestic terrorist WMD in-
cident.

I want to work with my colleagues,
however, I want to emphasize my con-
cerns about increasing funds in the
DOD and DOE budget for cooperative

threat reduction activities, for which
there are no appropriations.

Lastly, I would ask, is it wise for the
United States to provide this type of
assistance to Russia, while it continues
to build SS–25’s; continues to transfer
nuclear technology and knowledge to
Iran and China?

Mr. President, in closing, I want to
re-emphasize my support for the efforts
of the sponsors to provide assistance to
State and local authorities to respond
to domestic terrorist use of WMD. I
hope that we can increase the funding
for this assistance in the conference.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish

to commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee.
I particularly thank him for the ref-
erences to the work he and I and others
on the committee have done in pre-
vious years, which, in some respects,
laid a modest foundation for the impor-
tant additions that are presented in
the amendment soon to be submitted
by the senior Senator from Georgia.

However, I share with the chairman
the views that I have, which coincide
with his, regarding these expenditures
at this particular time. And in the
course of the deliberation on this
amendment, I shall address specific
questions to the Senator from Georgia,
the Senator from New Mexico and, in-
deed, the Senator from Indiana on the
points the chairman has raised.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I first
thank the chairman of the committee,
as well as Senator WARNER, for their
support of this amendment. I am
pleased that we are able to present it
this evening and that we are likely to
get a vote on it tomorrow.

Mr. President, this amendment deals
with one of the most urgent national
security problems America faces today.
That is the threat of attack on Amer-
ican cities and towns by terrorists,
malcontents, or representatives of hos-
tile powers using radiological, chemi-
cal, biological, or nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, because Senator
LUGAR is on the floor, Senator DOMEN-
ICI is on the floor, and my statement
will probably run 15 to 20 minutes, I
ask to be notified in 10 minutes, and
then I intend to yield and complete my
statement after they have made their
remarks.

If the Chair could notify me when 10
minutes expires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will do so.

Mr. NUNN. This threat is very dif-
ferent from the threat of nuclear anni-
hilation with which our Nation and the
world has dealt during the cold war.
During the cold war, both we and the
Soviet Union recognized that either
side could destroy the other within
about an hour, but only at the price of
its own destruction.

In the course of carrying out that
mutual assured destruction, most of
the rest of the civilized world would
have been destroyed, in greater or less-
er degree, as well. Today, this kind of
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cataclysmic threat is greatly reduced.
And if we are able to continue to im-
plement START I and START II Trea-
ties on both sides, reducing the number
of warheads dramatically, it will be re-
duced further.

Tragically, the end of the cold war,
however, has not brought peace and
stability, but rather has seemingly un-
leashed countless small bloody wars
around the globe. The end of the cold
war also encouraged a number of states
that are hostile to the United States to
try to acquire weapons of mass de-
struction and appropriate delivery
means as an adjunct to their conven-
tional military forces. They are moti-
vated by two beliefs. One is that the
possession of such weapons of mass de-
struction will advance regional status
and power relative to neighboring and
often rival states. Second is that they
believe possession of weapons of mass
destruction, coupled with the threat to
use them, can both deter superpower
states from interfering in regional con-
flicts and blackmail them into favor-
able courses of action.

While here I am not speaking of nu-
clear weapons, I am including that. In
many of these countries, probably a
greater threat is the chemical and bio-
logical proliferation we now see going
on.

Finally, Mr. President, fanatics,
small disaffected groups and sub-
national factions or movements who
hold various grievances against govern-
ments, or against society, all have in-
creasing access to, and knowledge
about the construction of, weapons of
mass destruction. Such individuals and
groups are not likely to be deterred
from using weapons of mass destruc-
tion by the classical threat of over-
whelming retaliation.

In many past instances of terrorism,
we have not even known who the per-
petrators were or where they were
based. It is very hard to threaten retal-
iation when you do not know who did it
or where they came from or where they
were based. These groups are not de-
terred by the threat of a nuclear
counterstrike. A national missile de-
fense system, no matter how capable,
is sometimes and often irrelevant to
this kind of terrorism.

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations, which Senator ROTH
chairs, and I am the ranking Democrat
on that committee, held a series of
hearings over the last year on the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. We heard from representatives of
the intelligence and law enforcement
communities, the Defense Department,
private industry, State and local gov-
ernments, academia, as well as foreign
officials.

These witnesses described a threat
that we cannot ignore and which we
are virtually unprepared to handle. CIA
Director John Deutch, for one, can-
didly observed that ‘‘we have been
lucky so far.’’

Mr. President, the release of deadly
sarin gas in the Tokyo subway system

should have been a warning bell for
America. Prior to those attacks, this
Aum Shrinkiyo sect that made this at-
tack was unknown to the United States
intelligence and was poorly monitored
by Japanese authorities. The Aum
Shrinkiyo sect actually conducted sev-
eral test releases of lethal chemicals
prior to the subway attack. Yet, their
capacity to manufacture and store
those chemicals was unknown to Japa-
nese authorities, this in spite of the
fact that they had over 50,000 members
in Russia. They were recruiting nu-
clear scientists. They owned a radio
station in Vladivostok and tested sarin
gas in Australia against sheep. In addi-
tion to many other things they have
done, they were not on the radar
screen.

We received an even louder warning
bell in the World Trade Center bomb-
ing which brought it home to America.
It was here in the United States, not
halfway around the world. The trial
judge, at the sentencing of those re-
sponsible in that terrible terrorist inci-
dent, pointed to several factors that
could have made the tragedy far worse.

First, in an effort to get that tower
to fall down over its twin tower next
door, the killers wanted to park the
truck in front of a key structural mem-
ber of the outer corner of the building.
But they could not find an empty park-
ing space. So they went elsewhere.

Second, the killers had access to
chemicals to make lethal cyanide gas
and, according to the judge, probably
put them into the truck bomb. Fortu-
nately, the chemicals appeared to have
been vaporized by the force of the
blast. Otherwise, the smoke and fumes
that were drawn into and up through
the tower would have been far more le-
thal.

So, Mr. President, in all likelihood, it
is very likely that the United States
has already had, without really focus-
ing on it, our first chemical attack by
terrorists. That is the World Trade
Center bombing. Fortunately, those
chemicals did not activate.

Mr. President, we had a third warn-
ing bell in the bombing of the Alfred P.
Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma
City. This showed yet again the ease of
access to simple, widely available com-
mercial products that when combined
can create powerful explosions. This
knowledge, and much more, is avail-
able today over the Internet for anyone
who wants to tune in.

The Department of Defense invested
billions in the design and protection of
binary chemical weapons. A binary
chemical weapon contains two chemi-
cals, each of which is harmless when
used separately, and they are widely
used industrial chemicals. Yet, when
mixed together, they create lethal
chemical weapons. You can find lists of
the ingredients needed to make binary
weapons on the Internet today.

Now let me turn to the current state
of our domestic efforts to deal with nu-
clear, chemical, biological, or radio-
logical attack.

In recent years, several modest test
exercises have been held. In one large
exercise, the first hundred or so emer-
gency response personnel—police, fire-
men, medical personnel—arriving at
the scene of the mock simulated disas-
ter rushed headlong into the emer-
gency scene and were promptly de-
clared dead by the referees. In other
words, the people who came to the res-
cue were among the first victims.

In the second exercise, featuring both
chemical and biological weapons, con-
taminated casualties brought to the
nearest hospital were handled so care-
lessly by hospital personnel that with-
in hours most of the staff were judged
to have been killed or incapacitated by
spreading contamination.

Mr. President, my purpose is not to
frighten the American people; it is to
persuade the Congress and the Amer-
ican people that we face a new and se-
vere national security threat for which
all governments at all levels are woe-
fully inadequately prepared. We must
begin now to prepare what surely
threatens us already. To do this effec-
tively requires three things.

First, it requires taking the expertise
that has been built up over the years in
both the Department of Defense and
Department of Energy by successive
defense budgets and making that ex-
pertise available—and rapidly avail-
able—to Federal, State, and local
emergency preparedness and emer-
gency response teams.

The Department of Defense and the
Department of Energy need to bring
training to the other officials in our
State, local, and Federal Government
in the detection, recognition, contain-
ment, and treatment of acute crises
arising from the use of some form of
weapon of mass destruction to those on
the front lines in our major metropoli-
tan areas.

DOD and DOE need to train them in
the use of detection equipment and in
the use of protective gear to avoid be-
coming casualties themselves. DOD
needs to train emergency medical per-
sonnel in the appropriate treatment,
for triage, and the administration of
antibiotics.

There is much to do, and doing it will
require DOD and DOE funding. There is
simply no other practical source of this
kind of expertise. The time to do it is
now and not after we suffer a great
tragedy.

I, like many of my colleagues, be-
lieve there is a high likelihood that a
chemical or biological incident will
take place on American soil in the next
several years. We do not want to be in
a posture of demanding to know why
we were not prepared. We do not want
a domestic Pearl Harbor.

This training and equipping function
is the heart of the amendment, but it is
not the whole amendment. There are
other parts of the amendment dealing
with Customs and dealing with the
stopping of these weapons of mass de-
struction at the source.

At this point in time, I will reserve
the remainder of my remarks, and I
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yield the floor to my two partners in
this endeavor, Senator LUGAR and then
Senator DOMENICI.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might ask of the principal spon-
sor and two cosponsors about the avail-
ability of the three to respond to ques-
tions at an appropriate time this
evening. I intend to pose a number of
questions. I am quite anxious to join
with these three distinguished Sen-
ators because I certainly whole-
heartedly support the domestic por-
tions of this legislation. But I would
like to ask a question in terms of the
overseas portion and designs, and I
wonder if the Senators will be avail-
able.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be available,
if we do not stay too late. It is pretty
tough for me to answer questions if we
stay too late.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana.
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, when

Chechen rebels placed a 30-pound pack-
age of radioactive material in a Mos-
cow park last November, it marked the
first act of nuclear terrorism in the
post-cold-war era. Although the con-
tainer was not equipped with the explo-
sives needed to disperse the cesium, the
Chechens demonstrated a credible ter-
rorist threat to employ nuclear mate-
rial attached to explosives as radiologi-
cal dispersion devices in Russia.

The act crossed a new threshold in
terrorism. Demonstrating on Russian
television the ability to penetrate Mos-
cow’s increased security, Chechen
rebels were now in a position to panic
the Russian public by issuing similar
threats of radiological contaminants.

Terrorism was alive and well in an-
other part of the world at roughly the
same time. The worldwide activities of
the Japanese Dooms-Day Cult, the
Aum Shrinkiyo were not on the radar
screen of United States law enforce-
ment and intelligence agencies before
the sarin gas attack on the Tokyo sub-
way last March. This is alarming, con-
sidering the cult accumulated over $1
billion in assets and established offices
in six countries on four continents.

Cult members actively recruited sci-
entists and technical experts in Japan,
Russia, and elsewhere in order to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction.
They succeeded in producing chemical
weapons, including toxic chemical
agents such as sarin, VX, and sodium
cyanide; and they were in the process
of developing biological weapons, in-
cluding anthrax, botulism, and ‘‘Q’’
fever.

We have since learned how much
more devastating the attacks in Tokyo
could have been if the cult had simply
perfected their delivery systems. The
arrest and subsequent interrogation of
members of the Japanese cult has shed
more light on the activities of the
group, particularly with respect to the
extent and nature of its efforts in the
area of offensive biological agents.

The Japanese cult conducted exten-
sive research on the manufacture of of-

fensive biological agents, including an-
thrax and botulinum toxin, and tested
their dispersal against specific targets
on at least three occasions between
1990 and 1995.

The dispersal incidents were at-
tempts to test the effectiveness on hu-
mans of Aum-produced toxins and to
judge whether they could be used as
weapons. Although the cult’s tests
caused no known casualties, the rel-
ative ease with which the botulinum
bacteria and anthrax spores were ob-
tained and the need for only basic sci-
entific knowledge to conduct research
on biological agents suggests either
Aum members still at large or other
terrorist groups may be more success-
ful in the future.

We have also learned how close we
have come to witnessing acts of terror-
ism involving weapons of mass destruc-
tion directed toward the United States.
Listen to the words of Judge Duffy in
his sentencing statement before the
perpetrators of the World Trade Center
bombing:

The harm actually caused by the World
Trade Center bombing was enormous, but
what is even more frightening is what was
intended by you and your cohorts . . . The
bomb was big and that’s what you intended,
but that’s not quite all that was
intended . . . The evidence clearly indicated
that you attempted to enhance the destruc-
tive force of the (device) . . . If the bomb
had the explosive force that you envisioned,
placed as it was at the base of the north
tower next to a diagonal brace, you might
have succeeded in your nefarious plot to top-
ple over the north tower into the south
tower just like a pair of dominoes.

Had that happened, we’d be dealing with
tens of thousands of deaths and billions of
dollars of damage, but death is what you
sought to cause. You had sodium cyanide
around, and I’m sure it was in the bomb.
Thank God the sodium cyanide burned in-
stead of vaporizing. If the sodium cyanide
had vaporized, it is clear that what would
have happened is the cyanide gas would have
been sucked into the north tower and every-
body in the north tower would have been
killed.

I say to my colleagues: Here we have
three incidents involving materials and
weapons of mass destruction—in Rus-
sia, in Japan, and in the United States.
The fact that the destruction wrought
by the attempted use of these mate-
rials was not more massive owes more
to luck or accident than to prevention,
deterrence, or consequence manage-
ment.

The threat of weapons of mass de-
struction is real, and it is now.

As a consequence of the collapse of
the Soviet totalitarian command and
control society, a vast potential super-
market of weapons and materials of
mass destruction is becoming increas-
ingly accessible. The collapse of the
Soviet Union and the subsequent decay
of the custodial system guarding the
Soviet nuclear, chemical, and biologi-
cal legacy has eliminated this pro-
liferation chokepoint, since states and
possibly even sub-state groups can now
buy or steal what they previously had
to produce on their own. This central
fact has transformed the nature of the

proliferation problem for the United
States as well as the rest of the world.

If this is a fair description of the na-
ture of this threat, the prevailing view
that there is today no direct threat to
U.S. national security is dead wrong. It
is my view that the risk of a nuclear,
chemical, or biological weapon detona-
tion on American soil has increased.
While the probability of large-scale nu-
clear war between the United States
and Russia has mercifully decreased
dramatically, the probability that one,
or two, or a dozen weapons of mass de-
struction detonate in Russia, or Japan,
or Europe, or the Middle East, or even
the United States has increased.

However, because this new threat
comes in a form so unfamiliar, indeed,
so radically different from prior experi-
ence, and because the instruments and
policies to address it are so unlike the
business our White House and national
security establishments have pursued
for decades, the American political
leadership, the Congress, and the
American people have great difficulty
in awakening to this fact.

But, let us be clear. Absent a U.S. re-
sponse to this threat of leakage of
weapons and materials of mass destruc-
tion that is as focused, serious, and
vigorous as America’s cold war strat-
egy, Americans may have every reason
to anticipate acts of nuclear, chemical,
or biological terrorism against Amer-
ican targets before this decade is out.

To oversimplify, there are three main
lines of defense against these emerging
threats:

The first is prevention and this must
entail activities at the source.

The second is deterrence and inter-
diction and involve efforts to stem the
flow of illicit trade in these weapons
and materials of death.

The third line of defense is crisis and
consequence management and involves
greater efforts at domestic prepared-
ness.

As we have explored the weapons ma-
terial leakage and proliferation prob-
lem, one point has become increasingly
clear. If the United States is to have
any chance of stopping the detonation
of a weapon of mass destruction on our
soil, prevention must start at the
source, the weapons and materials de-
pots and research institutions in the
former Soviet Union.

We have found that the former Soviet
storage facilities are unsafe and inse-
cure. We have learned that there are
people and organizations in the world
who are attempting to acquire these
weapons and materials for terrorist
purposes.

The most direct line of defense
against these dangers is negotiated,
verified reductions in nuclear, chemi-
cal, and biological forces. It makes no
sense to be for missile defenses and
against the START treaties and the
Chemical Weapons Convention. Like-
wise, defense spending that facilitates
threat reduction in the former Soviet
Union is a wise investment. This is the
essence of the Nunn-Lugar or Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction Program.
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I favor a prudent approach to

strengthening our third line of de-
fense—namely crisis and consequence
management, including defense against
ballistic missiles—but not at the ex-
pense of shoring up the front lines of
defense—namely, prevention and deter-
rence. It is important to point out that
a ballistic or cruise missile is not the
likely delivery vehicle a terrorist or
rogue nation will use to attack the
United States. Rather, a Ryder truck,
an already proven form of delivery, or
a minivan, is much more likely.

Many refuse to believe that this type
of drive-up nuclear, chemical, or bio-
logical attack is likely. I say it is the
most likely. We must protect ourselves
from missile attack, but at the same
time, we must also be willing to expend
the resources necessary to prevent,
deter, and interdict this much simpler
and more likely form of attack.

In my view, the potential costs of ig-
noring the threats and problems associ-
ated with the spread of weapons of
mass destruction are so enormous that
they demand a national mission on par
with the Manhattan Project—Manhat-
tan II. We need to assemble the best
minds, with massive resources, to come
up with, in a relatively short period of
time, the kinds of technical tools that
will allow our policymakers to develop
truly credible responses and plans in
the areas of nonproliferation and
counterproliferation.

It will take time. But we can jump
start that effort here in the Congress
today. And that is the purpose of the
amendment being offered by Senator
NUNN, Senator DOMENICI, and myself.

There are three basic elements or
components to our amendment. The
first component stems from the rec-
ognition that the United States cannot
afford to rely on a policy of prevention
and deterrence alone, and therefore
must prudently move forward with
mechanisms to enhance preparedness
domestically not only for nuclear but
chemical and biological incidents as
well.

The second component addresses the
supply side of these materials, weapons
and know-how in the states of the
former Soviet Union and elsewhere.
Building on our prior Nunn-Lugar/CTR
experience, and recognizing that it is
far more effective, and less expensive,
to prevent WMD proliferation in the
first place than to face such weapons
on the battlefield or the school play-
ground, our amendment includes coun-
termeasures intended to firm up border
and export controls, measures to pro-
mote and support counterproliferation
research and development, and en-
hanced efforts to prevent the brain-
drain of lethal know-how to rogue
states and terrorist groups.

The third and last major component
stems from the recognition much of
the current effort to deal with the NBC
threat crosscuts numerous Federal de-
partments and agencies and highlights
the need for the creation of a national
coordinator for nonproliferation and

counterproliferation policy in order to
provide a more strategic and coordi-
nated vision and response.

Let me deal briefly with each of
these components.

The first component of our amend-
ment concerns domestic preparedness
for terrorism involving weapons of
mass destruction. Senator NUNN has
described this part of the amendment
and I will not repeat his explanation.
Let me simply say that our hearings
have demonstrated that the United
States is woefully unprepared for do-
mestic terrorist incidents involving
weapons of mass destruction. Although
recent Presidential decision directives
address the coordination of both crisis
and consequence management of a
WMD incident, the Federal Govern-
ment has done too little to prepare for
a nuclear threat or nuclear detonation
on American soil, and even less for a
biological or chemical threat or inci-
dent.

The second component of our amend-
ment focuses on further constricting
the supply side of the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. Since the
disintegration of the Soviet Union, the
Nunn-Lugar or cooperative threat re-
duction program and related initiatives
has sought to address the threat to
United States security posed by the nu-
clear weapons, scientists, and mate-
rials of the former Soviet Union. The
mission to secure these nuclear assets,
as well as their chemical and biological
equivalents, is unfinished.

We week to capitalize on the progress
achieved in dismantling nuclear weap-
ons of the former Soviet states and in
preventing the flight of weapons sci-
entists over the past 5 years and to ex-
pand the core mission of the program
so as to address strategically the
emerging WMD threats that com-
promise our domestic security. The re-
sources that will be required to imple-
ment programs proposed in the amend-
ment are not intended to supplant, but
rather to supplement, current Nunn-
Lugar funding levels.

More specifically:
First, cooperative programs to im-

prove the protection, control, and ac-
counting of nuclear materials must be
accelerated and expanded to encompass
all of the nuclear facilities that handle
sensitive nuclear materials and compo-
nents.

Second, the security of nuclear mate-
rials during transportation between
nuclear facilities must receive greater
attention. Transportation risks will
grow as more nuclear warheads are dis-
assembled and their materials are
shipped to interim or permanent stor-
age sites.

Third, greater programmatic empha-
sis needs to be placed on safeguarding
highly enriched uranium fuel used in
Russian naval propulsion. We need to
accelerate and expand our programs
with the Russian Navy to encompass
all unirradiated enriched uranium fuels
used for ship propulsion.

Fourth, we need to get on with the
business of closing down plutonium

production facilities in Russia. Russia
agreed to a United States proposal to
cease plutonium production for weap-
ons but action has been stymied by the
fact that the three reactors in question
also produce heat and electricity.
These reactors can be converted so
that they can no longer produce weap-
ons-grade plutonium while permitting
them to continue to produce heat and
electricity.

Fifth, in order to expand our trans-
parency program efforts with the Rus-
sians, we need to undertake new efforts
to evaluate technologies and tech-
niques to verify that weapons are being
dismantled and to verify the quantities
of nuclear materials from disassembled
warheads.

Sixth, in the area of securing weap-
ons and materials, it is time to make a
concerted effort at chemical and bio-
logical threat reduction. Opportunities
do exist to secure materials that can be
used to make chemical and biological
weapons, and we need to determine the
feasibility and priority of moving be-
yond nuclear threat reduction and be-
yond chemical-weapons demilitariza-
tion efforts to explore possibilities for
improving security for chemical and
biological weapons materials.

Seventh and last, in addition to en-
hanced efforts to secure the weapons
and materials of mass destruction, we
must recognize that the combination of
organized crime, porous borders, severe
economic dislocation and corruption in
the states of the former Soviet Union
has greatly increased the risk that le-
thal materials of mass destruction as
well as the know-how for producing
them can pass rather easily through
the borders of the former Soviet Union.

Although Nunn-Lugar programs have
begun to offer training and equipment
to establish controls on borders and ex-
ports throughout the former Soviet
Union, much more needs to be done.
Much of the training that is done by
the U.S. Customs Service will lapse
this year.

