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the United States, claims that the ad-
vertising ban is outdated, old fash-
ioned, and is a throwback to Prohibi-
tion era concerns. But distilleries know 
as well as I know that television has 
grown increasingly influential in our 
society, which makes the code of good 
practice ban more important than it 
ever was. 

As a nation that purports to care 
about the health, safety and well-being 
of its people, and as a nation that 
spends billions of dollars every year on 
the health care of its people, the very 
least we can do is to try to address the 
dangers of alcohol by discouraging the 
early drinking that often results in 
later addiction, alcohol dependency, or 
even more unfortunate consequences. 

It is dangerously irresponsible for 
liquor companies to merchandise their 
vices using the influential power and 
looming ubiquity of television. Shame. 
Shame on the Seagram Corp.—shame 
on the Seagram Corp.—for defying its 
own agreement with the people of this 
country. 

I urge every member of the liquor in-
dustry to comply with the 48-year-old 
decision to keep liquor ads off the air-
waves—off the airwaves. The health, 
the well-being, and moral character of 
our Nation far outweighs the profit 
that might be generated from broad-
cast advertisements peddling hard liq-
uor. 

Mr. President, ‘‘Tell them not to 
drink the stuff that I drank.’’ 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. I say to 
my colleagues, this is only for a 
speech, after which I will put the 
quorum call back in. 

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

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask, on 
behalf of Senator HARKIN, that Kevin 
Ayelsworth be accorded the privilege of 
the floor during debate on this bill. 

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

THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity, while we 
are in the process of trying to work 
matters out, so we do not waste the 
time of the Senate, to discuss the fu-
ture of a facility that has long been a 
key component of our Nation’s secu-
rity, the Department of Energy Savan-
nah River Site. I know my colleague, 
the chairman, the Senator from South 
Carolina, has been a devoted supporter 

of the work being done there for a long 
time. 

Located on the Savannah River in 
South Carolina along the Georgia/ 
South Carolina border and known lo-
cally as just Savannah River, this site 
is 16 miles from Augusta, GA, and 12 
miles from Aiken, SC. The Chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Senator THURMOND, and I have worked 
together for over 23 years on issues re-
lated to Savannah River. He has really 
been the leader here. We have teamed 
together over the years to insure that 
the Savannah River complex meets the 
Nation’s national security needs. 
Today, I want to address the future of 
that complex. 

The end of the cold war and the sign-
ing of two landmark strategic arms re-
duction treaties will produce dramatic 
reductions both in the future role of 
nuclear weapons in our Nation’s na-
tional security planning, and in the 
size of our nuclear weapons stockpile. 
Moreover, the building momentum to-
ward a comprehensive test ban treaty, 
if it occurs, could eliminate the design 
and production of new nuclear weapons 
with new military requirements. Thus, 
the Department of Energy has begun to 
reduce the size and complexity of its 
nuclear weapons production facilities. 
As part of this process, the Savannah 
River Site must adapt to the changing 
national security picture, and must 
broaden its long-standing focus beyond 
the production of nuclear weapons ma-
terials. 

At the close of World War II, the 
United States was the only nation in 
the world with the technological capa-
bility to design and build nuclear weap-
ons—weapons which became an essen-
tial element of our national security 
and deterrent posture. In the early 
years of the Atomic Age, the tech-
nology was crude and the materials 
needed for these weapons were scarce. 
To remedy this situation, the United 
States embarked on a massive post-war 
effort to develop a nuclear weapons 
production complex that could design, 
test, build, modify, and disassemble nu-
clear weapons on an industrial scale, 
and that could produce all the nec-
essary materials, such as plutonium, 
highly-enriched uranium, and tritium, 
in the quantities needed to support 
such a program. In the 1950’s, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, built most 
of what we know today as the nuclear 
weapons production complex. This 
complex, scattered among 13 States 
and located on thousands of square 
miles, produced tens of thousands of 
nuclear warheads over the last half- 
century. These warheads were the very 
foundation of our deterrence strategy 
that, to date, has worked with no weap-
ons being used—and thank God for 
that. 

One of the major facilities of the nu-
clear weapons production complex is 
the Savannah River Site. Savannah 
River consists of over 300 square miles 
on what was originally farmland in 
rural South Carolina. This land was ac-

quired by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion from over 1,600 individual owners. 
Once acquired, the land was taken over 
by an army of construction workers. 
Building the facilities was a tremen-
dous task that included relocating a 
small town. Even today, the remains of 
house foundations, sidewalks, and 
streets can still be seen. 

Most of the original production fa-
cilities at the site were built in just 2 
years. These included: five nuclear ma-
terials production reactors; two areas 
for reprocessing and recovering the ma-
terials produced in the reactors; facili-
ties for heavy water production; reac-
tor fuel and reactor target facilities; 
and a large number of support facili-
ties. 

E.I. du Pont Co. was asked both to 
build and to run the facility. Du Pont 
accepted the challenge, and for the sum 
of $1 per year, du Pont constructed and 
then operated Savannah River for 40 
years. Today, a subsidiary of Westing-
house runs Savannah River for the De-
partment of Energy. 

Over the last half-century, Savannah 
River and its 20,000 employees have 
played a major role in winning the cold 
war. But that confrontation is now 
over. As a result, Savannah River, like 
so many other defense facilities, must 
find new roles and a new future. What 
is the future of the Savannah River and 
what new missions are possible? How 
can the Nation best utilize the Savan-
nah River Sites—unique talents of its 
skilled work ‘force and its large and 
easily accessible physical plant? How 
can Savannah River draw on its his-
tory, its skills, and lessons learned to 
make a substantial contribution to our 
national security for the next 50 years? 
These questions are important to the 
Department of Energy, the Department 
of Defense, the communities in Georgia 
and South Carolina affected by the Sa-
vannah River complex, and, of course, 
those dedicated employees who work in 
that facility. 