The third component of the amend-
ment focuses on the need for a national
nonproliferation coordinator. There is
a broad consensus that WMD prolifera-
tion is now, and will remain for the
foreseeable future, the top threat to
U.S. national security interests. Yet
the American response to this pro-
liferation threat remains scattered and
unfocused.

The present nonproliferation and
counterproliferation efforts include
dozens of departments and agencies
that have responsibilities in one way or
another to protect the United States
from such threats. This patchwork ef-
fort suffers from lack of coordination,
overlap, and duplication. The very na-
ture of the WMD threat demands not
just the attention of our armed serv-
ices and diplomatic corps, but also our
law enforcement community, our sci-
entific community, and our intel-
ligence community.
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In my view, our Nation’s non-

proliferation effort is in need of a stra-
tegic and coordinated government-wide
plan.

In order to best address the cross-
cutting nature of the proliferation
challenge, we propose to establish the
position of the national nonprolifera-
tion coordinator who will be charged
with coordinating policies and activi-
ties to combat the threat posed by
WMD both domestically and inter-
nationally. The coordinator should
have the authority to review the budg-
ets of all agencies with programs in
nonproliferation, counterproliferation,
and related areas of intelligence and
law enforcement. The office of the co-
ordinator should be augmented with
nonproliferation and
counterproliferation experts from the
Departments of State, Defense, Jus-
tice, Energy, Commerce, the intel-
ligence community, and such other
agencies as may contribute to the mis-
sion of the national coordinator.

To support a comprehensive approach
to nonproliferation, the national coor-
dinator should chair a new committee
on proliferation, crime, and terrorism,
to be established within the National
Security Council. That committee
should include the Secretaries of State,
Defense, Justice, Energy, the DCI, and
other department and agency heads the
President deems necessary. This com-
mittee within the National Security
Council should serve as the focal point
for all government nonproliferation,
counterproliferation, law enforcement,
intelligence, counterterrorism, and
other efforts to combat threats to the
United States posed by weapons of
mass destruction.

Mr. President, it is time to go beyond
a recitation of the threats posed by the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and to start developing an
appropriate strategic, coordinated re-
sponse. We know what the threats and
the problems are. We even have the
knowledge and expertise to deal con-
structively with these threats.

Difficult as it is, identifying a new
challenge is the easier part of the prob-
lem. Summoning the political leader-
ship, the political will and resources,
and the support of the American people
to act is harder still. Despite the
threat of loose weapons of mass de-
struction and weapons-usable mate-
rials, will the political leadership of
this country, including this Congress,
step up to the plate?

Or will this new threat be given the
priority it deserves only on the morn-
ing after the first act of nuclear, chem-
ical, or biological terrorism takes
place on American soil? What will we
wish we had done?

This amendment represents our con-
sidered judgment as to the appropriate
starting points for a national effort to
deal with the threats posed by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. We have held over 20 hearings
during the course of the last year. We
have worked with experts in the execu-

tive branch—in the law enforcement
area, in the Energy Department, in our
national laboratories. And we have
consulted with officials at the State
and local levels—with first responders
who will be on the firing line if our ef-
forts at prevention and deterrence
should fail.

Senator NUNN, Senator DOMENICI and
I are convinced that the programs and
measures outlined in the amendment
are doable. And we ask for the support
of our colleagues in agreeing to this
amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I first

want to indicate to my good friends,
Senator NUNN and Senator LUGAR, how
appreciative I am that we have been
able to work together to put this com-
prehensive amendment before the U.S.
Senate.

While this is not a session this
evening attended by very many Sen-
ators, I believe if this amendment is
adopted tomorrow and if it remains
part of the authorization bill and if it
is signed by the President, then this
will have been a red-letter day in the
future of the United States and our
people, because it appears to me that
we ought to do everything we can to
avoid a catastrophe that can occur in
the United States with reference to a
nuclear weapon being detonated here
or a biological or chemical weapon,
which I believe most experts say is
probably more apt to happen and more
dangerous today to America’s future. If
we can get our country started in a
preventive program and in a coordi-
nated program of using the finest tal-
ent we have, scientific and techno-
logical, to bear down on this issue,
then I believe this will have been an ex-
tremely productive defense authoriza-
tion bill.

Having said that, I would like to
make a part of the RECORD the follow-
ing: a letter dated June 26 to myself
from the Secretary of Energy. I will
merely paraphrase it. The Secretary
says:

Finally, the amendment will improve both
our near-term and long-term work to pre-
vent and counter the growing threat of weap-
ons of mass destruction to the United States.
We look forward to working with the Con-
gress to address these priority concerns . . .

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, June 26, 1996.

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DOMENICI: I am writing to
state my strong support for your efforts to
enhance U.S. national security in the face of
the increasing threat posed by weapons of
mass destruction.

The Amendment No. 4181 that you have
proposed to the Defense Authorization bill
and published yesterday in the Congressional

Record would contribute significantly to our
ability to protect the American people and
the world from threats posed by
unsafeguarded nuclear material.

It would enable us to complete nuclear ma-
terials upgrades on an urgent basis at key
sites in Russia which were agreed to between
Vice President Gore and Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin since our budget was submit-
ted. It would aid our ability to fund our very
successful ‘‘Lab-to-Lab’’ materials, protec-
tion, control and accounting program which
has been the pace setter in gaining access to
vulnerable sites in the former Soviet Union
where nuclear materials are stored and are
in need of security upgrades. Our progress in
these areas has outpaced available funding.
The faster such sites are secured, the less
likely that weapons grade material will be
diverted to rogue states or terrorist groups.
The costs of prevention are far less than the
costs of defending against diverted material
or coping with the potentially catastrophic
consequences of terrorist use of such mate-
rial.

The amendment also augments our Nu-
clear Emergency Search Team, or NEST, ca-
pability to be transported quickly anywhere
in the United States or the world to deal
with finding and disarming a nuclear device.

The amendment would leverage existing
research and development capabilities of the
Department’s National Laboratories to bet-
ter verify and secure U.S. and Russian nu-
clear weapons pits awaiting disposition, and
make full use of DOE’s capabilities to detect
and counter nuclear smuggling and other
weapons of mass destruction.

Finally, the amendment will improve both
our near term and long term work to prevent
and counter the growing threat of weapons
of mass destruction to the United States. We
look forward to working with the Congress
to address these priority concerns of the Ad-
ministration.

Sincerely,
HAZEL R. O’LEARY.

(Mr. LUGAR assumed the chair.)
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on

June 26, Senator NUNN received a let-
ter—it was actually for all of us and for
this amendment—from Defense Sec-
retary Perry. I quote the last para-
graph:

Taken together, the amendment’s provi-
sions will result in important improvements
to the Defense Department’s capabilities to
prevent and respond to the threats both here
and abroad posed by terrorists and weapons
of mass destruction.

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, June 26, 1996.

Hon. SAM NUNN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR NUNN: I am writing to ex-
press my appreciation and support for your
efforts to improve our ability to protect the
American people, our troops and allies from
the threats posed by weapons of mass de-
struction and terrorists who might use them.

The amendment you have proposed to the
Defense Authorization bill on this issue
would provide important support to enhance
our defense capabilities against these
threats. It would assist us in our efforts to
improve our domestic preparedness to pre-
vent and, if necessary, deal with a potential
domestic terrorist incident involving weap-
ons of mass destruction. It would also
strengthen our ongoing efforts in Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction and other programs to
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prevent proliferation by reducing and im-
proving control over such lethal weapons and
materials at the source and strengthening
the international community’s ability to
interdict them at borders.

Taken together, the amendment’s provi-
sions will result in important improvements
in the Defense Department’s capabilities to
prevent and respond to the threats both here
and aboard posed by terrorists and weapons
of mass destruction.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, with-
in the last 3 or 4 days, a very interest-
ing report has been forthcoming. I be-
lieve it is a godsend for us. It is called
‘‘A Nuclear Black Market,’’ and it was
a report issued under the auspices of
the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies. It is very significant,
because many of the participants in
this study have great credibility with
many Senators with reference to issues
of this type.

Arnaud De Borchgrave, who many
know as former editor of the Washing-
ton Times, was the project director of
this report. I am not going to make it
a part of the RECORD; I am merely
going to suggest to those who wonder
whether this amendment moves us in
the right direction, I suggest if they
want the recommendations of this
group, headed by the person that I just
talked about, under the auspices of a
very reliable think-tank group and
containing the following prognosis—
and if this does not sound something
like the speeches just given by Sen-
ators NUNN and LUGAR—let me share it
with you.

The prognosis says—and that is all I
will read and urge that Senators or
their staffs interested should read it—
the prognosis says:

In the near term, several key variables in
the nuclear smuggling equation appear like-
ly to remain bad or may even worsen. Bar-
ring an unlikely economic turnaround in the
former Soviet Union, struggling nuclear
workers will continue to be tempted to steal
material. Disarray in the Russian military is
apt to worsen in the near term, threatening
security at nuclear weapons storage sites.

The current trafficking situation shows a
disturbing upward trend. Substantial quan-
tities of materials are likely to remain at
large, and the potential for an accident or
use of smuggled nuclear materials probably
is increasing, partly as a result of disman-
tling.

By contrast, certain trends are favorable.
Improvements in the materials protection
and controlled accounting in the former So-
viet Union are progressing slowly. The num-
ber of deployed warheads and assembled
weapons is shrinking and facilities are con-
solidating. Transit states are beginning to
deploy technical detectors and are acquiring
needed training and experience. Meanwhile,
the international community is starting to
respond to this severe challenge. Although
any prediction is tenuous, the situation
seems likely to get worse over the near term
and will not improve unless immediate secu-
rity enhancements are made.

Then one might be surprised to read
the recommendations. The rec-
ommendations begin to sound like this
bill. For that, I am very pleased, be-
cause the three of us and our staffs and

an assemblage of experts, not including
those who put this report together,
have worked very hard in an effort to
bring a comprehensive bill before the
U.S. Senate tonight.

So, Mr. President, after yesterday’s
bombing in Saudi Arabia, my col-
leagues do not need to be reminded of
the devastation of a conventional
bomb. I am not aware of any of my col-
leagues who had the opportunity to ob-
serve an above-ground nuclear blast,
but I believe my colleagues recognize
the devastation that such an explosion
would have if a nuclear weapon were to
explode in New York City or in Indian-
apolis or in Atlanta or in Chicago.

We are less familiar, however, with
the threat of chemical weapons, al-
though we do have some experience
from the Tokyo subway incident,
which has been discussed thoroughly
here tonight, from observing the use of
chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war,
and from dealing with accidental
chemical leaks in events such as rail-
road car derailments.

I think very few of us are aware of
what could happen if a rogue nation or
group attacked the United States with
a biological device. The device could
very well be made in a laboratory the
size of a kitchen.

My colleagues recognize all the
equipment necessary to culture a bio-
logical agent. Most of it can be found
in a high school or college chemistry
laboratory, or ordered, I might say,
from a number of mail-order houses in
the United States and around the
world.

In that kitchen laboratory, the first
drop of an agent would be cultured
until it multiplied billions of times. To
turn those germs into a weapon would
be very straightforward. The biological
agent would be placed in a container
designed to open and disperse the ma-
terial into the air, possibly with a
small fan. The device would be most ef-
fective placed in locations of which sig-
nificant airflows interact. And when
that interacts with large numbers of
people, they have almost a special
place for this kind of destruction: A
metro station, the air-conditioning
system of a large building, an airport.

People passing through would
breathe the agent into their lungs,
where it would continue to multiply
with every breath. The unknowing
transporter would exhale some of the
agent, to be breathed in by others. The
first illness might not occur for several
days. First, those directly exposed
would start to die. Then their co-work-
ers, their families, their friends would
start to die.

Initially hospitals would be over-
whelmed, like we found when we have
had viruses before, including the Ebola
virus. The virus would flourish at the
hospitals, turning them into killing
grounds. I could go on.

I do this because I truly think it is
imperative that somehow we get the
message to the policymakers of this
country and ultimately to the people of

this Nation that just as we amassed in
the Manhattan project the greatest of
our scientists with a mission, a mission
to save America by developing the
atomic bomb, it is imperative that we
coordinate our best efforts and re-
sources, our best scientists and techni-
cians to lodge an attack on the im-
pending potential disasters that can
come from biological and chemical de-
struction and the forces that can be set
forth and lay millions of people to
waste.

There are no easy answers. But there
were not easy answers to some of these
gigantic technical and scientific prob-
lems that we have faced in the past.
The longer we sit by and assume it will
all be taken care of because a lot of
people are working on these kinds of is-
sues, the longer we are being fooled. So
we have put together a bill that ad-
dresses these issues on many fronts.

Clearly, it addresses the issue of the
nuclear black market. That has al-
ready been discussed in great detail. I
merely want to say to Senators who
might wonder whether it is in Ameri-
ca’s interests to negate this black mar-
ket or whether it is in somebody else’s
interest, there can be no question, it is
in our interest, the whole notion of a
black market coming out of the Soviet
Union, because they are dismantling,
are in a state of disarray, building
down their nuclear weapons, all of
which contributes an enormous poten-
tial for the dissemination of those
kinds of things from whence nuclear
bombs can be made.

It is in our interest that we continue,
as difficult as it is, to put some re-
sources into trying to tame that which
is being loosed on the world through
individual conduct in the Soviet Union
and in some cases through organized
conduct. The genie is out of the bottle
there, but it behooves us to try to
make that as small as humanly pos-
sible. And we can do better.

If we adopt this amendment, and find
the resources to fund it, it will be just
another very positive stride in the di-
rection of doing what is prudent for our
people in reference to this very, very
serious threat.

It is kind of amazing and somewhat
ironic that as we end the cold war, we
turn loose a new hot substance. It is no
longer necessarily the fleet of rockets
aimed at us, but it is the tremendous
inventory from plutonium to enriched
uranium and everything in between
that can be turned loose because a
country cannot control its people and
does not have the money to pay its sci-
entists to keep working and do produc-
tive things. What a tremendous, dif-
ficult situation we are confronted with,
difficult enough to do something seri-
ous about.

This bill clearly takes some giant
steps in the right direction. It directs
the Department of Defense to create an
emergency response team similar to
the Department of Energy’s nuclear
emergency search team. This team
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could be called upon to locate and de-
activate chemical or biological devices
or try to contain them once detonated.

The amendment directs the Depart-
ments of Energy and Defense to de-
velop new technologies to detect the
production and transportation of these
agents. Just think of how tough this
one is. But if we do not tell our sci-
entists to try to find ways to detect
these devices and the places of their or-
igin, then what chance do we have to
make any real strides in inhibiting the
devastating potential, a little piece of
which I described in my early remarks.

Metro medical strike teams are es-
tablished. I will not go into great de-
tail. Joint exercises are provided for,
and an effort to help our local law en-
forcement, not take over, but to help
them become more proficient in this
potential and thus more able to be of
help and be part of prevention rather
than wait until something happens and
then have the clamor that nobody
knew what to do, nobody was trained.

We are smart enough to know that
these things can happen. Tonight my
two colleagues have already explained
how they have already happened and
how close we have come in our own
country to a major—to a major—bio-
logical disaster in New York City.

There is much more I could say to-
night. Most of my remaining remarks
would have to do with the former So-
viet Union and certain programs that
are working fairly well, some that we
ought to enhance and make better. But
I will not do that because between Sen-
ators NUNN and LUGAR, they have
touched on it. I am sure when Senator
NUNN finishes his remarks tonight,
since he has started in this arena in
the former Soviet Union, he will make
additional remarks about what we
ought to be doing.

I merely want to say that I got some
very good education about this from
some of our national laboratories. I
participated in two national seminars
hosted by Los Alamos National Lab-
oratory, and in the last case by them
and Harvard University, when they
brought the best thinkers together to
tell us about the reality of this situa-
tion.

Are we pipe dreaming or is it real? If
it is real, what should we be doing
about it? From those kinds of contacts,
I have arrived at the conclusion that if
one is going to leave a legacy around
here, one ought to leave a legacy in
this area of calling this kind of prob-
lem to the attention of the policy-
makers and then doing something
about it.

If one would have been part of origi-
nating the Manhattan project, one
might have been very proud of having a
part in assembling this massive talent,
managed in an appropriate way, to
bring America the first atomic bomb.
The same thing might be happening
here, for our great scientists might
permit us to evolve from this legisla-
tion into something that might really
preserve and save literally millions of

people and literally millions of Ameri-
cans now and in the future.

Now, let me turn to the threat of nu-
clear weapons. At its peak in 1992, the
Soviet Union possessed approximately
45,000 nuclear warheads and weapons
grade nuclear material to fabricate
thousands more.

The Soviet Union also produced an
unknown amount of highly enriched
uranium for reactors and for their nu-
clear navy. That material is also weap-
ons usable.

While we will never know for certain
how much of this material exists, the
number 1,200 metric tons of weapons-
usable material is frequently used.

If one considers that a simple nuclear
weapon requires 15 kilograms of highly
enriched uranium and 4 kilograms of
plutonium, there is enough weapons us-
able nuclear material in Russia to
build more than 63,000 nuclear weap-
ons, each of which could fit in a brief-
case.

That material cannot be accounted
for—the best concrete example we have
is Project Sapphire.

Project Sapphire occurred when the
Government of Kazakhstan found 600
kilograms—enough material for 32 nu-
clear weapons—of highly enriched ura-
nium that had been inadvertently left
in Kazakhstan when the Soviets left.

Not only was 600 kilograms left be-
hind, but the inventory of that mate-
rial conducted according to Soviet
measuring techniques was off by 4 per-
cent—enough to make almost two nu-
clear weapons.

In the Sapphire case, the Department
of Energy secured that material and
transported it to the Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory. But that case dem-
onstrates how lacking inventory con-
trol systems are in the former-Soviet
Union.

Even when the material is in dedi-
cated storage facilities it represents a
threat. At Chelyabinsk-65, bulk pluto-
nium is stored in a warehouse with
glass windows and a padlock on the
door. Inside the facility are over 10,000
ingots of separated plutonium stored in
thermos-sized containers—perfect for
picking up and walking out.

If the terrorists who tried to blow up
the World Trade Center had used a nu-
clear weapon made of that weapons us-
able nuclear material, Manhattan—all
the way up to Gramercy Park, would
have disappeared. If such a device had
been set off in Oklahoma City, most of
Oklahoma City would have dis-
appeared.

The examples I have given are using
a simple weapon design that is avail-
able over the Internet. If a rogue na-
tion were to hire a Russian weapons de-
signer and have access to the necessary
material, that designer could build a
sophisticated, multiple-stage weapon
many times more powerful.

My colleagues need to understand
that the weapons used in Nagasaki and
Hiroshima were much cruder designs
than are easily available today. If a
terrorist or rogue nation gains control

of weapons usable nuclear material—
they immediately become a nuclear
power more advanced than the United
States was when we bombed Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. We cannot let that hap-
pen.

For the past 5 years, under the lead-
ership of Senators NUNN and LUGAR,
Congress has provided $300–$400 million
per year to address this problem. Un-
fortunately, when the original legisla-
tion authorizing that work was enacted
in 1991, it included numerous restric-
tions on its use.

I understand why those restrictions
were put in place—when Nunn-Lugar
was first enacted, the hammer and
sickle of the Soviet Empire still flew
over Red Square. But there have been
some real successes—a lot of which re-
sulted from the less formal inter-
actions of the Department of Energy
with their counterparts in the Russian
Ministry of Atomic Energy.

It turns out that these scientists;
ours at Los Alamos, Lawrence Liver-
more, and Sandia; and theirs at
Arzamas, Tomsk, and Chelyabinsk;
think alike. They have been following
each other’s work for years and have
tremendous respect for one another. So
when the Cold War ended, they started
getting together and found they have a
great deal in common.

Out of those informal relationships
have developed some very important
programs.

MATERIALS PROTECTION, CONTROL, AND
ACCOUNTING

The Department of Energy has al-
ready secured nuclear material at 35 fa-
cilities in the former-Soviet Union.
Those security systems include, cam-
eras, gates, portal monitors, and tag-
ging devices to track nuclear material.

At the January Gore-Chernomyrdin
meeting, six more sites were added to
the list of sites to which DOE will have
access to secure nuclear materials.

Because these sites were only agreed
to in January, funds were not included
in the President’s budget request. How-
ever, these sites are a top priority—one
of the sites is Krasnoyarsk-26, one of
the sites of Russia’s remaining three
plutonium production reactors.

The amendment includes an addi-
tional $15,000,000 for the program.

LAB-TO-LAB

The close relationships developing
between the national laboratories here
and the Russian Institutes is the foun-
dation of our success to date.

Lab-To-Lab efforts are intentionally
diverse. Currently, efforts are focusing
on ways to safeguard and transport as-
sembled Russian nuclear weapons.

This amendment expands the Lab-To-
Lab Program to include all the states
of the former-Soviet Union and pro-
vides an additional $20,000,000.
COOPERATION WITH RUSSIAN NAVY ON NUCLEAR

MATERIALS SECURITY

Highly enriched uranium intended
for naval propulsion can be used in nu-
clear weapons. To date, our material
protection, control, and accounting ef-
forts have focused on the Ministry of
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Atomic Energy and have not involved
the Russian Navy.

Through the Lab-To-Lab Program,
the Department of Energy has met
with Russian naval officers. In April, a
delegation of Russian naval officers
visited Oak Ridge, Sandia, and Los Al-
amos to familiarize themselves with
our protection, control, and accounting
systems.

In turn, Department of Energy offi-
cials have visited Murmansk and an
agreement is now in place to secure
fresh Russian naval fuel at two loca-
tions.

The amendment includes $6,000,000 to
initiate this work and expand to even-
tually include 10 to 15 locations and a
navy-wide accounting system.

INDUSTRIAL PARTNERING PROGRAM

Weapons usable nuclear material is a
clear threat. However, if that material
is combined with someone knowledge-
able enough to build a sophisticated,
multiple-state system, the threat in-
creases dramatically.

The Industrial Partnering Program
seeks to bring together Russian nu-
clear scientists with U.S. industry to
provide new careers so those individ-
uals are less likely to be lured into the
service of rogue nations or groups.

U.S. companies benefit from the ex-
ceptional technical capabilities of
these scientists and engineers, but we
also gain the knowledge that at least
some of these potentially dangerous
people have found a way to feed their
families without endangering our na-
tional security.

Because the Armed Services Commit-
tee has already increased funding for
IPP to $50,000,000 from $15,000,000, this
legislation simply expands IPP’s man-
date to include facilities once used to
produce biological and chemical weap-
ons.

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

The United States has to develop bet-
ter means of detecting nuclear, biologi-
cal, and chemical materials.

Using current remote sensing tech-
nology, a chemical or biological weap-
ons factory is almost impossible to dif-
ferentiate from a fertilizer factory or a
brewery. Our experience in Iraq dem-
onstrates that, even in a country that
allows International Atomic Energy
Agency inspections, it is difficult to
detect a covert nuclear program.

The amendment includes an addi-
tional $20,000,000 to develop tech-
nologies so that we can assess whether
our enemies are developing nuclear, bi-
ological, or chemical weapons capabili-
ties.

PLUTONIUM REACTOR CORE CONVERSION

Unlike the United States, the reac-
tors used to produce plutonium for So-
viet nuclear weapons, also produced
electricity to heat surrounding towns.
Three of those reactors continue to op-
erate and produce plutonium; two at
Krasnyarsk-26 and one at Tomsk-7.

Russia has refused to shut the reac-
tors down because they are desperate
for the electricity. However, the Rus-

sian Ministry of Atomic Energy has
agreed to convert the cores of the three
reactors so they no longer produce
weapons grade plutonium.

It is my understanding that the con-
version will cost $70,000,000 to
$90,000,000.

The amendment includes $15,000,000
to complete the necessary design anal-
ysis and to begin procuring the nec-
essary components.

VERIFICATION, CONVERSION, AND DISPOSITION
OF WEAPONS GRADE MATERIAL

Russia is currently dismantling 2,000
warheads per year and storing the nu-
clear components in facilities one Rus-
sian advisor has referred to as ‘‘an old
warehouse’’.

The first priority must be to secure
that material through the MPC&A Pro-
gram but our long term objective must
be the permanent disposition of that
material.

Recently Los Alamos National Lab-
oratory won an R&D 100 award for a
new technology that enables us, for the
first time, to transform plutonium
from weapons into non-weapons usable
forms in a verifiable manner.

This is a significant accomplishment
because the Russians refuse to let us
see the plutonium from their weapons
since the shape of the plutonium is one
of their most closely guarded secrets.

However, the new ARIES technology
will enable us to verifiably transform
weapons grade plutonium, removed di-
rectly from a weapon, into an ingot of
plutonium oxide or hydride unsuitable
for weapons use.

The amendment provides $10,000,000
to initiate a joint program in this area.

THIS IS NOT FOREIGN AID

These are the programs we have de-
termined are of the highest national
security—they are not foreign aid.

As a result of these programs, we will
safely and permanently dismantle and
inventory Russian nuclear weapons,
and tie up their weapons expertise.

When the original Nunn-Lugar legis-
lation was enacted, it was accompanied
by all sorts of requirements for certifi-
cations that Russia was meeting cer-
tain requirements. That logic is ex-
actly backwards—we are undertaking
these programs where they are in our
national security interest and the Rus-
sian Federation is willing to cooperate.

Again, I am very proud to be part of
this amendment. We have worked very
hard together on it. I am very grateful
to the two Senators, the occupant of
the chair and Senator NUNN, for letting
me join you in this effort. I hope it
does reach fruition. I yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from New Mexico and my
friend from Indiana who now occupies
the chair. This has truly been a part-
nership. I say that the Senator from
New Mexico has been really a part of
this overall effort from the very begin-
ning.

I remember very well when we had
the original Nunn-Lugar amendment
on the floor and the Senator from New
Mexico came and spoke up very vigor-

ously in favor of that, as did the Sen-
ator from Virginia. The Senator from
Virginia has been very helpful in this
legislation from the very beginning.

So the Senator from New Mexico has
made immense contributions here and
in the DOE lab program, the many
other programs that the Department of
Energy is involved in. And primarily it
is the work of the Senator from New
Mexico. So we are very proud to be
partners in this endeavor, and it is
truly a bipartisan endeavor.

I know the Senator from Virginia
would like to ask questions. I am going
to abbreviate my concluding remarks.

Mr. President, as I said earlier, this
training and equipping function is the
heart of this amendment, but not the
whole amendment. Other parts of the
amendment are designed to beef up our
customs capability to try to interdict
the smuggling of weapons of mass de-
struction and their components into
the United States, and to provide the
latest detection technology to customs
officials. The best way to prevent a ter-
rorist incident involving a nuclear, ra-
diological, chemical, or biological
weapon is to stop these dangerous ma-
terials at our ports and airfields and
borders. While some equipment is
available that is capable of detecting
materials related to these weapons,
this equipment is not yet widely de-
ployed, and we must speed up the proc-
ess. In addition, we must speed the de-
velopment of new technologies that
can detect nuclear, chemical, and bio-
logical materials before they reach the
terrorist who will assemble them, or
detect the materials in an assembled
weapon before it can be set off. Better
technology is essential to guard our
borders, and it is essential for our do-
mestic law enforcement.

We are also concerned about inter-
dicting supplies of dangerous materials
across frontiers in Eastern Europe, the
Caucusus, and along the southern flank
of the former Soviet Union, where
many newly-independent states effec-
tively have no customs capability.
Therefore, the amendment provides
modest funding for US customs to
train counterparts in those countries,
upon request.

In addition, the amendment allocates
some funds for expansion and continu-
ation of the original Nunn-Lugar con-
cept through programs run both by the
Department of Energy and by the De-
partment of Defense’s Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program. We are
seeking to expand these programs both
in Russia, and, increasingly, in other
states of the former Soviet Union. My
cosponsors will describe these activi-
ties in more detail.

Finally, there are three serious defi-
ciencies in planning for contingencies.
First is the lack of coordination of ac-
tivities across the many Federal agen-
cies who have some responsibility for
some portions of the overall problem.
Second is the lack of coordination of
Federal agencies and activities with
those of the states and municipalities
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who will be first to bear the brunt of
future attacks. Third is the lack of a
national security funding mechanism
to match the new national security
missions in many of the Federal agen-
cies whose actions must ultimately be
integrated with those of DOD and DOE.
To address these fundamental prob-
lems, this legislation establishes a co-
ordinator in the office of the President
to try to bring a degree of order to the
fragmented responsibilities that exist
today.

With this introduction and descrip-
tion of the main purpose of the legisla-
tion, Mr. President, let me next give a
brief section-by-section overview of the
amendment.

Title One focuses on the need to bet-
ter train, equip and coordinate our
emergency response personnel who are
presently unprepared to deal with ter-
rorist incidents involving nuclear,
chemical or biological agents. Our bill
makes efficient use of the expertise in
our military and energy departments
to train local officials to response to
incidents involving WMD. Our hearings
highlighted weaknesses in federal pre-
paredness for WMD incidents, espe-
cially regarding coordination among
agencies. Our legislation goes a long
way toward improving this situation
by establishing a chemical and biologi-
cal response team, modeled after the
Department of Energy’s nuclear emer-
gency search team. Such assistance
and expertise could only be brought to
bear if called up by civil authorities to
implement the Federal disaster re-
sponse plan, and would be limited by
language that respects the proper de-
marcation between our military and ci-
vilian agencies. Keeping in mind these
precautions, it is possible to apply our
Nation’s hard-won expertise in chemi-
cal and biological warfare to this ur-
gent national security threat without
infringing on our political traditions.

Additionally, this legislation creates
medical responses teams throughout
the United States. These highly
trained and deployable health care
teams will assist the existing local re-
sources in our cities and towns to re-
spond to and mitigate a WMD incident.

Title II includes countermeasures
against the smuggling of WMD mate-
rials when they do leak from their
source. This legislation supports ef-
forts to tighten border security and ex-
port controls both at our boarders, and
elsewhere on likely routes that these
lethal materials might take through
states of the former Soviet Union. It
also supports research for development
of technical means to detect the unau-
thorized transportation of these lethal
materials. Finally, it recommends
greater penalties for those criminals
involved in smuggling of these mate-
rials.

Title III builds upon the successes of
the Nunn-Lugar program to address
the full range of the proliferation
threats to our country. The Nunn-
Lugar/cooperative threat reduction
programs focus on the problem at its

source by improving safeguards on
weapons, weapons materials, and ex-
pertise inside the FSU. Since its incep-
tion, this program had made an enor-
mous contribution to improving the se-
curity of our Nation. As of June 1,
Ukraine, which held far more nuclear
weapons than any state other than the
United States and Russia, is no longer
a nuclear state. Kazakstan became nu-
clear free last year, and Belarus will
become nuclear free by this fall. Our
legislation provides funds to the De-
fense and Energy Departments in order
to promote efforts at control of these
weapons and materials, and conversion
of facilities that produce them. I often
ask the critics of these programs how
much it is worth—in terms of our secu-
rity—to destroy Soviet missiles and to
dismantle their warheads, and to keep
the resulting nuclear weapons mate-
rials out of the hands of terrorists and
rogue nations? How much did we spend
to deter the use of these same missiles
during the cold war?

Finally, what is needed is a com-
prehensive strategy that encompasses
the many facets of the proliferation
threat. The time has come to adopt our
Government to the complexities of the
post cold war national security situa-
tion. WMD proliferation crosscuts nu-
merous agencies and departments, in-
cluding some such as the Customs De-
partment, the FBI and the Department
of Health and Human Services, that
have not previously been recognized as
having major responsibilities for na-
tional security. The convergence of
proliferation with terrorism and orga-
nized crime, the growing awareness of
the potential use of chemical and bio-
logical agents in a terrorist incident,
further complicates the implementa-
tion of a comprehensive approach to
this problem.

Title IV establishes a national coor-
dinator to pull together the different
parts of our nonproliferation policy.
The national coordinator would be ap-
pointed by the President to serve in
the Executive Office of the President.
He or she would oversee the senior di-
rectors for nonproliferation,
counterproliferation, arms control, ter-
rorism and global crime to assure that
we remain focused, that our priorities
receive consistent high-level attention,
and that vital proliferation threats do
not slip through the cracks.

I am convinced that we must address
this issue before the unthinkable hap-
pens. Can we afford to dismiss the pos-
sibility that another World Trade Cen-
ter or Oklahoma City bombing could
involve chemicals, biological orga-
nisms or radioactive materials? We do
so at our peril. The trends are clear:
more nations and groups are exploiting
increased availability of information,
technology, and materials to acquire
mass destruction or mass terror capa-
bilities. There is no reason to believe
they are not willing to sue them. I
have heard too many experts whose
opinions and credentials I respect, tell
me that it is not a question of if but

only of when. I believe this legislation,
while only a beginning, responds to a
very urgent national security concern
of our Nation.

Mr. President, in essence, we have
three different ways of trying to pro-
tect the American people from weapons
of mass destruction in terms of pro-
liferation.

One way is the original Nunn-Lugar
program, which is an effort to stop the
material at its source, not to have the
material, the scientists, the know-how
come out of the former Soviet Union
and spread all over the world, ending
up threatening either the United
States and our people or our allies.
That is what we are beefing up here.
We are trying to accelerate some of the
good programs that are ongoing there.
So that is step No. 1. Just as we have
tried to stop drugs at their source, we
are trying to prevent this proliferation
from getting out of the former Soviet
Union. That is not just Russia.

I hear people talk about ‘‘foreign as-
sistance.’’ This is not foreign assist-
ance. We have other programs that are
foreign assistance. This program is na-
tional security. It is in our national se-
curity interests not to have the Rus-
sian nuclear weapons, nuclear mate-
rial, nuclear know-how, scientists all
over the world ending up threatening
both the United States and our mili-
tary forces wherever they are deployed,
but also threatening American people.
This is in no way foreign assistance. As
a matter of fact, there is no cash in-
volved here. We are not furnishing cash
to Russians. They do not have any way
to convert this cash to their own de-
fense programs that do not relate to
this. They are basically being furnished
equipment and know-how for a specific
purpose. There is one cash provision, I
believe, going to the Ukraine. That is
the only one and that is subject to very
strict accounting procedures.

Stopping the proliferation at its
source is the best, most productive, the
most effective, the most efficient way
of dealing with this problem. We ought
to continue that effort as long as the
window of opportunity is open. It re-
mains open today in Russia and it re-
mains open in Belarus, and it remains
open in Ukraine and Kazakhstan. We
have succeeded beyond what any of us
thought was possible in this regard.
Since September 1990, over 4,000 war-
heads have been removed from oper-
ational status in the former Soviet
Union; over 1,000 missiles have been re-
moved from launches; over 800 missile
launchers and bombers have been de-
stroyed; controls, safety guards and a
myriad of nuclear facilities in Russia
have been enhanced, adding new layers
of defense against proliferation efforts.

Outside of Russia, the most signifi-
cant event, which I know the occupant
of the Chair now, and I, believed at one
time was not likely to happen, and
that is the other countries that could
have become nuclear powers—Ukraine,
Kazakhstan and Belarus—are no longer
headed down that road. In Kazakhstan,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6997June 26, 1996
all the nuclear weapons have been re-
moved. No nuclear hand on the trigger
or finger on the trigger in Kazakhstan.
About a week and a half, 2 weeks ago,
the last nuclear warhead came out of
the Ukraine. I have been informed by
people in Belarus and my own officials
that the last warhead will come out of
Belarus this year. If nothing else, if
nothing else, having one nuclear hand
on the trigger, that is Russia, instead
of four countries that we have to deal
with and defend against and worry
about is an enormous accomplishment.

How much would we have paid during
the cold war to basically find three
countries that had weapons of mass de-
struction and be able to get rid of
them? If the CIA or the Department of
Defense had come in and said, ‘‘If you
will give us x number of dollars in our
budget, we will guarantee you that we
will get rid of the weapons in three
countries that are now aimed at the
United States,’’ how much would we
have paid for that? Ten billion dollars,
$20 billion, $30 billion, $40 billion, $50
billion? Probably $60 billion or $70 bil-
lion. It would have been enormous. We
spent trillions of dollars defending over
the years. Now we have been able to ac-
complish this not because they were
doing us a favor, but because these
countries realized it was in their own
best interests, their own national secu-
rity interests to get rid of these weap-
ons, to ship them back to Russia to
keep them under central control.

We were able to use these funds to
give them the incentive and the prior-
ity and the reason to their own people,
to their own legislative bodies, to help
justify what was fundamentally in
their interests. Stopping these weapons
at their source is the No. 1 effective
way. I am very much in favor of the
other parts of this bill, but this is the
most effective money we will spend. I
hope everyone recognizes that. If you
look at what has been accomplished,
you can see that very clearly.

The second way we are trying to deal
with the problem is through the Cus-
toms Service. We are using, yes, DOD
and DOE money to help the Customs
Service beef up their capability to pre-
vent weapons from coming into this
country, so that the Customs Service is
able to get from DOD and DOE the best
technology we have to be able to detect
weapons coming across the border—not
just nuclear, but chemical and biologi-
cal, as well. Also, we are beefing up the
DOD–DOE work in finding better ways
to detect these weapons.

I have been briefed many times on
this subject, most recently this last
week, and it is very clear that even
with all the work DOD and DOE have
done, we still have a long way to go to
find, really, effective state-of-the-art
methods of detecting particularly
chemical and biological weapons. We
are better at nuclear detection than
chemical and biological. Those are the
threats that are more likely to happen.
Not only detecting coming across the
borders but detecting these in airports,

ports and major cities where an attack
may be suspected. That is the second
way, beefing up customs.

The other facet is customs will also,
under this bill, be given a mandate and
some money to help these other coun-
tries like Kazakhstan, Belarus, the
southern countries in the former So-
viet Union so that they will be able to
beef up their own customs. These coun-
tries want to help, they want to be able
to help prevent the spread of these
weapons, but they do not have the
know-how or the expertise. In many
cases, they do not have the training,
and they certainly do not have the
equipment. This is the second way we
are dealing with this problem.

Finally, we are dealing with it by ac-
knowledging that we have a serious
and fundamental problem in terms of
our cities, our States, particularly our
metropolitan areas, in being able to,
No. 1, detect the materials that may be
used for attack against soft targets,
against population centers, against air-
ports, against major sporting events,
whatever, to detect it and prevent it.
Second, to be able to deal with it if it
happened. We are woefully unprepared
to deal with this kind of catastrophic
act of terrorism if it occurs. There is
no doubt about that.

We have had before the permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations, and
the occupant of the Chair has had simi-
lar hearings in his Foreign Relations
Committee, and we have had hearings
in the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, and there is no doubt the police
departments, the fire departments, are
on record as saying, ‘‘We need help.’’
That is what we are trying to do here.

This will not solve the problem. This
is a beginning. This is an effort to help
train, probably first of all, some Fed-
eral people who can go out and train
others. Probably we will have the
FEMA people involved. They are not
ready to do this now, but it is my hope
that we will be able to phase DOD and
DOE out of this kind of training for do-
mestic law enforcement officials and
firemen, sometime in the next 2 to 3
years. They are the best source now,
but perhaps the administration will de-
cide with the flexibility they have been
given to train the Federal emergency
management people so they can con-
tinue this training in the future. Right
now, we have no choice but to deal
with the expertise we have, and that is
in the Department of Defense and the
Department of Energy. We are encour-
aging that.

I know the Senator from Virginia,
being a former Marine, would be very
interested, and I know he is aware that
the Marine Corps is beefing up a con-
siderable amount of talents and capa-
bility now to be able to deal, as the
NEST team does in the Department of
Energy, with nuclear threat, to deal
with the chemical and biological
threat. The Department of Defense will
make that decision as to who is the
main resource there, but the Marine
Corps is out front, and our special oper-

ation forces also very much are in-
volved in this area. So we have some
military capability there that is going
to be developed.

Mr. President, the only other thing I
add, we are beefing up the research ca-
pabilities of both DOE and DOD. I em-
phasize that because we need better
methods, we need better tools, we need
better equipment, we need better pro-
tective gear and we need to do every-
thing we can to bring our considerable
technology to bear to deter and to pre-
vent and to detect and finally to deal
with this threat, if necessary.

Rather than take more time now, I
thank my colleagues. I thank the Sen-
ator from Virginia for his patience. I
know he has some questions and I
know they will be pertinent and rel-
evant questions. Those should be an-
swered here. I thank all of our col-
leagues and I thank the cosponsors of
this amendment, Senator BIDEN, Sen-
ator GRAHAM, Senator SPECTER, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, and others who will be
speaking, I am sure, on this subject in
the hours ahead.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do

join and commend the principal spon-
sors for their work product and for
their many, many hours of labor de-
voted, together with staff, in preparing
the amendment. I will ask some ques-
tions of my colleagues and I am certain
they will see these in the spirit of con-
structive dialog.

First, the joint DOD-DOE report on
preparedness of the Government to re-
spond to nuclear, chemical and biologi-
cal incidents.

That report, which was just issued re-
cently—I think, in the last few weeks—
recommended provided authority to es-
tablish a training program, authority
to establish a chemical biological re-
sponse team, and the establishment of
a regional NBC stockpile, particularly
for medical stockpiles and the like.

Can the proponents of the amend-
ment inform the Senate with respect to
that report and the parallelism in the
amendment and that report?

Mr. President, I just learned of the
report. It may well be that the spon-
sors have not had the opportunity to
see it.

Mr. NUNN. I will supplement it for
the RECORD. I have not studied that re-
port at this stage. We have had a num-
ber of hearings in our committee. We
have heard from these same officials,
such as the Department of Energy Sec-
retary, and I believe the Senator from
New Mexico put a letter in the RECORD
from the Department of Energy and
Secretary of Defense Perry endorsing
this legislation.

It is a strong endorsement for this ef-
fort from the DOE and DOD. So I am
confident that this report, based on
those endorsements, based on the nu-
merous meetings we have had, and
based on the testimony—I am sure this
amendment would reinforce, supple-
ment, and give impetus to the rec-
ommendations in that report. I would
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have to supplement the RECORD on that
particular answer because I have not
had a chance to study the report itself.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is
quite satisfactory. I will be glad to
work with my colleagues.

Mr. DOMENICI. I just wanted to say
we put in the Secretary Perry letter.

Mr. NUNN. Thank you.
Mr. WARNER. My understanding is

that the pending amendment includes
authority for the Department of De-
fense to provide assistance to the De-
partment of Justice. There was a com-
parable attempt made in the
antiterrorism bill, but that was specifi-
cally dropped in the conference. Can
my colleagues enlighten me on that
problem?

Again, Mr. President, I am perfectly
understanding. Your amendment, Sen-
ator, has a provision for the Depart-
ment of Defense to provide assistance
to the Department of Justice. A simi-
lar effort was made in the
antiterrorism bill, and that comparable
provision was dropped in conference.

Mr. NUNN. Yes. I talked to Senator
HATCH about that this evening. I have
also conversed with Senator BIDEN, and
our staffs have been in touch with both
of them. This provision we have in this
bill is very close to the amendment
that passed the Senate overwhelmingly
and that was worked out carefully be-
tween Senator HATCH and myself and
Senator BIDEN. It does provide an ex-
traordinary circumstance that the
DOE and DOD can help State and local
officials. For instance, if there were a
subway attack in New York, if the fire
department and police department
were overwhelmed with the chemical
sarin gas, there would be the ability to
ask for emergency assistance. Then the
Departments of Defense and Justice—
the Secretary of Defense and Attorney
General—could respond. It would have
to be very narrowly prescribed cir-
cumstances, where they could respond
to that situation only, in very unique
circumstances, where the State and
local governments and the normal law
enforcement officials would not be ca-
pable of responding.

So that provision is in this bill. It
was dropped—the Senator from Vir-
ginia is correct—from the
antiterrorism bill in conference. I
think that was a fundamental mistake,
a flaw. But it is a part of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in es-
sence, we have now renewed the atten-
tion of the Senate to the need for that
provision.

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. WARNER. Two years ago, Mr.

President, the Congress authorized $10
million for a joint DOD–FBI training
program to assist the independent
states of the former Soviet Union, the
Baltics, and Eastern Europe to control
the export of weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

Is there a current status report on
that program available, and, if so, at
some appropriate time, could it be
made a part of the RECORD?

Mr. NUNN. I would also like to sup-
plement that for the RECORD. Director
Louis Freeh took a trip to the former
Soviet Union, including Eastern Eu-
rope, and established liaison offices in
a number of those countries. I also
know that those countries were very
anxious to have FBI cooperation. It
also is clear that our Customs Service
has liaison with their colleagues in
these former Soviet Union countries,
as well as all around the world. What
we are trying to do here is give the
Customs Service of this country the
ability, the wherewithal, the mandate,
and the funding to begin a much more
vigorous program and that kind of co-
ordination. That is where we stand on
it, to the best of my knowledge.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
The costs of eliminating or converting
chemical and biological facilities, as
we know, are very high both here at
home and indeed abroad in the former
Soviet Union. What is the justification
that we would provide to our taxpayers
for authorizing funds for such activi-
ties in the former Soviet Union, and,
particularly, why would we be author-
izing an activity that would, in some
respects, contravene our requirement
under the CWT, which is to completely
destroy the chemical facilities?

Mr. NUNN. I do not know of any con-
tradiction between this legislation and
the Chemical Weapons Treaty. Perhaps
the Senator could amplify on that
question. In fact, everything in this
would be aimed toward helping the
former Soviet Union countries—not
just Russia, but others—comply with
their obligations under the arms con-
trol agreements, including chemical,
but not limited to that.

Mr. WARNER. The question dealt
with the conversion as opposed to the
destruction in the facility. I would sug-
gest that, at some point, that be sup-
plemented into the RECORD, if I might
have that.

Mr. NUNN. We can look at that. Ba-
sically, a facility that is converted,
from my definition of conversion,
would lose its ability to have any kind
of production capability. That would be
my definition of conversion. If a facil-
ity were being assisted in terms of con-
version by any of the funding here, it
would certainly be my view that that
facility should not continue to produce
chemical weapons. But we have a long
way to go in that regard. There is noth-
ing that I know of that is taking place
in that kind of conversion. There has
been some conversion with the nuclear
facilities, particularly missile fields
and that kind of thing.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, speak-
ing for myself, although other col-
leagues and the chairman spoke ear-
lier, I wholeheartedly support the por-
tions of this amendment which relate
to the domestic requirements here in
the United States. I thought the Sen-
ator from New Mexico spoke most elo-
quently about the contingencies; in-
deed, all three Senators did, but I was
particularly taken by the remarks of

the Senator from New Mexico. I, like-
wise, studied these and have spoken on
the floor of the Senate, and elsewhere,
about my deep concern facing the Unit-
ed States in view of the simplicity, par-
ticularly in the area of chemical and
biological, and about the creation of
even very small weapons of mass de-
struction.

My concerns with the amendment,
however, are directly and primarily to
the continued assistance to the former
Soviet Union and the states therein.
This is a substantial increase in spend-
ing, Mr. President, on this particular
program. I point out that, according to
my rough calculations here, we are in
this bill for the cooperative threat,
that is the CTR, with the Soviet Union,
$327 million in DOD funds, $108 million
in DOE funds, and this amendment
would add around another $143 million
to this sum.

I think Members of the Senate are
hopeful that this amendment will pass.
We should address these expenditures
either in conference, or at some point
in time, to determine the capability of
expending such large numbers. Would
the Senator wish to comment on that?
I stated them in the aggregate. I do not
think either Senator that presented it
mentioned the other parts of the bill.

Mr. NUNN. If I could just elaborate
on that last question, let me state that
on the conversion and elimination
what we have done in this amendment
is provide flexibility because the Chem-
ical Weapons Treaty has not entered
into effect yet. So until that enters
into effect there would be flexibility
for us to assist in. But once it enters
into effect, when and if it does—and, of
course, we have not ratified it here in
the Senate yet—at that stage the par-
ties to that would be obligated to
eliminate. And basically that elimi-
nation provision would be required.
There would be no more conversion.

But I think it is clear that we would
not intend to help them convert unless
they stopped production. But they
could convert, stop production, and not
eliminate. But once the treaty goes
into effect they would have to elimi-
nate.

If I could elaborate just briefly be-
cause I have been handed the report
that the Senator from Virginia alluded
to between the Department of Energy
and the Department of Defense signed
by Walter Slocombe and Thomas
Grumbly, Slocombe being Undersecre-
tary of Defense, and Grumley being Un-
dersecretary of Energy. And I think
that is the one the Senator referred to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator give the date of the document?

Mr. NUNN. This was June 13. So that
is it. I will quote one paragraph which
I think goes right to the point that I
think the Senator was asking about,
page 24 of the report, paragraph 3:

The focus of efforts to significantly im-
prove our ability to manage the con-
sequences of a terrorist incidence, however,
should be on the first response by local po-
lice, fire, and rescue organizations. Local au-
thorities need quick access to NBC detec-
tion—that is nuclear, biological, chemical—and
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decontamination and transport equipment.
When an incidence involving NBC materials
is suspected, lack of timely arrival in well
trained, community based teams, fully
equipped with the state of art equipment,
could cost thousands of lives in most com-
munities today across the Nation. These cas-
ualties would include unacceptable numbers
of irreplaceable emergency personnel.

So I think the heart of what we are
trying to do is also in this joint report.
I think the report is entitled ‘‘Pre-
paredness and Response to a Nuclear,
Radiological, Biological, Chemical Ter-
rorist Attack.’’

Mr. WARNER. If I could just summa-
rize that, as I understand for the pro-
ponents of the amendment, the objec-
tives to the amendment are in parallel
to, consistent and supportive of, the
objectives in that report.

Mr. NUNN. That is correct.
I say to my friend from Virginia that

in terms of the amount of money here
it is not an insignificant sum. We are
talking about a total amount under the
Nunn-Lugar program thus far of $1.5
billion that has been spent.

Mr. WARNER. Since the inception of
the program.

Mr. NUNN. Yes. This amendment to-
night represents $235 million. It is not
additional money to the DOD–DOE bill.
It is shifting of funds within the bill.

So this is not an increase in DOD–
DOE funding. I happen to believe—the
Senator from Virginia may not share
this; others may not—but I think it is
clear and in that report that the CSIS
just issued by Judge Webster, former
head of the FBI and former head of the
CIA—there is great respect for him I
know in this body on both sides of the
aisle, and for others on that very dis-
tinguished panel—they came to the
conclusion, and I have come to this
conclusion and stated it often, that
this is our No. 1 one national security
threat.

In the era we are in, this is the No. 1
one security threat to American peo-
ple; that is, the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction—chemical, bio-
logical, nuclear, scientific know-how,
and scientists themselves ending up in
countries like Libya, Iran, Iraq.

As the Senator from Virginia will re-
call, after World War II the biggest
contest we had in the first stages of the
cold war was who was going to get the
German scientists, whether it would be
the Soviet Union or the United States.
We got more of them than they did.
Much of our space age came from that.

So we are in that unusual period of
time when an empire has collapsed still
containing 30,000 nuclear weapons, over
40,000 tons of chemical weapons, and no
one knows how much in the way of bio-
logical weapons—tens of thousands of
scientists and technicians that know
how to make these weapons, know how
to make weapons of mass destruction,
with many of those people not knowing
where their next paycheck is coming
from and how they are going to feed
their families.

So this is an unprecedented era that
we are in. We have a window of oppor-

tunity now that may not be open very
long, certainly not with all the coun-
tries there. We hope it will. But we
could not have any assurance of that.
While we have this window of oppor-
tunity open, I think that it is a prior-
ity expenditure in terms of helping
them, focusing enough money, but not
doing the job for them because they are
spending far more of their money than
we are. Ours is only a small part. It is
seed money. But what it has succeeded
in doing is it has focused their atten-
tion and helped them make this a pri-
ority.

In the final analysis, Russia,
Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and Belarus are
not doing us any favor and the other
countries. They are going to take steps
in their own national security inter-
ests. They are in very dire financial
straits having cut back on their pro-
curement budget in Russia by 80-some
odd percent from the peak in that kind
of condition. This kind of funding helps
focus the attention and it gives us the
ability to communicate with them. It
opens them up for us telling them what
we think about the threat, and it has
an enormous psychological effect in
terms of their capability.

I recall Secretary Cheney said—not
on this program but on the START II
treaty when that one was signed, I be-
lieve under the Bush administration—
he said then that he recommended that
we give substantial amount of aid to
Russia so they could accelerate the
START II schedule, and take down
those missiles on a more rapid pace.
That probably is still good advice.

So it is within that context that Sec-
retary Cheney was saying this is our
national security. And I would say this
is a very small amount of money com-
pared to the $260-some odd billion in
our defense budget each year. This is a
small amount of money if you compare
it to almost any category of expendi-
ture, and what we are getting for it. I
think it may be the highest leverage
defense money in terms of national se-
curity that we spend.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, let me
reply. I want to make it very clear that
the Senator from Virginia agrees en-
tirely with the Senator’s premise that
this is the most serious national secu-
rity threat posed against our Nation
indeed, and I think the nations of the
Western World. So I concur in that.

I simply feel it necessary to ask
these various questions so that we have
a complete record before the Senate
such as they can vote I think in a fully
informed manner tomorrow. I agree. I
shall not expand beyond that.

I so stated my concern about weap-
ons of mass destruction and about pro-
liferation many, many times on the
floor of this Senate, and I hope, may I
say, for many years to come.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Let me go through

three or four things that we are doing,
and point out to the Senate and in a
roundabout way respond to one of your
questions.

Some people are going to say that
this is foreign aid. Right? This is not
foreign aid as I see it. Let me cite a
couple of these things we are doing and
let us see what kind of aid it is: Mate-
rials protection control and account-
ing. What have we done and what are
we going to do with the money?

The Department of Energy has al-
ready secured nuclear materials at 35
facilities in the former Soviet Union.
Those security systems include cam-
eras, gates, portal monitors, tagging
devices to track nuclear materials. And
in January when our Vice President
met, six more sites were added to the
list which the DOE will have access to
secure these materials. Because these
sites were only agreed upon in Janu-
ary, funds were not included in the
President’s budget request. We are in-
cluding them here. And, obviously,
that is another $15 million for that en-
tire program.

Then there is a lab-to-lab program. It
was developed informally. But because
the Soviet nuclear scientists trusted
the scientists of our nuclear labora-
tories in some very strange way they
would rather deal with those who made
the bombs while they were making the
bombs than they would with a bunch of
politicians or a bunch of State Depart-
ment people. And all of a sudden the
lab-to-lab relationship grew into some-
thing that is very fundamental. They
are working together. They are doing
things that will cause those labs to
move in peaceful ways instead of mili-
tary ways to produce peaceful products
instead of military products, and we
are gaining from it. That is a $20-mil-
lion investment.

Is that foreign aid? It would appear
to me that probably is the best kind of
investment in national security that
we could ever have. Not only what I
have just described—but these great
scientists who produce this nuclear ca-
pability in Russia are now friends with
great American scientists. I mean that
is sort of worth something even if they
were not accomplishing the other
things that they are.

Then we have the cooperation with
the Russian Navy on nuclear mate-
rials—a tough one, a huge undertaking,
but if it works, and if we get it started,
it is not giving anything to the Soviet
Union. In a sense, they get something,
but look what we get from it.

We have an industrial partnering pro-
gram that developed with a one-time
expenditure of $35 million. It is doing
marvelously. Can you imagine private
sector American companies working
with Soviet institutions and American
laboratory scientists to disengage So-
viet scientists from producing nuclear
proliferation? They are producing
things for their domestic market and
moving dramatically away from what
they have been doing for all these
years.

Now, there are many more things
that we are trying to do. We do not
have enough money to do everything
that is mentioned by our scientists and
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military people. But I think the Sen-
ator asked some wonderful questions,
and it is our responsibility here to-
night to make sure our colleagues un-
derstand this is not foreign aid.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, let me
press on with another question, per-
haps the most troublesome one cer-
tainly from this Senator’s standpoint,
and that is, what do I say to the Amer-
ican taxpayer in reply to the following.
It is my understanding as a member of
the Armed Services Committee that
Russia continues to develop and deploy
a new generation of land-based ICBM’s,
follow-on to the SS–25, first. Second,
Russia is pursuing a new generation of
sea-launched ballistic missiles, follow-
on to the SSN–20, second. Third, our in-
telligence community forecasts that
the Russians are developing a new sub-
marine for the purposes of sea-
launched ballistic missiles.

Now, by comparison, the United
States currently has no plans for any
follow-on strategic systems—land-
based, sea-based, not a one. Money is a
fungible product. Money in Russia in
the defense budget goes to these pro-
grams. How do we answer to the Amer-
ican taxpayer, why are they pursuing
their modernization program and the
United States is not, and yet we will be
called upon for these significant ex-
penditures to hopefully pursue and con-
tinue the demilitarization of a number
of their strategic programs? That is a
question with which I conclude to-
night’s debate with my colleagues.

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from
Virginia, that is a very good question,
and the American people have every
right to get an answer to that question.

First of all, this program is much
more broader than Russia, and we are
encouraging in this amendment that it
be broadened beyond the four former
nuclear States, primarily to be focused
on Kazakstan, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Russia, but we think, for instance, the
border States with Iran and the south-
ern tier of Russia are very important
in terms of border control, in terms of
lab work. They may not have nuclear
weapons now but the know-how and the
chemical weapons and those kinds of
technologies are there.

So, first of all, it is not just Russia.
It is much broader than that.

Second, I would say to the Senator
from Virginia that, as he well knows,
the whole thrust of American arms
control efforts for years was to get the
Russians, then the Soviet Union, to de-
MIRV, to get rid of the multiple war-
heads and move to single warhead
weapons. That was what we ended up
getting in START I and START II
under the two Republican Presidents,
President Reagan and President Bush.

That was the subject of an awful lot
of debate on the MX, as you know. We
felt that MIRV’d warheads had a
chance of basically being used in a first
strike, whereas single-warhead mis-
siles, if you used one of them and you
basically would be going after another
single-warhead missile, therefore the

ratio did not favor the offense, it did
not favor the first strike—if we both
had single warhead weapons. But if we
had MIRV’d weapons, and they were
vulnerable on a first strike and you
could take 10 warheads and destroy 100
warheads by MIRVing and having them
moved to different targets, then every-
body was on more of an alert hair trig-
ger.

So the effort of U.S. arms control, be-
ginning really with Senator Jackson’s
amendment in this Chamber back in
SALT I, was to move towards de-
MIRVing and getting rid of the Soviet
very heavy missiles.

That is what the Russians are now
building, is the SS–25, a single-warhead
missile. It would be the ultimate para-
dox if we told them, after all these
years arguing with them and getting
them to move toward that weapon,
that we now expect them not to de-
MIRV and not to replace. That is a re-
placement missile for the de-MIRVing
that we hope is going to take place
under START I and START II.

I would prefer that nobody in the
world have weapons but us, but that is
not the real world. I would say if you
look at the U.S. expenditures in these
areas the Senator has named compared
to the Russian expenditures now, our
expenditures overwhelm them both in
submarines and submarine warfare and
classified programs, as well as in our
overall strategic deterrent.

I think that is appropriate because
we have a responsibility all over the
world, our allies. We do not have any
longer the same equation we had then.
The Russians have cut back very sub-
stantially. I do not defend some of the
expenditures they are making. For in-
stance, we are very concerned about
the underground facility. That has
come out in the paper. I do not know
the answer to that, and we are probing
that now, as we should. But I would
still say that we are gaining when we
can get the Russians to take down
weapons that are aimed towards us.

I do not think the goal of this legisla-
tion can be or should be realistically to
say to the Russians that we expect
them to completely demilitarize. They
have been a great power. One of these
days they will be a great power again.

I do not think that is in the cards. I
do think we can demand they use the
funds wisely, that we can demand that
as long as we are giving them assist-
ance, they be used for their purpose.
And I think we can measure that pur-
pose in a way to make sure it is in our
national security interest.

I see this as self-interest. If someone
says, well, if the Russians were not get-
ting these funds, then perhaps they
would have to use their funds they are
now using to build SS–25’s or sub-
marines for these purposes and thereby
not build SS–25’s and submarines. I
think that would be very unlikely,
based on anything I know about not
just Russian history but about the his-
tory of any country, because no coun-
try is going to completely demilitarize.

No country is going to put the control
of warheads and dismantle warheads in
front of what it perceives to be its own
national security. We would not, and I
think it is not realistic for us to expect
them to completely demilitarize.

I would say, though, that one of the
original provisions of the Nunn-Lugar
amendment that has been certified by
the President over and over again is
that the Russians are living up to their
arms control obligations, and that is a
requirement of this amendment. If we
find that they are breaching the arms
control obligations, then the money is
not supposed to be forthcoming. They
either are in compliance or the Presi-
dent has to certify that they are in-
tending to be in compliance, as in the
case of the CFE Treaty where we know
there have been problems, and so forth,
but where they are moving forward.

There are occasions where the Rus-
sians do things with this equipment
that we loan them that we think
breach the spirit of the agreement, and
in those instances that have come to
my attention where that has happened,
where we have gotten in touch with
them and we have complained about it,
they have taken immediate and correc-
tive steps on it.

So we have to be vigilant. We have to
be alert. We have to make sure that we
understand all the time what is hap-
pening here, but again, while this win-
dow is open, I think it is very much in
our fundamental national security in-
terest to pursue it.

The bottom line, as I mentioned a
few minutes ago, is that we have had
thousands of warheads dismantled. We
have had thousands of missiles that
were pointed at the United States and
our cities and our targets which are no
longer pointed toward us. We have had
a tremendous decrease in the risk of
nuclear war, and we have had three nu-
clear states give up their nuclear weap-
ons voluntarily.

In addition to that, we had
Kazakhstan basically get in touch with
us and tell us they had some weapons-
grade uranium, highly enriched, that
they would like to have us help them
store safely and move out of that terri-
tory. That could have been sold for bil-
lions of dollars in places all over the
globe. We use this Nunn-Lugar funding
to help secure that, and that is no
longer a threat.

So I would say if we stop right now
and put up a scorecard of how much we
basically improved our national secu-
rity compared to the amount of money
we have spent, it would be my view,
and I may be biased on this one—I do
not think too biased, though—that this
would be the most effective defense ex-
penditure we have had in many years.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. It is a de-
bate he and I have had, I think, for
about 3 years. On this very spot on the
floor in years past, I posed this ques-
tion.

I also mentioned, for the RECORD, we
well know the United States, likewise,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7001June 26, 1996
has destroyed a number of its missile
launchers and so forth. But all at the
expense of the American taxpayer.

I just want to close out my com-
ments tonight reading from a very in-
teresting document called ‘‘Worldwide
Submarine Proliferation in the Coming
Decade.’’

Today, for the first time, Russia’s front-
line submarines are as quiet or quieter in
some aspects than America’s best. Programs
to provide still further reductions in radi-
ated noise are active today and expected to
continue. By the year 2000, over half the re-
maining submarines in Russia will have in-
corporated stealth technologies on a par
with those of modern Western submarines,
and 20 percent of Russia’s nuclear-powered
attack submarines will be quieter than the
U.S. Navy’s front-line improved Los Angeles
class SSN’s.

That, to me, represents a tremendous
expenditure of money. I do not know
what the threat is, other than I sup-
pose to our U.S. submarine force, to re-
quire them to pursue that much ex-
penditure in an area where the United
States has been preeminent for these
many years.

Mr. President, I have no further ques-
tions at this time to propose to my dis-
tinguished colleagues. Therefore, I ob-
serve perhaps the debate on this
amendment has concluded, and the
Senate could now turn to conclusion of
wrapup matters. Would that be cor-
rect?

Mr. NUNN. I certainly think so. I ap-
preciate very much the questions and
comments of the Senator from Virginia
this evening. Perhaps the Chair would
like to make further remarks in an-
swer to these questions, because no one
has more knowledge in these areas
than the Senator from Indiana, who is
now presiding.

Other than that, I think we are pre-
pared to basically dispose of the
amendments.

Mr. WARNER. I will be happy to take
the Chair if the Presiding Officer cares
to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair observes there have been impor-
tant questions and excellent responses,
and suggests we proceed on to wrapup.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this

time I advise my distinguished col-
league there are several amendments
on the pending bill, which I believe
have been cleared and can be acted
upon by the Senate, if the Senator
from Georgia is prepared to proceed.

AMENDMENT NO. 4350

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Congres
that the Secretary of the Navy should
name one of the new attack submarines of
the Navy the South Dakota)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I believe

we are ready to proceed. The first
amendment I have, I believe, is the
Pressler-Daschle amendment.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. On be-
half of Senators PRESSLER and
DASCHLE, I offer an amendment that
would express the sense of Congress
that a submarine, one of the new at-
tack submarine class, should be named
the South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for Mr. PRESSLER, for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE, proposes an amendment numbered
4350.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 311, between lines 9 and 10, insert

the following:
SEC. 1072. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON NAMING ONE

OF THE NEW ATTACK SUBMARINE
THE ‘‘SOUTH DAKOTA’’.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
Secretary of the Navy should name one of
the new attack submarines of the Navy the
‘‘South Dakota’’.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might inquire of staff, what is the defi-
nition of a new class of submarine? Is
it the current 688’s or Seawolf class?
What is the new attack submarine? I
think we ought to lay this aside until
we get clarification.

Being one who follows carefully mat-
ters of this nature, I suggest we lay
this amendment aside and take it up
later. I urge the sponsors of the amend-
ment to advise the managers with re-
spect to the meaning of the phrase
‘‘new class of submarines,’’ because
that could apply to the 688 class being
completed, the Seawolf class, the con-
templated class of new attack sub-
marines which are the subject of dis-
cussion.

I think we will just await a further
time. I withdraw from further consider-
ation the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 4350 is laid aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 4351

(Purpose: To extend the authority of the
Secretary of the Army to carry out the Ar-
mament Retooling and Manufacturing
Support (ARMS) initiative)
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I offer

an amendment which extends the De-
partment of Defense authority to con-
duct the armament retooling and man-
ufacturing support initiative for past
fiscal year 1996.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]

proposes an amendment numbered 4351.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the

following:
SEC. 113. PERMANENT AUTHORITY TO CARRY

OUT ARMS INITIATIVE.
Section 193(a) of the Armament Retooling

and Manufacturing Support Initiative Act of
1992 (subtitle H of title I of Public Law 102–
484; 10 U.S.C. 2501 note) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘‘During fiscal years 1993 through
1996,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘During
fiscal years 1993 through 1998’’.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
to offer this amendment to extend the
Armament Retooling and Manufactur-
ing Support [ARMS] Initiative. The
ARMS program is intended to provide

assistance to DOD ammunition depots
in order for them to retool so that they
can produce a commercial product
while maintaining the industrial ca-
pacity to support the National Secu-
rity Strategy. By producing commer-
cial and defense products, the depots
are able to utilize any excess infra-
structure and operate more efficiently.
Since the initiation of this program
several years ago, it has been a re-
markably successful defense conver-
sion program.

Mr. President, the Committee rec-
ommended an authorization of $58.0
million for this program this year.
While this should be sufficient author-
ity to continue the program, this
amendment would ensure that there is
no question regarding this authority.

Mr. President, I ask my fellow Sen-
ators to support the ARMS program
and vote to approve this amendment.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge sup-
port of the amendment.

Mr. WARNER. I urge its adoption.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 4351) was agreed

to.
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote.
Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4352

(Purpose: To require a transfer to the Army
of jurisdiction over certain lands in the
Vernon Ranger District, Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest, Louisiana)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senators JOHNSTON and BREAUX, I
offer an amendment that would direct
the Secretary of Agriculture to trans-
fer 85,000 acres of the national forest in
Louisiana to the Secretary of the
Army for use in connection with train-
ing and maneuver activities in connec-
tion with Fort Polk, LA.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on the other side of the aisle.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself and Mr. BREAUX,
proposes an amendment numbered 4352.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle C of title XXVIII,

add the following:
SEC. 2828. LAND TRANSFER, VERNON RANGER

DISTRICT, KISATCHIE NATIONAL
FOREST, LOUISIANA.

(a) TRANSFER PURSUANT TO ADMINISTRA-
TIVE AGREEMENT.—(1) Not later than six
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of Agriculture shall enter into an
agreement providing for the transfer to the
Secretary of the Army of administrative ju-
risdiction over such portion of land cur-
rently owned by the United States within
the Vernon Ranger District of the Kisatchie
National Forest, Louisiana, as the Secretary
of the Army and the Secretary of Agri-
culture jointly determine appropriate for
military training activities in connection
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with Fort Polk, Louisiana. The agreement
shall allocate responsibility for land man-
agement and conservation activities with re-
spect to the property transferred between
the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary
of Agriculture.

(2) The Secretary of the Army and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may jointly extend the
deadline for entering into an agreement
under paragraph (1). The deadline may be ex-
tended by not more than six months.

(b) ALTERNATIVE TRANSFER REQUIRE-
MENT.—If the Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of Agriculture fail to enter into
the agreement referred to paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) within the time provided for
in that subsection, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall, at the end of such time, trans-
fer to the Secretary of the Army administra-
tive jurisdiction over property consisting of
approximately 84,825 acres of land currently
owned by the United States and located in
the Vernon Ranger District of the Kisatchie
National Forest, Louisiana, as generally de-
picted on the map entitled ‘‘Fort Polk Mili-
tary Installation map’’, dated June 1995.

(c) LIMITATION ON ACQUISITION OF PRIVATE
PROPERTY.—The Secretary of the Army may
acquire privately-owned land within the
property transferred under this section only
with the consent of the owner of the land.

(d) USE OF PROPERTY.—(1) Subject to para-
graph (2), the Secretary of the Army shall
use the property transferred under this sec-
tion for military maneuvers, training and
weapons firing, and other military activities
in connection with Fort Polk, Louisiana.

(2) The Secretary may not permit the fir-
ing of live ammunition on or over any por-
tion of the property unless the firing of such
ammunition on or over such portion is per-
mitted as of the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(e) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—(1) As
soon as practicable after the date of the
transfer of property under this section, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall—

(A) publish in the Federal Register a notice
containing the legal description of the prop-
erty transferred; and

(B) file a map and the legal description of
the property with the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources, the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, and
the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committee on Resources, the
Committee on Agriculture, and the Commit-
tee on National Security of the House of
Representatives.

(2) The maps and legal descriptions pre-
pared under paragraph (1) shall have the
same force and effect as if included in this
subsection, except that the Secretary of Ag-
riculture may correct clerical and typo-
graphical errors in the maps and legal de-
scriptions.

(3) As soon as practicable after the date of
the enactment of this Act, copies of the
maps and legal descriptions prepared under
paragraph (1) shall be available for public in-
spection in the following offices:

(A) The Office of the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

(B) Such offices of the United States For-
est Service as the Secretary of Agriculture
shall designate.

(C) The Office of the Commander of Fort
Polk, Louisiana.

(D) The appropriate office in the Vernon
Parish Court House, Louisiana.

(f) MANAGEMENT OF PROPERTY.—(1) If the
transfer of property under this section oc-
curs under subsection (a), the Secretary of
the Army and the Secretary of Agriculture
shall manage the property in accordance
with the agreement entered into under that
subsection.

(2)(A) If the transfer of property under this
section occurs under subsection (b), the Sec-

retary of the Army and the Secretary of Ag-
riculture shall manage the property in ac-
cordance with the management plan under
subparagraph (B) and the memorandum of
understanding under subparagraph (C).

(B)(i) For purposes of managing the prop-
erty under this paragraph, the Secretary of
the Army shall, with the concurrence of the
Secretary of Agriculture, develop a plan for
the management of the property not later
than two years after the transfer of the prop-
erty. The Secretary of the Army shall pro-
vide for a period of public comment in devel-
oping the plan in order to ensure that the
concerns of local citizens are taken into ac-
count in the development of the plan. The
Secretary of the Army may utilize the prop-
erty pending the completion of the plan.

(ii) The Secretary of the Army shall de-
velop and implement the plan in compliance
with applicable Federal law, including the
provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(iii) The plan shall provide for the manage-
ment of the natural, cultural, and other re-
sources of the property, including grazing,
the management of wildlife and wildlife
habitat, recreational uses (including hunting
and fishing), and non-public uses of non-Fed-
eral lands within the property.

(C)(i) For purposes of managing the prop-
erty under this paragraph, the Secretary of
the Army and the Secretary of Agriculture
shall enter into a memorandum of under-
standing in order to provide for—

(I) the implementation of the management
plan developed under subparagraph (B); and

(II) the management by the Secretary of
Agriculture of such areas of the property as
the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary
of Agriculture designate for use for non-mili-
tary purposes.

(ii) The Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of Agriculture may amend the
memorandum of understanding by mutual
agreement.

(g) REVERSION.—If at any time after the
transfer of property under this section the
Secretary of the Army determines that the
property, or any portion thereof, is no longer
to be retained by the Army for possible use
for military purposes, jurisdiction over the
property, or such portion thereof, shall re-
vert to the Secretary of Agriculture who
shall manage the property, or portion there-
of, as part of the Kisatchie National Forest.

(h) IDENTIFICATION OF LAND FOR TRANSFER
TO FOREST SERVICE.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall seek to identify land equal in
acreage to the land transferred under this
section and under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of Defense that is suitable for
transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture for
use by the Forest Service.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, it is
with a great sense of urgency that I
speak today with my good friend, the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX],
to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues an extremely important issue
in my State of Louisiana.

Mr. President, since 1991, Fort Polk,
Leesville, LA has been home to the
Army’s Joint Readiness Training Cen-
ter, or the JRTC, and to elements of
the Second Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment. Fort Polk has the only combat
training center in the continental
United States dedicated to light infan-
try training. The National Training
Center at Fort Irwin, CA, provides a
somewhat comparable service to our
men and women who train for armored
units combat.

Each year, some 50,000 soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen, and marines arrive at Fort

Polk for rotational training in infantry
maneuvers and joint operations. This
involves special operation training,
counterinsurgency operations, live fire,
brigade defense, and brigade counter-
attack. The training received is
unique, not only because of the terrain
at Fort Polk, with its tree-covered
grassy areas which are indigenous to
western Louisiana, but the total real-
ism this sort of training provides. Even
to the extent that there is a complete
field hospital set up to attend to simu-
lated wounds and casualties. Our sol-
diers are given a certain level of com-
fort, knowing that if they are injured
in combat, that they will be evacuated
and receive treatment, quickly and ef-
ficiently.

Mr. President, I am proposing this
amendment to increase the land area of
Fort Polk, which will enable the Joint
Readiness Training Center to train and
maneuver over a larger land area. This
is crucial to the continued usefulness
of Fort Polk.

Some may ask, why is it necessary to
provide additional land to Fort Polk?
The answer, Mr. President, is fairly
simple.

Fort Polk has a requirement for addi-
tional maneuver training lands to sup-
port its mission of conducting joint
readiness training for Army rotational
units as well as maintaining the com-
bat readiness of units permanently
home stationed at Fort Polk. Fort
Polk and the JRTC currently have ac-
cess to 40,000 acres of Forest Service
land under an intensive-use permit but
need additional access to the 45,000
acre limited-use permit parcel below it
to meet its training requirements.

The total of 85,000 acres will enable
the JRTC to conduct its primary mis-
sion—training infantry soldiers.
Longer range weapons and sensors are
changing the nature of land warfare.
Greater ranges are now covered by a
smaller force. A brigade will now ma-
neuver in the space once used by a divi-
sion. Our military must keep abreast of
these changes, to maintain the utmost
efficiency and to protect our troops in
the event of real combat.

Some have raised concerns about how
the Army would manage this new acre-
age. I submit that it would be substan-
tially similar to how Fort Polk is cur-
rently managed, in full compliance
with all laws and regulations. The
Army has forest and land management
plans for the Forest Service land it
currently uses. When the transfer of
land occurs, the Army will comply
with all applicable Federal laws includ-
ing NEPA. All existing land uses for
fish and wildlife, hunting, cultural and
natural resources management, for-
estry operations as well as private
holdings will be followed.

Fort Polk is a good neighbor and
steward of the natural resources they
manage. The fort has received a non-
jeopardy opinion for both their recov-
ery plan and their training plan regard-
ing the red-cockaded woodpecker. In
less than 3 years the woodpecker popu-
lation has almost doubled. Fort Polk
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manages the forest using an ecosystem
management approach rather than a
commercial approach, i.e., the goal is
to maximize a balanced ecology, not
profit. The fort has reduced sediment
loading, mapped all wetlands, and is in
compliance with the Clean Water and
Scenic Stream Act.

The fort is also a State Wildlife Man-
agement Area whose hunting seasons
are adjusted to take into account
training rotations. These practices will
continue on the expansion area. An his-
toric preservation plan has been com-
pleted and protection for known sites
is in place. Curation facility meets
State standards.

The fort is the winner of numerous
environmental awards: Louisiana Asso-
ciation of Conservation Districts Good
Land Use Award—first time awarded to
a Federal facility. Second place win-
ner, Secretary of Defense Natural Re-
sources Conservation Award. U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency, Re-
gion VI Beneficial Re-Use Award. Na-
tional Park Service, Southeast Region
Preservation Award. Environmentalist
of the Year, Dr. Charles H. Stagg, Fort
Polk, LA.

Let me go over some of the provi-
sions of this amendment. Our amend-
ment would provide 6 months for the
Army and the Forest Service to come
to an agreement on transfer of all or
some portion of this property. The 6
months may be extended by another 6
months, by mutual agreement. The
land transfers automatically if no
agreement can be reached between the
USDA and the Army.

The amendment does not allow for
any live firings on transferred land, ex-
cept on that land currently used for
that purpose. It directs the Depart-
ment of the Army to develop a manage-
ment plan, and provides for the return
of the property to the Agriculture De-
partment if the land is no longer used
by the Army for training purposes. The
legislation would prohibit the Army
from condemning any private
inholdings.

This amendment has strong, broad
support. The Army supports this initia-
tive. There is overwhelming civic sup-
port, as the following communities and
legislative bodies have passed resolu-
tions supporting the transfer: Louisi-
ana State Legislature; Vernon Parish,
the local parish; Beauregard Parish; as
well as the surrounding communities of
Leesville, De Ridder, Alexandria, Pine-
ville, Many, and Natchitoches.

Mr. President, Fort Polk is very im-
portant to Louisiana and to the Na-
tion’s overall military readiness and
the Louisiana delegation overwhelm-
ingly supports the transfer. The land
transfer is critical to the fort’s mis-
sion, light infantry training, and its fu-
ture. The U.S. Army needs to train its
infantry brigades in the most realistic
manner possible. The time for our sol-
diers to learn from their mistakes is
while at the Joint Readiness Training
Center, not while in harm’s way. Addi-
tional land will give the JRTC the re-

sources it needs to properly train our
Armed Forces to the highest level of
readiness.

I ask unamious consent a letter from
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Army to Mr. Lauffer of the Committee
on Armed Services, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY,

Washington, DC, June 19, 1996.
GEORGE W. LAUFFER,
Deputy Staff Director, Committee on Armed

Services, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. LAUFFER: The Department of the

Army supports the legislation proposed by
Senator J. Bennett Johnston, ‘‘To require a
transfer to the Army of jurisdiction over cer-
tain lands in the Vernon Range District,
Kisatchie National Forest, Louisiana.’’ The
transfer would provide the Army with great-
er flexibility in accomplishing its training
mission at Fort Polk, Louisiana.

Sincerely,
PAUL W. JOHNSON,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Housing) OASA (I, L&E).

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the amendment I
offered with Senator JOHNSTON trans-
ferring acreage in the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest to the Army at Fort
Polk, LA. Fort Polk has a requirement
for additional maneuver training lands
to support its mission of conducting
joint readiness training for Army rota-
tional units as well as maintaining the
combat readiness of units permanently
home stationed at Fort Polk. Fort
Polk, home of the Joint Readiness
Training Center [JRTC], is very impor-
tant to the Nation’s overall military
readiness and national security. It is
the only place in the world where light
infantry brigades are trained as a unit,
complete with Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps units. Between 50,000 and
64,000 troops are trained at Fort Polk
every year. This amendment will en-
able Fort Polk to expand its training
exercises while continuing its unique
mission of providing our troops the
best training possible.

At the JRTC, our troops participate
in training scenarios that help prepare
them for all type of missions, including
combat, and the terrain in the
Kisatchie Forest provides our troops
ideal training area for this purpose. We
need to ensure that Fort Polk’s unique
role in training our soldiers continues.
Our goal is to train our troops effec-
tively and in an environmentally sen-
sitive way. This is an important point.
Some concerns have been about the en-
vironmental impact this transfer would
have but if you look at the Army’s
record over the past 5 years, this criti-
cism is unfounded. Fort Polk is a good
neighbor and steward of the natural re-
sources they manage. Fort Polk has re-
ceived a nonjeopardy opinion for both
their recovery plan and their training
plan regarding the red-cockaded wood-
pecker on the JRTC. In less than 3
years the woodpecker population has
almost doubled. Fort Polk has also won

several awards for its conservation and
preservation efforts around the JRTC.
Additionally, if this transfer occurs,
the Army would comply with all appli-
cable Federal laws including National
Environmental Policy Act [NEPA].

This amendment would give the For-
est Service and the Army 6 months to
sit down and try to negotiate a trans-
fer. Ideally, we would like this issue to
be solved administratively and have
both sides sit down and try to figure
out a way to work this out. But if that
can’t happen, this amendment would
automatically transfer the land. The
JRTC can’t wait a decade for this im-
portant transfer to happen. Addition-
ally, the Secretary of Defense will seek
to identify an equal number of acres,
not required for military use, for con-
veyance to the Forest Service in ex-
change for this land. We also provide
that if the Army no longer needs the
land, it would be transferred back to
the Forest Service.

All existing land uses for fish and
wildlife, hunting, and forestry oper-
ations would remain.

I have also heard from private land-
owners who are concerned about the
impact the transfer would have on
them. Our amendment tries to address
this concern by prohibiting the Army
from expropriating any private prop-
erty in the forest. The Army would
still be able to enter into negotiations
with willing sellers but could not con-
demn any private land.

To address the concerns of these
groups and others, this amendment
also provides for a period of public
comment when the Army develops a
management plan to ensure that the
concerns of the local citizens are taken
into account.

While there is some opposition to
this transfer, there is also widespread
support for it from the local commu-
nities. The transfer has been endorsed
by the city councils in Leesville,
DeRidder, Pineville, Many, Alexandria
and Natchitoches, Beauregard Parish,
the Vernon Parish Chamber of Com-
merce, and the Vernon Parish School
Board. They understand that if the
Army doesn’t get this additional land,
the future of Fort Polk and the sur-
rounding communities could be af-
fected. The fort has an annual eco-
nomic impact in Louisiana of approxi-
mately $720 million.

Mr. President, the bottom line is
that our Army needs to train its infan-
try brigades in the most realistic man-
ner possible. The time for our soldiers
to prepare for combat and other situa-
tions is during training at the JRTC,
not while in harms way. The additional
land we are seeking will give the JRTC
the resources it needs to properly train
our Armed Forces and make them
ready to meet military challenges
when they arise.

As importantly, we authorize this
transfer with conditions attached
which are sensitive to environmental
and private property owners’ needs. I
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thank Senator JOHNSTON for his leader-
ship and I urge adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4352) was agreed
to.

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

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4353

(Purpose: To authorize a land conveyance,
Air Force Plant No. 85, Columbus, OH)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator DEWINE, I offer an
amendment which would authorize the
conveyance of approximately 240 acres
from the former Air Force Plant No. 85
to the Columbus, OH, airport author-
ity.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared.

Mr. NUNN. It has been cleared. I urge
the approval of the amendment. I urge
its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for Mr. DEWINE, proposes an amendment
numbered 4353.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title XXVIII, add the follow-

ing:
SEC. 2828. LAND CONVEYANCE, AIR FORCE PLANT

NO. 85, COLUMBUS, OHIO.
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—(1) Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force may instruct the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey,
without consideration, to the Columbus Mu-
nicipal Airport Authority (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Authority’’) all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to a
parcel of real property, together with im-
provements thereon, at Air Force Plant No.
85, Columbus, Ohio, consisting of approxi-
mately 240 acres that contains the land and
buildings referred to as the ‘‘airport parcel’’
in the correspondence from the General
Services Administration to the Authority
dated April 30, 1996, and is located adjacent
to the Port Columbus International Airport.

(2) If the Secretary does not have adminis-
trative jurisdiction over the parcel on the
date of the enactment of this Act, the con-
veyance shall be made by the Federal official
who has administrative jurisdiction over the
parcel as of that date.

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR FEDERAL SCREEN-
ING.—The Federal official may not carry out
the conveyance of property authorized in
subsection (a) unless the Federal official de-
termines, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of General Services, that no depart-
ment or agency of the Federal Government
will accept the transfer of the property.

(c) CONDITION OF CONVEYANCE.—The con-
veyance required under subsection (a) shall
be subject to the condition that the Author-
ity use the conveyed property for public air-
port purposes.

(d) REVERSION.—If the Federal official
making the conveyance under subsection (a)
determines that any portion of the conveyed
property is not being utilized in accordance
with subsection (c), all right, title, and inter-
est in and to such portion shall revert to the
United States and the United States shall
have immediate right of entry thereon.

(e) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under subsection (a)
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory
to the Federal official making the convey-
ance. The cost of the survey shall be borne
by the Authority.

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Federal official making the conveyance
of property under subsection (a) may require
such additional terms and conditions in con-
nection with the conveyance as such official
considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, this
amendment provides for the transfer of
240 acres from the U.S. Air Force to the
Port Columbus International Airport.
The Columbus Airport Authority is
seeking this transfer for the purpose of
constructing a new 10,250-foot south
runway. This amendment has been
cleared by both the majority and mi-
nority side of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, the Air Force, and the General
Services Administration.

I am pleased that Senator GLENN
joins me in offering this amendment to
facilitate this public benefit convey-
ance.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
endorse the amendment offered by my
colleague from Ohio, Senator DEWINE,
and I ask unanimous consent that I be
added as an original cosponsor. This
amendment conveys to the Columbus
Municipal Airport Authority approxi-
mately 240 acres of land owned by the
Air Force. This parcel is part of an Air
Force industrial facility which has op-
erated at the site for a number of
years. In 1988 during consideration of
the fiscal year 1989 Defense authoriza-
tion bill, Congress directed that the en-
tire parcel of more than 400 acres be
sold, and the proceeds from the sale be
used to pay for the environmental re-
mediation of the property.

As a result of the 1988 legislation, the
Air Force and the General Services Ad-
ministration entered into an agree-
ment to sell the property in 1992, with
GSA acting as the Government’s prop-
erty manager. However, the Air Force
and its contractors continued to use
the facility until 1994. During this
time, GSA made a determination after
consulting with State and local au-
thorities, that it would be in the best
interest of all parties to divide the par-
cel into two pieces—a so-called indus-
trial parcel and an airport parcel. GSA
is currently marketing the industrial
parcel and expects to complete the sale
later this year. Since 1994 necessary ac-
tions, such as consultations with other
Federal and DOD agencies, the State of
Ohio Historical Preservation Office and
some needed environmental remedi-
ation, have occurred.

When this amendment was originally
brought to my attention, I had some
concerns. In particular, I was con-
cerned that the amendment would dis-
rupt the planned sale of the industrial
parcel. I was also concerned that the
airport parcel be screened for other
Federal interest. It is my understand-
ing that in the absence of the 1988 leg-

islation, the airport parcel would be el-
igible for conveyance to the Columbus
Municipal Airport Authority as a pub-
lic benefit conveyance. The amend-
ment now accomplishes the goal of a
public benefit conveyance, under condi-
tions of a satisfactory Federal screen,
without affecting the sale of the indus-
trial property. It is also my under-
standing that this amendment will not
alter the fact that the Air Force is lia-
ble for the environmental remediation
of the site.

I am pleased to work with Senator
DEWINE on this amendment, and I con-
gratulate him for offering it.

Mr. WARNER. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4353) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4354

(Purpose: To delete $25,000,000 from the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization Secu-
rity Investment Program; to add $6,600,000
for phase II construction of the Consoli-
dated Education Center at Fort Campbell,
KY; and to add $10,800,000 for phase III con-
struction of the Western Kentucky Train-
ing Site)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I believe
the next amendment will also have an
amendment to it by Senator WARNER
on behalf of Senator MCCAIN.

On behalf of Senator FORD, I offer an
amendment which would delete $25
million for the NATO Security Invest-
ment Program, to add $6.6 million for
phase II construction of the Consoli-
dated Education Center at Fort Camp-
bell, KY; and $10.8 million for phase 3
of the construction of the Western Ken-
tucky Training Site.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mr. FORD, proposes an amendment numbered
4354.

The amendment is as follows:
In the table in section 2101(a), strike out

the item relating to Fort Campbell, Ken-
tucky, and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

Kentucky ....... Fort Campbell $67,600,000

Strike out the amount set forth as the
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2101(a), and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$363,050,000’’.

In section 2104(a), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$1,894,297,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,900,897,000’’.

In section 2104(a)(1), strike out
‘‘$356,450,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$363,050,000’’.

In section 2502, strike out ‘‘$197,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$172,000,000’’.

In section 2601(1)(A), strike out
‘‘$79,628,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$90,428,000’’.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I have an
amendment that will provide $6.6 mil-
lion for phase two construction of the
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Consolidated Education Center at Fort
Campbell, KY and provide $10.8 million
for phase three construction of the
Western Kentucky Training Site.

Not only are the costs of my amend-
ments fully offset, but I know my col-
leagues will agree that because these
two projects are already underway and
because they represent an integral part
of the training of our troops, continued
funding is both appropriate and nec-
essary.

This Congress has already invested
$14.5 million into phase one of Fort
Campbell’s Education Center. Funding
for the final phase, phase two, will pro-
vide additional needed classrooms, of-
fice space, and additional parking. As
many of you may know, Fort Campbell
has the largest educational program of
any division-level installation in
Forces Command. Funding for this last
phase will assure we can take a state-
of-the-art education program out of
World War II-era buildings.

In addition, this Congress has dedi-
cated funds to the first two phases of
the Western Kentucky Training Site
for a total of $11.1 million. Because this
is a five-phase project, providing fund-
ing for phase three is critical to keep-
ing this project on time and on track
for completion.

The Western Kentucky training facil-
ity, in conjunction with the high-tech-
nology training available at Fort Knox,
puts Kentucky at the forefront of this
country’s military training. Last year,
16,000 soldiers trained there. But those
numbers represent just the beginning
in a long line of soldiers who will re-
ceive the best state-of-the-art training
this country has to offer.

I believe this is an amendment my
colleagues will have no trouble sup-
porting.

AMENDMENT NO. 4355 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4354

(Purpose: To provide that funds may not be
obligated or expended for the project if the
project is not included in the current fu-
ture-years defense program of the Depart-
ment of Defense)
Mr. WARNER. I send to the desk on

behalf of Senator MCCAIN an amend-
ment to the Ford amendment, to pro-
vide the funds may not be obligated or
expended until the Secretary of De-
fense certifies to Congress that the
projects are included in current future-
years defense program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an amendment
numbered 4355 to amendment No. 4354.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the amendment, add the fol-

lowing:
At the end of title XXVII, add the follow-

ing:
SEC. 2706. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR

CERTAIN PROJECTS.
(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, no funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be
obligated or expended for the military con-
struction project listed under subsection (b)
until the Secretary of Defense certifies to

Congress that the project is included in the
current future-years defense program.

(b) COVERED PROJECTS.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the following military construction
project:

(1) Phase II, Construction, Consolidated
Education Center, Ft. Cambpell, KY.

(2) Phase III, Construction, Western Ken-
tucky Training Site.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, as my
colleagues know, I have consistently
opposed funding for military construc-
tion projects that were not requested
by the administration and which do
not meet the Senate’s criteria for con-
sideration of unrequested military con-
struction projects.

Let me reiterate the criteria to
which the Senate agreed 2 years ago.
Each project not included in the ad-
ministration’s budget request is judged
against four criteria, namely: (1) it is
mission essential; (2) it is not incon-
sistent with any BRAC actions; (3) it is
executable during the fiscal year; and
(4) it is included in the Future Years
Defense Program (FYDP). In addition,
there should be a reduction in some
other defense program to offset the in-
creased funding for each project.

The bill before the Senate includes
$600 million for unrequested military
construction projects which, for the
most part, meet the first four criteria.
However, none of these projects were
funded by an offsetting reduction in
some other defense account. Therefore,
they do not meet all of the Senate’s es-
tablished criteria.

The amendment offered by my col-
league from Kentucky, Senator FORD,
as originally proposed, does not meet
all five criteria. The amendment does
include an offsetting reduction in an-
other defense account, which makes it
unique among the projects included in
this bill. But according to information
provided to the Committee by the De-
partment of Defense, the project is not
included in the current FYDP.

I am pleased to note, however, that
my colleague from Kentucky, Senator
FORD, has agreed to accept an amend-
ment to his amendment. The second-
degree amendment would prohibit obli-
gation of the funds for this project
until the Secretary of Defense certifies
that the project is in the FYDP. If that
certification is received, the project
will then meet all five of the Senate’s
criteria, and the funds will become
available to proceed with the project.

Mr. President, subject to the condi-
tions stated in the modified amend-
ment, I have no objection to including
this military construction project in
the authorization bill. I appreciate
very much the opportunity to work
with my colleague from Kentucky. His
willingness to work together to resolve
this matter is greatly appreciated, and
I thank him for his understanding of
my position with respect to military
construction add-ons.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, members
of this chamber have heard the Chair-
man of the Readiness Subcommittee
and me speak on several occasions in
opposition to funding unrequested

military construction projects. Once
again, I rise to speak in opposition to
this on-going practice. The amendment
offered by the Senator from Kentucky
would add additional funds for phase II
of an Education Center at Fort Camp-
bell and phase III of the Western Ken-
tucky Training Range for the Army
National Guard. I would like to voice
my opposition to this amendment and
express my support for the Chairman of
the Readiness Subcommittee’s second
degree amendment which would require
the Secretary of Defense to certify that
these projects are in the military serv-
ices’ Future Years Defense Plan
(FYDP) before obligating the construc-
tion funds.

During the Committee’s markup of
the defense authorization bill, the two
projects addressed in the amendment
were screened by the services to deter-
mine if the projects met the Commit-
tee’s criteria. The services indicated,
at that time, that the projects were
not in the FYDP. However,, I under-
stand that different information re-
garding these projects has been made
available to the Committee. Given the
conflicting data on these projects, I be-
lieve it is appropriate, as the Senator
from Arizona’s amendment would re-
quire, for the Secretary of Defense to
certify information on these projects
before the funds are released.

As I have stated before, I will con-
tinue to work with the Chairman of the
Readiness Subcommittee to reverse the
practice of adding millions of dollars to
the budget for unrequested projects.

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the second-degree amend-
ment adopted as well as the underlying
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed
to.

The amendment (No. 4355) was agreed
to.

The amendment (No. 4354), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4356

(Purpose: To amend section 2821, relating to
the transfer of lands at Arlington National
Cemetery, VA, in order to place conditions
on the transfer of certain lands)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senators ROBB and WARNER, I offer
an amendment which would modify
section 2821 of S. 1745 to require the
Secretaries of the Interior and the
Army to submit summaries of the land-
use plan, environmental assessment
and cultural resources studies regard-
ing the land transfer at Arlington Cem-
etery.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on the other side.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mr. ROBB, for himself, and Mr. WARNER, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4356.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike out subsection (a) of section 2821

and insert in lieu thereof the following new
subsection (a):

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR SECRETARY OF INTE-
RIOR TO TRANSFER CERTAIN SECTION 29
LANDS.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the
Secretary of the Interior shall transfer to
the Secretary of the Army administrative ju-
risdiction over the following lands located in
section 29 of the National Park System at
Arlington National Cemetery, Virginia:

(A) The lands known as the Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery Interment Zone.

(B) All lands in the Robert E. Lee Memo-
rial Preservation Zone, other than those
lands in the Preservation Zone that the Sec-
retary of the Interior determines must be re-
tained because of the historical significance
of such lands or for the maintenance of near-
by lands or facilities.

(2)(A) The Secretary of the Interior may
not make the transfer referred to in para-
graph (1)(B) until 60 days after the date on
which the Secretary submits to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services of the Senate and the
Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives—

(i) a summary of the document entitled
‘‘Cultural Landscape and Archaeological
Study, Section 29, Arlington House, The
Robert E. Lee Memorial’’;

(ii) a summary of any environmental anal-
ysis required with respect to the transfer
under the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and

(iii) the proposal of the Secretary and the
Secretary of the Army setting forth the
lands to be transferred and the general man-
ner in which the Secretary of the Army will
develop such lands after transfer.

(B) The Secretary of the Interior shall sub-
mit the information required under subpara-
graph (A) not later than October 31, 1997.

(3) The transfer of lands under paragraph
(1) shall be carried out in accordance with
the Interagency Agreement Between the De-
partment of the Interior, the National Park
Service, and the Department of the Army,
Dated February 22, 1995.

(4) The exact acreage and legal descrip-
tions of the lands to be transferred under
paragraph (1) shall be determined by surveys
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of the Army.

Mr. NUNN. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4356) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4357

(Purpose: To authorize funding for the Corps
surface-to-air missile (SAM/Medium Ex-
tended Air Defense System (MEADS) pro-
gram at the level requested by the Presi-
dent)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send to

the desk an amendment by Senator
LIEBERMAN from Connecticut that
would authorize funding for the Corps
surface-to-air missile, known as Corps
SAM, at the level requested by the

President. I am a cosponsor of this
amendment. I believe it has been
cleared on the other side of the aisle.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mr. LIEBERMAN, for himself, and Mr. NUNN,
proposes an amendment numbered 4357.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle C of title II add the

following:
SEC. 237. CORPS SAM/MEADS PROGRAM.

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to
be appropriated under section 201(4)—

(1) $56,200,000 is available for the Corps sur-
face-to-air missile (SAM/Medium Extended
Air Defense System (MEADS) program
(PE63869C); and

(2) $515,711,000 is available for Other Thea-
ter Missile Defense programs, projects, and
activities (PE63872C).

(b) INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may carry out the program
referred to in subsection (a) in accordance
with the memorandum of understanding en-
tered into on May 25, 1996, by the govern-
ments of the United States, Germany, and
Italy regarding international cooperation on
such program (including any amendments to
the memorandum of understanding).

(c) LIMITATIONS.—Not more than $15,000,000
of the amount available for the Corps SAM/
MEADS program under subsection (a) may
be obligated until the Secretary of Defense
submits to the congressional defense com-
mittees the following:

(1) An initial program estimate for the
Corps SAM/MEADS program, including a
tentative schedule of major milestones and
an estimate of the total program cost
through initial operational capability.

(2) A report on the options associated with
the use of existing systems, technologies,
and program management mechanisms to
satisfy the requirement for the Corps sur-
face-to-air missile, including an assessment
of cost and schedule implications in relation
to the program estimate submitted under
paragraph (1).

(3) A certification that there will be no in-
crease in overall United States funding com-
mitment to the project definition and valida-
tion phase of the Corps SAM/MEADS pro-
gram as a result of the withdrawal of France
from participation in the program.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to propose an amendment to
S. 1745 in order to correct an issue with
important national security implica-
tions. Development of the corps-level
surface to air theater missile defense
system, called the Medium Extended
Air Defense System [MEADS] is ad-
versely affected by the current legisla-
tion. Unless the corrections, which I
will describe in a moment, are made,
the current provisions will likely halt
the development of this important pro-
gram.

First, let me address the necessity
for MEADS. There are currently under
development a number of theater mis-
sile defense systems. However, no sys-
tem, except for MEADS, protects front-
line troops in the corps’ maneuver
area. Hence, MEADS will fulfill an ex-
isting, urgent U.S. operational require-
ment for a rapidly deployable, highly
mobile, robust air defense system de-
signed to protect maneuver forces and

expeditionary forces of the U.S. Army
and Marine Corps. Both services are in
strong agreement on the need for pro-
tection against short- to medium-range
ballistic missiles and the full spectrum
of air-breathing threats—aircraft,
cruise missiles, and unmanned aerial
vehicles. The urgency of the need for
MEADS is testified to by the support of
the Commanders-in Chief of Central
Command, Atlantic Command, Korean
Command and of course, the European
Command/NATO. These operational
commanders, as well as, the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps and the
Chief of Staff of the Army are all on
the record documenting the urgency of
the requirement for this system.

It should be noted that this oper-
ational need will only become greater
with time. Estimates of future threats
include the increasing ability of both
major and lesser powers, as well as,
substate actors, to acquire and utilize
the rapidly accessible and increasingly
affordable ballistic and cruise missile
technologies against our forward de-
ployed units.

The operational need for MEADS has
been made clear by our allies. In addi-
tion to our partnership with Germany
and Italy, in developing a theater mis-
sile defense system, for forward de-
ployed, mobile forces, other nations
have expressed a strong interest in pur-
chasing such a system to meet their
own security requirements.

I must repeat this most essential
point: no other planned theater missile
defense system can satisfy operational
requirements with respect to defending
soldiers and marines deployed in the
forward area of the theater.

The MEADS system has additional
advantages other than this most im-
portant operational requirement. It is
the most cost-effective approach to
meeting the operational requirements
for forward coverage in the theater.
Two U.S. industry teams, Hughes/
Raytheon and Lockheed/Martin/Loral,
have been awarded contracts to partici-
pate in the first phase of the program,
largely because their proposals effec-
tively leverage technology used in cur-
rent surface to air and air to air mis-
sile systems. Both of the U.S. indus-
trial teams propose a system architec-
ture based on proven components and
technology.

The program is further leveraged by
participation of two key Allies, Italy
and Germany. Both countries require a
modern system to replace their aging
HAWK systems. As a footnote, there
are 22 additional nations currently em-
ploying HAWK. Those other users will
require a replacement system during
the next decade. Both partner coun-
tries provide technical capabilities
that significantly enhance the MEADS
Program’s access to the world’s best
technology.

As a result of the leveraging of tech-
nology and the significant contribu-
tions of Italy and Germany, the United
States funding requirement for system
development has been reduced from the
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original $3.1 Billion baseline estimate
to about $1.7 Billion. This accounting
of costs does not include the revenue
and employment benefits that will ac-
crue due to the expected high demand
for the purchase of this system.

Given all of these benefits, the cur-
rent bill does two disruptive things to
the MEADS development program. It
reduces the program authorization by
$10.8 millions and it prohibits the Unit-
ed States from contributing above 50
percent of the funding among her al-
lies. On the face of it, these bill items
do not seem very damaging. However,
the international nature of the pro-
gram makes these problems quite dam-
aging. The difficulties in the current
bill are due, I believe, to costing as-
sumptions that are no longer valid.
The biggest change from last year’s au-
thorization bill is the withdrawal of
France from the international agree-
ment. However, the bill appears to
have inadvertently placed cost con-
straints on the MEADS project as if
France were still in the agreement. Let
me now lay out some of the adverse
consequences of the current bill’s lan-
guage.

First, the proposed $10.8 million re-
duction in authorizations for fiscal
year 1997 will mean greater overall
costs to the U.S. for developing
MEADS in the project definition-vali-
dation phase of the project. This is due
to the obvious stretching out of the de-
velopment time period.

Second, and more importantly, Ger-
many and Italy are committed to the
MEADS Program at the highest levels
of government. Neither country views
any other system as a viable alter-
native to meeting its national require-
ments. As of May 28, 1996, Germany,
Italy and the United States have for-
mally agreed upon terms for the pro-
gram and have signed an international
agreement governing the initial pro-
gram definition and validation phase of
the program. Incidently, this satisfies
the Armed Services Committee Re-
port’s requirement for a Memorandum
of Understanding [MOU] among the Al-
lies before funds are obligated.

Of course the memorandum of agree-
ment just described is much different
than the one envisioned a year ago.
The withdrawal of France from the
partnership on MEADS means that the
United States cannot meet the 50 per-
cent ceiling on funding, required in the
committee report, given the previously
agreed upon percentages among the Al-
lies on burden sharing. The restructur-
ing—resulting from the withdrawal of
France—results in cost shares, now, of
60 percent for the United States, 25 per-
cent for Germany, and 15 percent for
Italy. Previously planned on percent-
ages were: 50 percent for United States,
20 percent for Germany, 10 percent for
Italy, and 20 percent for France. All
countries in the international agree-
ment have picked up some of the bur-
den that was once assigned to France.

At this point, I must make clear that
the requirement for the Corps SAM ca-

pability is a unilateral one. The United
States needs this capability now, and
would need to fund now, with or with-
out Allied participation. The benefits
of the partnership are clear. Also, the
higher percentage of costs now as-
sumed by the United States also means
an accompanying higher percentage of
revenues gained from the sale of the
weapon system to U.S. Allies.

Paradoxically, restructuring of the
program will actually reduce the U.S.
cost for the PD/V phase of the program
by $4 million, despite the percentage
change that I just described. With the
pull-out of France, the participating
nations have adjusted the scope of the
program so that the costs for the devel-
opment phase are reduced. The reasons
are reduced duplication and
redundancies, and the elimination of
French-unique program requirements
which are not demanded by the other
participating countries.

Because MEADS is the first major
system new start the United States has
attempted as a cooperative program in
some time, it has received a great deal
of attention around the world. Our
friends and allies see MEADS as the
litmus test of U.S. resolve to carry
through on our promise to improve our
record in armaments cooperation.
MEADS demonstrates that our defense
industry can work in concert with the
defense industries of other nations.

The committee’s report sends a nega-
tive signal concerning MEADS. Dif-
ficulties in resolving this partnership
will invariably impact on other future,
international armament partnerships;
our credibility will be damaged. Part-
nerships such as JSTARS for NATO are
put at risk by the proposed actions
with respect to MEADS.

The Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee recommended the program be re-
duced by $10.8 million, a reduction that
makes the program outlined in the re-
cently completed international agree-
ment unexecutable. Given such a re-
duction, our Allied partners will al-
most certainly consider the MOU null
and void. This, in combination with the
50 percent ceiling, is very debilitating
for the success of further cooperative
efforts.

In sum, the legislative provisions in
the current bill, unless corrected, will
likely halt the international agree-
ment on MEADS, halt MEADS develop-
ment, and cause other international
cooperative defense efforts to become
suspect.

I believe the amendment that I am
proposing will address these issues
while also addressing the Armed Serv-
ices Committee’s very valid concerns
that cost overruns not emerge from the
program. Instead of limitations on per-
centages with respect to burden shar-
ing among the allies, I propose a spend-
ing cap, as outlined in the amendment.
This spending cap meets the rightful
concerns of the SASC that costs be
controlled in the development of
MEADS. The $10.8 million put back
into the program in this amendment is

offset by reducing funding in a catch-
all program entitled ‘‘Other Theater
Missile Defense programs, projects, and
activities.’’

The amendment ensures that the
United States complies with her obli-
gations under the international agree-
ment between the United States, Ger-
many, and Italy. By doing so, we bol-
ster our credibility among our allies,
while maintaining the existence and ef-
fectiveness of an important defense de-
velopment program for our front-line
troops.

Mr. NUNN. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4358

(Purpose: To prohibit certain actions relat-
ing to the reorganization of the Army
ROTC pending a report on the Army ROTC)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senators THURMOND, FORD, SAR-
BANES, BREAUX, DOMENICI, SANTORUM,
HOLLINGS, WARNER, and JOHNSTON, I
offer an amendment that would pro-
hibit the Secretary of the Army from
closing any Reserve officer training
corps units until a comprehensive
study is complete and the results re-
ported to the Congress of the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],

for Mr. THURMOND, for himself, Mr. FORD,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. DOMENICI,
Mr. SANTORUM, MR. HOLLINGS, Mr. WARNER,
and Mr. JOHNSTON, proposes an amendment
numbered 4358.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the

following:
SEC. 523. PROHIBITION ON REORGANIZATION OF

ARMY ROTC CADET COMMAND OR
TERMINATION OF SENIOR ROTC
UNITS PENDING REPORT ON ROTC.

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary of the
Army may not reorganize or restructure the
Reserve Officers Training Corps Cadet Com-
mand or terminate any Senior Reserve Offi-
cer Training Corps units identified in the In-
formation for Members of Congress concern-
ing Senior Reserve Officer Training Corps
(ROTC) Unit Closures dated May 20, 1996,
until 180 days after the date on which the
Secretary submits to the congressional de-
fense committees the report described in
subsection (b).

(b) REPORT.—The report referred to in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) describe the selection process used to
identify the Reserve Officer Training Corps
units of the Army to be terminated;

(2) list the criteria used by the Army to se-
lect Reserve Officer Training Corps units for
termination;

(3) set forth the specific ranking of each
unit of the Reserve Officer Training Corps of
the Army to be terminated as against all
other such units;
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(4) set forth the authorized and actual

cadre staffing of each such unit to be termi-
nation for each fiscal year of the 10-fiscal
year period ending with fiscal year 1996;

(5) set forth the production goals and per-
formance evaluations of each Reserve Officer
Training Corps unit of the Army on the clo-
sure list for each fiscal year of the 10-fiscal
year period ending with fiscal year 1996;

(6) describe how cadets currently enrolled
in the units referred to in paragraph (5) will
be accommodated after the closure of such
units;

(7) describe the incentives to enhance the
Reserve Officer Training Corps program that
are provided by each of the colleges on the
closure list; and

(8) include the projected officer accession
plan by source of commission for the active-
duty Army, the Army Reserve, and the Army
National Guard.

(9) describe whether the closure of any
ROTC unit will adversely effect the recruit-
ment of minority officer candidates.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as
an Army ROTC Program graduate and
one who believes the program is vital
to the national security of our Nation,
I was disappointed to learn that the
Army announced on May 20, 1996, that
it will terminate the program at 31 uni-
versities and colleges throughout the
Nation, including two in South Caro-
lina.

I expect that many of my Senate col-
leagues have a strong affiliation for the
ROTC Program and are prepared to
speak to the merits of the program. I
believe that many would echo the com-
ments of Dr. Lee Vickers, the president
of Francis Marion University who de-
scribed the need for the ROTC Program
as follows:

Service to one’s community and to the Na-
tion as one of the constituent values of the
United States and one that is being heard
more and more frequently throughout the
higher education community these days.
What more vital service can there be than
that discipline, skills, and service learned by
young men and young women fortunate
enough to experience the leadership training
of the ROTC Program? No one can easily
deny the importance and the value of the
present and future citizen-soldiers leaders
that the ROTC Program has produced and
continues to produce.

Mr. President, it troubles me that
the Army terminated programs, not
only at Francis Marion University, but
also at Presbyterian College, and its
two satellite programs at Lander Uni-
versity and at New Berry College. Ac-
cording to U.S. News and World Report
Presbyterian College ranked second
among 117 regional liberal arts colleges
in the South. A key contributor to that
reputation has been the ROTC Program
which was started in 1919 with the acti-
vation of the Scottish Highlander Bat-
talion. For 77 years, ROTC has been a
respected and integral part of campus
life at Presbyterian College, sending
graduates to every major military
campaign since World War I. To date,
Presbyterian College has graduated 14
general officers and one Medal of
Honor recipient and currently more
than 100 Presbyterian College grad-
uates serve in uniform.

Mr. President, when I asked the
Army to tell me why these programs

were being terminated, their answer
was the requirements for commissioned
officers has decreased and therefore the
number of ROTC programs must be re-
duced. Although that answer may be
rationale, the Army could not provide
me with the criteria for selecting the
ROTC programs to be terminated.

My amendment would require the
Army to provide a report detailing the
selection criteria and other informa-
tion to justify the closure of the 31
ROTC units in 20 States. It would fur-
ther require the Army to wait 180 days
after submitting the report before ini-
tiating any action to reorganize the
ROTC Program.

Mr. President, this is a reasonable
amendment in view of the Army’s ac-
tion to terminate such an important
program—a program that not only sup-
ports the security of our Nation but
also impacts the lives of thousands of
America’s future leaders. I ask my Sen-
ate colleagues to show their support
for the ROTC Program and adopt this
amendment.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise in
support of Senator THURMOND’s amend-
ment to the Defense Authorization bill
to impose a temporary moratorium on
college ROTC unit closures.

The current guidelines will adversely
affect several universities across the
country, including Murray State Uni-
versity in Kentucky, where the Army
ROTC program is schedule for closure
at the end of the 1996–97 school year.

Murray State has a long and distin-
guished ROTC tradition. Since its in-
ception in 1952, over 1,000 ROTC grad-
uates have passed through the pro-
gram. Many of those graduates went on
to serve this country with great dis-
tinction and honor both in times of war
and peace.

Like ROTC programs across the
country, the Army ROTC program at
Murray State is not only an important
component of the western Kentucky
community, but of the entire armed
services. And so, I urge my colleagues
to support Senator THURMOND’s amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the president of
Murray State University, Kern Alexan-
der, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MURRAY STATE UNIVERSITY,
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

Murray, KY, June 17, 1996.
Hon. WENDELL FORD,
U.S. Senate, Senate Russell Office Bldg.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR FORD: The Department of
the Army has recently announced that the
ROTC program at Murray State University
will be closed at the end of the 1996/1997
school year. I am seeking your support and
assistance in reversing this decision.

ROTC at Murray State University is an in-
tegral part of our campus. With over a thou-
sand graduates since 1952, our ROTC program
has a long and distinguished history. Many
of the Army officers commissioned through
our program have served their country with
great honor in war and peace. It is important

to our country and our Army that future
commissioned officers understand and rep-
resent the regional values of the soldiers
that they will lead in the various compo-
nents of the Total Army.

As described in the attached fact sheet, our
ROTC program has made a threefold enroll-
ment increase in the last three years and has
every expectation of fulfilling the requisite
enrollment and commissioning goals in the
future. We have initiated several dynamic
programs to improve recruiting and reten-
tion.

I understand that shrinking defense re-
sources will require the closure of several
other regional ROTC programs to include
Southeast Missouri University and the Uni-
versity of Tennessee at Martin. Given our
historic support of ROTC, close proximity to
Fort Campbell, excellent ROTC support fa-
cilities, and the academic excellence of our
University, we could easily accommodate
students from these other schools. In fact,
we could easily become a primary commis-
sioning source for Army nurses, a commis-
sioned officer specialty of great demand.

I have made a personal commitment to the
support of ROTC and intend to see the pro-
gram flourish. I look forward to your assur-
ance of commitment to this proposal.

Sincerely,
KERN ALEXANDER,

President.
Attachment.

FACT SHEET—REASONS TO KEEP MSU ROTC
1. We serve 38 counties in Western Ken-

tucky plus we receive a large number of stu-
dents from Northwest Tennessee, Southern
Illinois, Indiana, and Southwest Missouri.

These students come to MSU for its high
academic standing (top quartile of small re-
gional liberal arts universities by U.S. News
and World Report) as well as our rural set-
ting.

With the closure of University of Ten-
nessee at Martin, a large portion of West
Tennessee and Western Kentucky would be
excluded from participation in ROTC in a re-
gional university.

MSU could cover both areas meeting the
needs of rural families coupled with our bor-
der county agreements to provide in-state
tuition.

2. MSU has tripled its overall enrollment
over the past three years. We have commis-
sioned nine lieutenants for the past two
years, project nine for the next school. En-
rollment numbers in ROTC have increased
along with the enrollment figures for the
University due to the faculty taking owner-
ship of the program and recruiting.

3. We have taken great strides toward at-
tracting ROTC students:

Ten $1,000 dorm scholarships for ROTC
scholarship students.

Free room for all four-year ROTC scholar-
ship students who attend MSU.

Ten guaranteed positions in our Nursing
Program.

Due to this good rapport between ROTC
and Nursing we have requested to be des-
ignated a Center for Nursing Excellence.

Nursing elective credit for Nurse Summer
Training Program.

Academic Minor in ROTC.
Process of gaining General Education Cred-

it for ROTC courses.
Extensive promotion of ROTC in Univer-

sity publications, brochures, and videos.
4. No other class gives students the edu-

cation in leadership as does ROTC. We stress
oral and written communication, self-con-
fidence, and development of leadership
skills.

5. ROTC provides between $250,000–$300,000
annually to MSU and the City of Murray in
stipends, scholarships, salaries, and operat-
ing and recruiting funds. This money is
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spent in restaurants, movie theaters, MSU’s
Bookstore, electric company, gas stations,
and in MSU’s general accounting office for
tuition.

6. ROTC attracts top notch students and
provides national marketing for MSU by
having a program on campus. Additionally,
it helps attract and promotes solid academic
performance in athletes and minorities.
(Currently 20% female, 10% African Amer-
ican, and 15 athletes enrolled.)

7. MSU has a strong tradition of providing
officers for four state National Guard units—
Kentucky, Tennessee, Illinois and Indiana.
Additionally, numerous officers have played
significant roles in the U.S. Army Reserve—
most notable, Major General (Retired) Lind-
say Freeman who was Commander of the
100th Training Division out of Fort Knox,
Kentucky.

8. Long tradition of ROTC at MSU:
Has been an academic program since 1952.
Commissioned over 1,039 officers.
Produced three General officers.

Mr. NUNN. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4358) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4359

(Purpose: To provide service credit for serv-
ice as senior ROTC cadets and midshipmen
in the Simultaneous Membership Program)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senator BYRD, I offer an amendment
which would provide service credit for
longevity and pay to individuals who
simultaneously are senior ROTC cadets
or midshipmen and members of the Se-
lected Reserve under the Simultaneous
Membership Program.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle. I
urge the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment numbered
4359.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle A of title V add the

following:
SEC. 506. SERVICE CREDIT FOR SENIOR R.O.T.C.

CADETS AND MIDSHIPMEN IN SI-
MULTANEOUS MEMBERSHIP PRO-
GRAM.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10.—(1) Section
2106(c) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking out ‘‘while serving on
active duty other than for training after
July 31, 1990, while a member of the Selected
Reserve’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘per-
formed on or after August 1, 1979, as a mem-
ber of the Selected Reserve’’.

(2) Section 2107(g) of such title is amended
by striking out ‘‘while serving on active
duty other than for training after July 31,
1990, while a member of the Selected Re-
serve’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘per-
formed on or after August 1, 1979, as a mem-
ber of the Selected Reserve’’.

(3) Section 2107a(g) of such title is amended
by inserting ‘‘, other than enlisted service
performed after August 1, 1979, as a member

of Selected Reserve’’ after ‘‘service as a
cadet or with concurrent enlisted service’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 37.—Section 205(d)
of title 37, United States Code, is amended by
striking out ‘‘that service after July 31, 1990,
that the officer performed while serving on
active duty’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘for service that the officer performed on or
after August 1, 1979.’’.

(c) BENEFITS NOT TO ACCRUE FOR PRIOR PE-
RIODS.—No increase in pay or retired or re-
tainer pay shall accrue for periods before the
date of the enactment of this Act by reason
of the amendments made by this section.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I propose
an amendment that will modify Titles
10 and 37 of the United States Code.
This amendment will correct a long-
overlooked enlisted service period of
selected military members. This
amendment allows creditable service
for military members who are serving,
or have served as enlisted members of
our National Guard and Reserve, while
also earning a commission through the
Simultaneous Membership Program
[SMP]. Since the program’s inception
in 1979, a select number of enlisted sol-
diers have not received longevity cred-
it for honorably performed duty that
they so justly deserve. SMP cadets are
enlisted soldiers with contracts and
service obligations, they are
deployable assets to their units, they
are military occupational service
qualified, and they are subject to all
the regulations and reviews of any
other enlisted soldier. this enlisted
concurrent service must be creditable
for all purposes. I urge my colleagues
to support this worthy amendment.

Mr. WARNER. I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4359) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4360

(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of the
Army to accept less than full reimburse-
ment of costs under the agreement for in-
struction of civilian students at the For-
eign Language Center of the Defense Lan-
guage Institute)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senator BOXER, I offer an amend-
ment which would authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to accept less than
full reimbursement costs under the
agreement for instruction of foreign
students at the Foreign Language Cen-
ter of the Defense Language Institute.

I believe the amendment has been
cleared by the other side.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct, Mr.
President.

Mr. NUNN. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4360.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the

following:
SEC. 368. REIMBURSEMENT UNDER AGREEMENT

FOR INSTRUCTION OF CIVILIAN STU-
DENTS AT FOREIGN LANGUAGE IN-
STITUTE OF THE DEFENSE LAN-
GUAGE INSTITUTE.

Section 559(a)(1) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Pub-
lic Law 103–337; 108 Stat. 2776; 10 U.S.C. 4411
note) is amended by striking out ‘‘on a cost-
reimbursable, space-available basis’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘on a space-available
basis and for such reimbursement (whether
in whole or in part) as the Secretary consid-
ers appropriate’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4360) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to, and I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4361

(Purpose: To provide additional pension se-
curity for spouses and former spouses of
civil service employees with respect to the
military service of such employees)
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf

of Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, I offer an
amendment which would provide that a
former spouse of a military retiree
whose military retired pay is part of a
divorce settlement would continue to
receive the amount of money directed
by court order if the military retiree
becomes an employee of the Federal
Government and has military service
count toward Civil Service retirement
benefits.

I believe the amendment has been
cleared.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. NUNN. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4361.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of subtitle D of title VI, add the

following:
SEC. 636. PREVENTION OF CIRCUMVENTION OF

COURT ORDER BY WAIVER OF RE-
TIRED PAY TO ENHANCE CIVIL
SERVICE RETIREMENT ANNUITY.

(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABIL-
ITY SYSTEM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
8332 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) If an employee or Member waives re-
tired pay that is subject to a court order for
which there has been effective service on the
Secretary concerned for purposes of section
1408 of title 10, the military service on which
the retired pay is based may be credited as
service for purposes of this subchapter only
if, in accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Director of the Office of Personnel
Management, the employee or Member au-
thorizes the Director to deduct and withhold
from the annuity payable to the employee or
Member under this subchapter, and to pay to
the former spouse covered by the court
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order, the same amount that would have
been deducted and withheld from the em-
ployee’s or Member’s retired pay and paid to
that former spouse under such section 1408.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(1) of such subsection is amended by striking
‘‘Except as provided in paragraph (2)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Except as provided in paragraphs (2)
and (4)’’.

(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYS-
TEM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
8411 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(5) If an employee or Member waives re-
tired pay that is subject to a court order for
which there has been effective service on the
Secretary concerned for purposes of section
1408 of title 10, the military service on which
the retired pay is based may be credited as
service for purposes of this chapter only if,
in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, the employee or Member author-
izes the Director to deduct and withhold
from the annuity payable to the employee or
Member under this subchapter, and to pay to
the former spouse covered by the court
order, the same amount that would have
been deducted and withheld from the em-
ployee’s or Member’s retired pay and paid to
that former spouse under such section 1408.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(1) of such subsection is amended by striking
‘‘Except as provided in paragraph (2) or (3)’’
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in para-
graphs (2), (3), and (5)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall take ef-
fect on January 1, 1997.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, the amendment I am offering to
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill would protect the military
pension benefits awarded to a spouse
upon divorce in cases where the retiree
rolls the military pension into a civil
service pension.

The Uniformed Services Former
Spouses’ Protection Act of 1982 pro-
vides that a court may only treat a
military retirees ‘‘disposable’’ retired
pay as marital property, and award no
more than 50 percent of that amount to
the former spouse in a divorce. The def-
inition of disposable retired pay in-
cludes, among other deductions, a gov-
ernment pension.

The allowed deductions can leave
former wives without pension benefits.
For example, if an ex-husband leaves
the military and enters the civil serv-
ice, he can choose to waive his military
retired pay and instead, have his mili-
tary service counted in figuring his ci-
vilian retirement benefits. This leaves
him without military retired pay and
thus leaves his ex-wife without any of
the pension benefits she was awarded
by the court.

This amendment would merely re-
quire the transfer of the court award to
the Government retirement system at
the same time as the military retire-
ment credits are transferred to the
Government retirement system.

A woman’s access to pension income
determines, in no small part, the kind
of life she will live in her older years.
For a former military spouse, her ac-
cess to her husband’s pension can mean
the difference between poverty and se-
curity.

Women married to men serving in
the military are often prevented from
earning pensions of their own, because
they must live on or near a base, trans-
fer from location to location, or live
overseas in order to keep their family
together. These requirements lessen
job opportunities and limit job tenure.

Without working full-time, earning a
decent salary, and spending many
years at a particular job, it is nearly
impossible to secure a pension at re-
tirement. This amendment would pro-
vide women, divorced after many years
of marriage, with a share of the pen-
sion earned during that marriage.

On May 14, I introduced the ‘‘Wom-
en’s Pension Equity Act of 1996,’’ as a
first step toward making pension law
simpler and more equitable for women.
The bipartisan legislation begins to
tackle the problems created by a pen-
sion system that is not designed for
working women, either those in the
workforce or in the home. This amend-
ment is one piece of that legislation.

In the population as a whole, women
make up 60 percent of seniors over 65—
but 75 percent of the elderly poor. Un-
married, widowed, and divorced women
are particularly apt to be living in pov-
erty. Nearly four times as many wid-
ows live in poverty as married women
of the same age.

Too many elderly women spend their
retirement years in poverty because
less than one-third of all female retir-
ees have pensions, and the majority of
those that do, earn less than $5,000 a
year. Women who are widowed or di-
vorced are particularly hard hit. The
current pension laws are often confus-
ing and illogical, and leave widows and
divorced women without any of the
pension benefits earned by their hus-
bands over many years of marriage. It
is estimated that nearly 80 percent of
women who are poor as widows were
not poor before their husbands died.

I am keenly aware that we must ad-
dress broader issues as well. And we
will address them. We should focus on
making participation in private pen-
sion plans easier, and not the game of
roulette which all too often leaves peo-
ple surprised at their retirement. This
amendment is one step in the right di-
rection, however, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
amendment today.

The women, now divorced, who have
spent their lives married to men in the
military, should not spend their retire-
ment years in poverty because of a
loophole in the law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4361) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS OF THE SELECT
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, EN BLOC

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-

ments to S. 1745, offered by the Select
Committee on Intelligence, be consid-
ered and agreed to, en bloc, and consid-
ered original text for the purpose of
further amendment.

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

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4254

(Purpose: To improve the committee
amendments)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator Thur-
mond be allowed to modify the com-
mittee amendments in more than one
place with amendment No. 4254; that
no further amendments be in order to
the Intelligence Committee amend-
ments; and that the Thurmond modi-
fication be deemed to be agreed to.

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

The amendment (No. 4254) was
deemed agreed to, as follows:

On page 219, line 11, insert ‘‘, for the Sec-
retary’s consideration,’’ after ‘‘of Defense’’.

On page 223, strike out lines 1 and 2 and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The National Im-
agery and Mapping Agency is a combat sup-
port agency of the Department of Defense
and has significant national missions.

On page 223, strike out line 17 and all that
follows through page 224, line 2 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(3) If an officer of the armed forces is ap-
pointed to the position of Director under this
subsection, the position is a position of im-
portance and responsibility for purposes of
section 601 of this title and carries the grade
of lieutenant general, or, in the case of an of-
ficer of the Navy, vice admiral.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for
approximately the last 7 weeks, the
Armed Services Committee and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence have
been engaged in negotiations in an at-
tempt to settle differences between the
two committees on a range of intel-
ligence reform measures in both the
Defense authorization bill and the In-
telligence authorization bill. I am
pleased to report that most of our dif-
ferences have been worked out. With
regard to the Defense authorization
bill, all our areas of difference have
been completely settled.

Mr. President, on May 13, 1996, S.
1745, the Defense authorization bill,
was referred to the Select Committee
on Intelligence on sequential referral.
This unprecedented action has delayed
consideration of the Defense authoriza-
tion bill and, in my view, made it more
difficult to work out sound com-
promises in a timely manner. Although
I have been clear and consistent in ex-
pressing my willingness to negotiate, I
have made it equally clear that I would
not be coerced into accepting bad com-
promises simply because the Defense
authorization bill had been taken hos-
tage.

The Intelligence Committee reported
S. 1745 out of committee on June 11,
1996, with a series of proposed amend-
ments. With three relatively minor ex-
ceptions, I support the Intelligence
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Committee’s amendments. With regard
to the three areas where I do not agree
with the Intelligence Committee’s
amendments, we have nonetheless
worked out agreements. It is my inten-
tion to offer three perfecting amend-
ments to the package of Intelligence
Committee amendments. These have
been cleared with the Intelligence
Committee. Overall, therefore, I be-
lieve that we have an acceptable agree-
ment.

Let me briefly describe the three
areas that are the subject of the
amendment that I will offer along with
Senator NUNN.

The Intelligence Committee amend-
ment would strike several sections
from the Defense authorization bill
that do not relate directly to the Na-
tional Imagery and Mapping Agency. It
also would insert a new section 906 re-
lating to the role of the Director of
Central Intelligence in the appoint-
ment and evaluation of the heads of
certain intelligence agencies within
the Department of Defense. With one
exception, I do not oppose these
changes. The amendment offered by
myself and Senator NUNN would modify
the Intelligence Committee language
having to do with performance evalua-
tions. In my view the Director of
Central Intelligence should not be in
the business of writing performance
evaluations for the heads of defense
agencies. The DCI himself has con-
firmed that this would be inappropri-
ate. The alternative that Senator NUNN
and I have offered would allow the DCI
to provide input for consideration by
the Secretary of Defense in preparation
for his annual evaluations of the De-
fense Department intelligence agency
heads. This would make it clear that
the authority to write such evaluations
resides with the Secretary of Defense,
but that the views of the DCI must be
taken into account.

The amendment offered by the Intel-
ligence Committee makes a number of
changes to the Armed Services Com-
mittee’s reported legislation establish-
ing the National Imagery and Mapping
Agency. For the most part, these
changes are the product of agreements
that we have reached with the Select
Committee over the last few weeks,
with two exceptions. I will briefly de-
scribe these areas and the changes that
the Thurmond/Nunn amendment will
make.

First, the Intelligence Committee
would strike the reference in the estab-
lishment clause to the National Im-
agery and Mapping Agency being a
combat support agency. Since there are
ambiguities regarding this issue in
title 10 of the United States Code, and
since the Department of Defense and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have insisted
on NIMA being a combat support agen-
cy, the amendment that I am offering
with Senator NUNN will restore the lan-
guage on combat support to the estab-
lishment clause. Our amendment would
also clarify that the new agency will
also have ‘‘significant national mis-

sions’’ to make absolutely clear that it
serves more than tactical military op-
erations.

Second, the Intelligence Committee
proposes a waiver of the cap on three
star general officers for the director of
the National Imagery and Mapping
Agency, if the director is a military of-
ficer. The Armed Services Committee
has a long standing position in opposi-
tion to providing waivers to this cap
for defense agency heads. Senator
NUNN and I simply propose to eliminate
this waiver, while leaving the Intel-
ligence Committee’s language regard-
ing the director otherwise unchanged.

Mr. President, given that the amend-
ment offered by Senator NUNN and my-
self is agreed to between the two com-
mittees, it would be my recommenda-
tion that the Intelligence Committee
amendment, as modified also be adopt-
ed. I believe that Senator NUNN and I
have proposed reasonable and justifi-
able adjustments to the Intelligence
Committee amendment. It is my inten-
tion to oppose any effort to undermine
the agreements that have been reached
between the two committees, either on
the floor or in conference.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence has
been engaged over the last year in an
intense examination of the Intelligence
Community and its role in the post-
cold-war world. The Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1997 re-
flects the conclusions of the Commit-
tee and its proposals for renewal and
reform of U.S. intelligence and I hope
the Senate will have an opportunity to
vote on these proposals in the near fu-
ture. Similarly, the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1997,
as reported by the Armed Services
Committee contained a number of in-
telligence reform provisions, including
authorization for a major reorganiza-
tion of the intelligence community
through the creation of a new agency,
the National Imagery and Mapping
Agency, as well as a number of provi-
sions directly conflicting with the
committee’s efforts this year to make
substantial improvements in the man-
agement and operation of U.S. intel-
ligence activities. In order to consider
these provisions in the context of our
overall reform effort, the Intelligence
Committee sought referral of the De-
fense bill, pursuant to the Committee’s
charter, Senate Resolution 400.

After careful review, including exten-
sive discussions and negotiations at
the staff and member level with the
Armed Services Committee and with
the Director of Central Intelligence,
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and
the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the committee voted to report
the bill with amendments on June 11—
well before the expiration of the 30
days of session allotted in Senate Reso-
lution 400 for consideration upon refer-
ral.

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTION

These amendments to the National
Defense Authorization Act, along with

the Intelligence Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1997, S. 1718, reflect the con-
clusions this committee has reached
through 6 years of efforts aimed at
making the U.S. intelligence commu-
nity operate more effectively, more ef-
ficiently, and with greater accountabil-
ity in light of the significant changes
in the world over the last decade. In
1994, this effort led Congress, at the
urging of Senator WARNER, Senator
GRAHAM, and others, to establish a
Commission on the Roles and Capabili-
ties of the U.S. Intelligence Commu-
nity—the ‘‘Aspin-Brown Commis-
sion’’—to conduct a ‘‘credible, inde-
pendent, and objective review’’ of U.S.
intelligence. The Commission was
given a deadline of March 1, 1996, with
the expectation that its report would
inform a legislative debate resulting in
enactment of needed changes during
this Congress.

Armed with the Commission’s report
and enlightened by the committee’s
own examination, including numerous
hearings, briefings, and interviews, the
Select Committee on Intelligence
voted on April 24, 1996, to report S.
1718, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1997, containing a
number of measures to improve policy
guidance to the intelligence commu-
nity, strengthen the DCI’s ability to
manage the community on behalf of all
intelligence consumers, and enhance
the ability of the Congress and the
American public to ensure that the se-
crecy necessary for the conduct of in-
telligence does not prevent the vigi-
lance and oversight necessary for an ef-
fective democracy. The Armed Services
Committee took the bill on a 30-day se-
quential referral as they have done
every year since the establishment of
the Select Committee on Intelligence.

On May 13, the Armed Services Com-
mittee reported out S. 1745, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1997, which included a num-
ber of provisions for intelligence reor-
ganization, including the creation of a
new national imagery agency and a
new structure for military intelligence
under a Director of Military Intel-
ligence [DMI]. The bill also included a
number of other provisions that di-
rectly conflicted with the reform at-
tempts of the Intelligence Committee
contained in S. 1718. The Intelligence
Committee requested referral of the
bill to consider these intelligence pro-
visions, pursuant to section 3(b) of Sen-
ate Resolution 400, which provides for
referral to the Committee of any legis-
lation containing provisions within its
jurisdiction for up to thirty days, not
counting days on which the Senate is
not in session.
DISCUSSIONS WITH ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

During the weeks of negotiations
that followed, the Intelligence Com-
mittee agreed to a number of changes
in S. 1718 to address concerns raised by
the Armed Services Committee about
protecting the equities of the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Notwithstanding that the ob-
jective of the reform provisions in S.
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1718 was to improve the quality of in-
telligence provided to all consumers,
including the Department of Defense,
the Armed Services Committee did not
want any change that might diminish
the current authority of the Secretary
of Defense, who now controls about 85
percent of the intelligence community
budget. The Intelligence Committee is
concerned that the current arrange-
ment, under which the Director of
Central Intelligence is responsible for
ensuring the nations intelligence needs
are met effectively and efficiently yet
has direct authority over only the
CIA—which represents only a small
portion of the intelligence budget—has
led to problems. One clear example is
the recent revelations regarding sev-
eral billion dollars at the National Re-
connaissance Office (NRO) in funds
that were never expended and were car-
ried forward year after year.

As the current DCI John Deutch, who
was formerly Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, testified on April 24,

[t]he Deputy Secretary of Defense has got
a tremendous set of issues covering a much
larger range of resources—10 times—manag-
ing ten times the resources * * * of the
whole intelligence community. So to say
that you are going to go to the deputy—and
I am not talking about personalities—and
say to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, why
didn’t you catch this, he’s going to say, well,
I count on the DCI to keep track of this and
to let the Secretary of Defense know. So in
some sense, if we are going to say that the
Director of Central Intelligence does not
view himself or herself as being responsible
for the NRO, fundamentally nobody will be.

The Director of Central Intelligence
is in a unique position to balance the
cost and effectiveness of intelligence
programs throughout the government.
It makes sense to hold this person re-
sponsible for ensuring that the various
elements of the intelligence commu-
nity are more responsive to this na-
tional objective then to parochial, turf-
driven goals that too often typify bu-
reaucracies. Yet he lacks the authority
needed to accomplish this objective,
particularly with regard to the intel-
ligence elements within the Depart-
ment of Defense. The DCI can be given
enhanced authority without removing
the elements of the intelligence com-
munity from the various agencies in
which they reside or interfering with
the ability of those agency heads to
manage their departments, i.e., with-
out creating a ‘‘Department of Intel-
ligence.’’ The reform provisions in the
Intelligence Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1997 were designed to accom-
plish this goal.

This fundamental difference of opin-
ion over the need to strengthen the au-
thority of the DCI to match his respon-
sibility as the overall manager of US
intelligence made reaching consensus
with the Armed Services Committee
over its provisions in the DOD bill and
the provisions in the Intelligence bill
difficult. However, both sides made ac-
commodations and ultimately resolved
all but a few issues, agreeing to
changes in both bills. On June 6, the

Armed Services report S. 1718 with
amendments that reflected the consen-
sus and one remaining area of disagree-
ment. The next week, on June 11, the
Intelligence Committee reported
S.1745, the DOD Authorization bill,
with amendments that similarly re-
flected the compromises reached with
Armed Services Committee. Subse-
quently, the Armed Services Commit-
tee proposed some changes to our
amendments, which we agreed to.

The area of disagreement that re-
mains is a provision in the Intelligence
bill that gives the DCI the ability to
make adjustments in the allocation of
funds within the National Foreign In-
telligence Program (NFIP) during the
fiscal year to meet unexpected intel-
ligence needs. Director Deutch, along
with all former DCI’s who testified be-
fore the Committee, publicly supported
this enhanced authority as important
to effective management of the na-
tional intelligence community. The
DCI has the authority today to make
the initial allocations within the NFIP
in formulating the budget. However,
when unforeseen requirements arise
during the fiscal year and funds are
available from a lower priority intel-
ligence activity, the DCI does not have
the authority to transfer those funds
unless the affected agency head does
not object. S. 1718 contained a provi-
sion to enhance the DCI’s authority by
shifting the burden to the affected
agency to convince the President or his
designee that the transfer is unwar-
ranted. The Armed Services Committee
objected to giving the DCI this author-
ity and amended S. 1718 to delete the
provision.

With the exception of this re-
programming issue, the Committee be-
lieves the consensus reached by the
two committees preserves significant
elements of the reform effort and sig-
nificantly enhances the ability of the
DCI to manage intelligence activities.
In addition, the Committee is com-
fortable that, with the changes agreed
upon, the DCI will have the ability to
ensure that a new National Imagery
and Mapping Agency will be responsive
to the needs of all national customers.

Specifically, the amendments we
have agreed upon to the National De-
fense Authorization Act will strike
provisions that were in direct conflict
with the reform efforts in the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act, a number of
which would have seriously hampered
the ability of the Intelligence Commu-
nity to function even under existing
mechanisms. For example, our amend-
ments strike a prohibition on any non-
DOD employee obligating DOD funds.
This provision, apparently intended to
ensure the DCI did not gain any addi-
tional budget execution authority,
would have restricted non-DOD em-
ployees detailed to DOD intelligence
agencies, such as NRO, from managing
contracts or performing numerous
other tasks they now commonly per-
form. It also would have interfered
with transfers of funds under the Econ-

omy Act, which take places regularly
when one agency performs a function
of common concern on behalf of an-
other agency for reasons of efficiency
and effectiveness. In addition, our
amendments mandate a larger and
more formal role for the DCI in the ap-
pointment and evaluation of the heads
of the key national agencies: NSA,
NRO, and the new NIMA.

As I have noted, the Committee fo-
cused a good deal of effort on the provi-
sions in the DOD bill that establish a
new National Imagery and Mapping
Agency—NIMA. Our amendments add
statutory language giving the DCI
clear authority to set imagery collec-
tion requirements and priorities, and
to resolve conflicts among priorities.
In addition, the Committee worked out
language with Armed Services to en-
sure that NIMA’s mission as stated in
its establishment clause includes both
combat support and its significant na-
tional missions. Finally, our Commit-
tee had concerns with the changes
Armed Services had made to the provi-
sions relating to the appointment and
status of the Director of NIMA as
worked out by the Administration. Our
amendments restore the balance ini-
tially proposed by providing that (1)
the Director of NIMA can be either a
civilian or a military officer; and (2)
that the Secretary of Defense must ob-
tain the concurrence of the DCI, or
note the non-concurrence of the DCI,
when recommending an individual to
the President for appointment as Di-
rector of NIMA.

The past few weeks have not been
easy, but I believe they have produced
a good outcome for U.S. intelligence
and the nation and, based on assur-
ances that the leadership of the Armed
Services Committee will do likewise, I
wish to state my commitment to join-
ing my colleagues in supporting
prompt disposition of both bills, oppos-
ing any effort to undermine the agree-
ments we have struck, and fully sup-
porting the Senate positions in our re-
spective conferences.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the bill
the Senate is now considering, S. 1745,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1997, raises many is-
sues essential to our national security.
None are more important, however,
than the Intelligence Committee’s
amendments regarding renewal and re-
form of the Nation’s intelligence appa-
ratus, intended to enable that appara-
tus to respond effectively to the secu-
rity threats of today and tomorrow.

The amendments under consideration
were added to the bill when the Select
Committee on Intelligence considered
it on sequential referral. All of these
amendments have been accepted by the
Senate Armed Services Committee dur-
ing the course of negotiations between
our two committees regarding the in-
telligence provisions in S. 1745 and in
S. 1718, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1997.

I would like to make special mention
of the Intelligence Committee’s pro-
posed amendments to the provisions of
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S. 1745 relating to the new National
Imagery and Mapping Agency, or
NIMA. NIMA would be created by con-
solidating nearly a dozen agencies or
offices within the Department of De-
fense and the Central Intelligence
Agency, including the Defense Mapping
Agency, the Central Imagery Office,
CIA’s National Photographic Interpre-
tation Center, into a single agency
within the Department of Defense. The
creation of NIMA will reduce
redundancies in the processing and
analysis of imagery, ensure more chal-
lenging career opportunities for those
in the imagery and mapping fields, and
create an important synergy between
mapping and imagery—allowing maps
to leave the paper and attain all the
benefits of today’s digital technology.

The creation of NIMA has been joint-
ly proposed by the Director of Central
Intelligence, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The establishment of a single na-
tional imagery agency was also en-
dorsed by the Brown Commission. Nev-
ertheless, the creation of NIMA con-
stitutes a major reorganization of
U.S.C. intelligence activities and in-
cludes the transfer of several imagery-
related offices out of the CIA and into
the Department of Defense. Accord-
ingly, the Intelligence Committee fo-
cused considerable attention on the
specific provisions in S. 1745 that would
establish NIMA and define its respon-
sibilities. We concluded that these pro-
visions need to be modified in several
key respects.

Most important, the committee con-
cluded that the role of the Director of
Central Intelligence with respect to the
tasking of imagery satellites should be
clarified. The DCI must have clear au-
thority to set imagery collection re-
quirements and priorities, and to re-
solve conflicts among priorities. The
DCI has such authority under existing
executive orders and presidential deci-
sions, but, in light of the establishment
of NIMA as an agency of the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Committee be-
lieves the DCI’s authorities should be
restated in statute. The committee has
amended S. 1745 to include these au-
thorities in both title 10, U.S. Code (to-
gether with other provisions establish-
ing NIMA) and in the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 in title 50 (which speci-
fies the DCI’s authorities as director of
the intelligence community).

The committee also focused on the
provisions of S. 1745 that define the re-
sponsibilities of NIMA to support intel-
ligence consumers outside the Depart-
ment of Defense. These provisions are
especially important because with the
consolidation of most of the imagery-
related activities of the intelligence
community into an agency within the
Department of Defense there is a risk
that the imagery needs of non-DOD
customers might not be met. We con-
cluded that the language of the provi-
sions is sufficient to protect the inter-
ests of national consumers but that the
provisions should be moved from title

10 to title 50, where they are more ap-
propriately placed since they relate to
the authorities of the DCI rather than
the organization of the Department of
Defense.

The committee was also concerned
that, as reported by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, the very first provi-
sion relating to NIMA in S. 1745 would
have stated that NIMA ‘‘is a combat
support agency of the Department of
Defense.’’ The term ‘‘combat support
agency’’ was first used in the Gold-
water-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986 to describe
certain DOD agencies that have war-
time support functions and that are
subject to periodic review by the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs with respect to
their combat readiness. The four de-
fense agencies designated by Congress
as combat support agencies in 10 U.S.
193 are the Defense Communications
Agency, the Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy, the Defense Logistics Agency, and
the Defense Mapping Agency.

When Congress passed the Goldwater-
Nichols Act, it specifically declined to
list the National Security Agency as a
combat support agency because NSA
serves customers outside the Depart-
ment of Defense. Congress, however,
subjected NSA to the same JCS review
procedures as other combat support
agencies but only with respect to its
combat support functions. The Intel-
ligence Committee believes that it
would have been most appropriate to
treat NIMA like NSA, i.e. not list
NIMA as a combat support agency but
subject it to JCS review with respect
to its combat support functions. The
Department of Defense and the Armed
Services Committee, however, have in-
sisted that NIMA be listed as a combat
support agency because the Defense
Mapping Agency was listed as a combat
support agency.

Given that the Defense Mapping
Agency will comprise the largest activ-
ity within NIMA, the Intelligence Com-
mittee has agreed to have NIMA listed
as a combat support agency in 10
U.S.C. 193 for purposes of JCS review
(but only with respect to its combat
support functions). But we continue to
believe that it would be a mistake to
establish NIMA as a combat support
agency in the very first sentence, even
if subsequent statutory provisions spe-
cifically state that NIMA also has na-
tional missions. The implication would
be left that NIMA’s primary purpose is
to provide combat support, and the im-
agery support to other customers
might suffer as a result.

Accordingly, the Intelligence Com-
mittee reported S. 1745 with an amend-
ment to the provision establishing
NIMA that would delete the reference
to NIMA’s establishment as a combat
support agency. The Armed Services
Committee has proposed to reinsert the
reference to NIMA’s status as a combat
support agency in the establishment
provision but to add in the same sen-
tence that NIMA has significant na-
tional missions. We would not object to

this formulation because it emphasizes
that NIMA has two equally important
functions: combat support and support
for national missions.

Our Committee also had concerns re-
garding the provisions relating to the
appointment and status of the Director
of NIMA. The legislative package
drafted by the Administration to cre-
ate NIMA provided that (1) the Direc-
tor of NIMA could be either a civilian
or a military officer; and (2) that the
Secretary of Defense must obtain the
concurrence of the DCI, or note the
non-concurrence of the DCI, when rec-
ommending an individual to the Presi-
dent for appointment as Director of
NIMA. As reported by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, S. 1745 would have re-
quired that the Director of NIMA be a
military officer and that the Secretary
of Defense simply consult the DCI be-
fore recommending a nominee to the
President. The Armed Services Com-
mittee’s formulation would have pre-
vented the President from appointing a
civilian Director of NIMA (thus imply-
ing that NIMA performs exclusively
military functions) and would have
given the DCI only a minor voice in the
appointment of the head of a critical
national intelligence agency. The
Armed Services Committee formula-
tion was opposed by the DCI and by the
Secretary of Defense. Accordingly, the
two Committees agreed to amend the
bill to revert to the Administration’s
proposal.

Finally, the two Committees agreed
to delete from S. 1745 a provision that
would have prohibited the Inspector
General of the Central Intelligence
Agency from conducting any inspec-
tion, investigation, or audit of NIMA
without the written consent of DOD In-
spector General.

We believe that, taken together, our
amendments will help to clarify the re-
sponsibilities of the DCI with respect
to the operation of NIMA and will
serve to ensure that the imagery needs
of consumers outside the Department
of Defense are satisfied.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to
support the agreement worked out by
the Armed Services and Intelligence
Committees on the provisions of our
respective bills pertaining to the cre-
ation of a new DoD agency, the Na-
tional Imagery and Mapping Agency
known as NIMA, and the renewal and
reform of the intelligence community.

By way of background, I want to note
that the Armed Services and Intel-
ligence Committees have been nego-
tiating over a number of items in our
respective authorization bills. In the
course of these negotiations, a number
of thorny issues have been settled and
only one issue remains which relates to
a provision in the Intelligence Author-
ization bill.

I want to make note of one issue in
particular that we have worked out.
That issue relates to the establishment
of a new Department of Defense agen-
cy, called the National Imagery and
Mapping Agency or NIMA, which com-
bines the Defense Mapping Agency, the
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Central Imagery Office, and the Na-
tional Photographic Interpretation
Center. NIMA will provide imagery in-
telligence and mapping support to both
the Department of Defense and other
agencies of the Government.

An issue arose concerning the des-
ignation of NIMA as a combat support
agency. Under the agreement reached
between our two committees, the new
National Imagery and Mapping Agency
will be designated in the agency’s es-
tablishment clause as a combat sup-
port agency and it would also state
that the Agency has significant na-
tional missions to meet the Intel-
ligence Committee’s concerns. Director
Deutch, in a letter to Senator THUR-
MOND dated June 6, 1996, stated in per-
tinent part that, and I quote, ‘‘The es-
sence of the NIMA concept for both the
Intelligence Community and the De-
partment of Defense is that NIMA be a
combat support agency.’’ I ask unani-
mous consent that the entire text of
Director Deutch’s letter to Senator
THURMOND be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE DIRECTOR OF
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE,

Washington, DC, June 6, 1996.
Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to underscore
my previous statements to the leadership of
the Select Committee on Intelligence and
the Committee on Armed Services concern-
ing legislation creating a National Imagery
and Mapping Agency (NIMA) and permitting
the collection of foreign intelligence on non-
U.S. persons in support of U.S. law enforce-
ment.

The essence of the NIMA concept for both
the Intelligence Community and the Depart-
ment of Defense is that NIMA be a combat
support agency. At the same time, it is
equally important that there be a clear
statement of its national mission and that
the authorities of the Director of Central In-
telligence to manage and support the na-
tional mission of NIMA be undiminished ex-
cept as required to establish NIMA, i.e., the
transfer of operational control of CIA em-
ployees and funds to NIMA. NIMA must be
responsive to the direction of the Secretary
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs in its
combat support role, but it must also follow
the direction of the DCI in matters of collec-
tion and tasking to satisfy NIMA’s national
mission. NIMA resource issues obviously af-
fect both the military and national missions
and, as the Administration’s legislative pro-
posal makes clear, should be decided jointly.
I strongly affirm the statements I made on
these points during our meeting of May 23,
1996 including the placement of statutory
language in titles 10 and 50 of the U.S. Code.

I also believe, as I have indicated in our
previous conversations, that it is important
to clarify the authority of the Intelligence
Community to provide assistance to law en-
forcement agencies outside the United
States by collecting intelligence information
on non-U.S. persons. Much progress has been
made in this area over the last few years, but
I believe it is important to give the Intel-
ligence Community clear statutory author-
ity to provide such assistance so that our
agencies can work together in an efficient
and effective manner. Both the Intelligence
Community and the Department of Justice

support the legislative clarification con-
tained in Sec. 715 of S. 1718.

It is my strongly held view that the Intel-
ligence Community can provide important
assistance to law enforcement agencies out-
side the United States in a far more effective
manner than would be the case if law en-
forcement agencies were to expand their ac-
tivities into areas traditionally dealt with
by the Intelligence Community.

For decades, the Intelligence Community,
and the CIA in particular, have developed
close working relationships with law en-
forcement agencies and intelligence services
outside the United States. This network of
contacts and relationships provides a rich
environment from which information re-
quired by U.S. law enforcement agencies can
be gleaned. There is no reason to replicate it
with an extensive law enforcement presence
outside the United States. Indeed, such a
presence would be counterproductive because
it would be confusing, duplicative and under-
mine longstanding intelligence relation-
ships. It would permit local governments to
play one U.S. Government agency off against
another and would lead, in my view, to less
information reaching the United States, not
more.

If I can provide any additional information
on these or other matters, please do not hesi-
tate to contact me directly.

An original of this letter is also being sent
to Ranking Minority Member Nunn and to
the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence.

Sincerely,
JOHN DEUTCH.

Mr. NUNN. I am pleased that we have
been able to resolve our differences
over the provisions in the Department
of Defense authorization bill and I look
forward to working with the Chairman
and Vice Chairman of the Intelligence
Committee on the one remaining issue
relating to the Intelligence authoriza-
tion bill. I urge the adoption of these
amendments.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that it is the judgment of the
managers that all matters relating to
this bill that can be concluded on this
day have been concluded. The Senate
may now proceed to address the re-
maining matters.

Mr. NUNN. I concur with my friend
from Virginia. I think we handled all
the amendments we are able to handle
now that have been cleared on both
sides. We have a lot of amendments re-
maining, probably in the neighborhood
of 50, 60 amendments on this bill. But
there are an awful lot of them that are
not relevant to this bill, and I hope
they will be withdrawn or can be
worked out. So I believe that today has
been a productive day.

We have stayed on the defense bill by
and large. The amendment that we
took up that was not relevant to the
defense bill was worked out, agreed to,
and supported overwhelmingly in this
body. So I think it has been a good day.
I know Chairman THURMOND has put in
a lot of hard hours. The Senator from
Virginia has put in a lot of hard hours.
We are working together. I think we
can make further progress tomorrow.
And with good luck, cooperation, good
spirit, good will, we can finish this bill
tomorrow night, if all that happens.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I just
do not know how many times the good

Senator from Georgia and I have stood
here and wished the Senate well. Let us
do it once again. I do so on behalf of
the distinguished chairman, Senator
THURMOND.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. I can
say, I have been here many times on
defense bills when the light in the tun-
nel was not apparent at all, and I be-
lieve I saw a little glimmer earlier this
evening.

Mr. WARNER. I am sure we did. I
think we should also commend the re-
spective leaders, Mr. LOTT and Mr.
DASCHLE, because they indeed became
engaged today to assist the matters.

Mr. NUNN. I agree.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Senators have
until the hour of 9:30 a.m., Thursday, in
order to file second-degree amend-
ments to the DOD bill.

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 5 minutes
each.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting one nomination
which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

(The nomination received today is
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
f

REPORT ON AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 156

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit this report

on the Nation’s achievements in aero-
nautics and space during fiscal year
1995, as required under section 206 of
the National Aeronautics and Space
Act of 1958, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2476).
Aeronautics and space activities in-
volved 14 contributing departments and
agencies of the Federal Government,
and the results of their ongoing re-
search and development affect the Na-
tion in many ways.
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