I believe that there are at least three 
new and challenging missions for Sa-
vannah River: a cleanup technologies 
mission; an energy and environmental 
research mission; and a new national 
security mission. 

First, the Cleanup Mission. Over the 
past 50 years of operation, the Depart-
ment of Energy’s nuclear weapons pro-
duction complex has generated enor-
mous amounts of waste materials. This 
has led to extensive environmental 
contamination of the 17 facilities in 13 
States that make up the complex. The 
challenges facing the Department of 
Energy as it moves to clean up this 
complex are enormous. Neither the 
exact cost nor the timetable for this 
cleanup is known, but most estimates 
have been in the hundreds of billions of 
dollars range, over decades of activity. 

Today, cleanup is complicated by the 
absence of agreed, legally-binding 
cleanup standards. No one knows for 
sure what clean really means, or how 
much cleanup is enough. Identification 
of the extent of the contamination is 
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difficult, and most technologies for 
cleanup are either time-consuming, ex-
pensive, and not terribly efficient, or 
not yet invented, or some combination 
of the above. 

The Department of Energy has set a 
30-year goal to complete the cleanup, 
but the former Office of Technology 
Assessment [OTA] suggested that that 
goal was unreachable. The OTA also 
found that, quote: 

The current regulatory process is not suffi-
cient to identify effectively urgent health- 
based remediation needs or to comprehen-
sively identify public health impacts. 

Thus, it is virtually impossible to 
make a reasoned assessment as to what 
should be cleaned up immediately and 
what can wait. In the absence of agreed 
cleanup standards, the political process 
tends to set priorities for cleanup fund-
ing—and this is not simply at Savan-
nah River but throughout the whole 
Energy Department; it is one of our 
biggest problems—according to the 
squeaky wheel principle, rather than 
based on scientific and immediate 
needs. 

The success of Savannah River as one 
of DOE’s production sites has not been 
without its costs. Like most industrial 
sites, and the other sites in the nuclear 
weapons production complex, Savan-
nah River generated many waste 
streams from its operations, including 
large amounts of toxic, hazardous, and 
radioactive wastes in a variety of 
forms. Some of these materials were 
stored on-site, and some were disposed 
of at the site. Other wastes were sim-
ply discharged into the on-site environ-
ment. In some instances, the practices 
employed were fully acceptable at the 
time; in other instances, the urgency of 
production to meet cold war threats 
meant that little thought was given to 
the long-term consequences of certain 
production, storage, and disposal prac-
tices. 

Over time, huge amounts of haz-
ardous wastes were generated and 
stored because there was no known 
method either to treat or to dispose of 
the waste. Unfortunately, when exist-
ing storage sites were filled, the usual 
practice was to build more waste stor-
age areas. Little thought and less 
money went to identify ways to treat 
or dispose of the waste and to reduce 
the amounts of waste in storage. Thus, 
wastes continued to accumulate over 
the years. Today, Savannah River 
stores, in underground tanks, more 
than 34 million gallons of liquid, highly 
radioactive waste—enough to cover 
nearly 120 football fields 1 foot deep. 

The good news is that, earlier this 
year, DOE achieved startup of the De-
fense Waste Processing Facility at the 
Savannah River site. This new plant 
takes those highly radioactive liquid 
wastes from the tanks, mixes the waste 
with melted glass, and molds the 
cooled waste in glass cylinders glass 
logs. Although the glass logs are also 
highly radioactive, they are easier to 
handle, and ultimately transport to a 
high-level waste storage facility. The 

added advantage is that compared to 
the tanks, they will not leak. This 
process is known as ‘‘vitrification.’’ 

I am pleased that this new plant has 
finally started operation; it is a badly 
needed addition to cleanup technology. 
In this year’s defense authorization 
bill, we have authorized an additional 
$15 million to accelerate the rate of 
production of the glass logs at this 
plant. At DOE’s proposed long-term 
funding levels and planned operating 
rate, it would take until the year 2028— 
that is over 30 years—to vitrify just the 
liquid wastes stored in the tanks 
today. In my judgment, that is too 
long to have to rely on storage in un-
derground tanks. It is my hope that fu-
ture Congresses will fund this plant for 
operation at its maximum design rate, 
in which case, the storage tanks could 
be emptied about a decade sooner. 

Another of the potential cleanup mis-
sions for the Savannah River site has 
come into focus with the recent brief 
run of the H-canyon reprocessing facil-
ity. The H-canyon was restarted in 
order to reprocess an accumulation of 
surplus materials left throughout the 
plant complex when operations were 
suspended, supposedly temporarily. 
This brief operation of the H-canyon 
has removed radioactive and hazardous 
materials from numerous areas across 
the site and consolidated it with al-
ready stored waste. This has reduced 
hazards across the complex, improving 
worker health and safety in many 
plant locations. 

Last year, the Secretary of Energy 
announced that the Savannah River 
site had been designated to receive 
shipments of highly radioactive spent 
fuel from a number of foreign research 
reactors to which we had provided new 
fuel many years ago. This decision 
means that Savannah River will be-
come a so-called temporary storage 
site for additional quantities of spent 
fuel. On nonproliferation policy 
grounds, this administration has re-
fused to reprocess either this returning 
research reactor fuel or the large accu-
mulation of spent fuel from the old re-
actors on site. Yet, I do not believe 
that we can allow the Savannah River 
site to continue to accumulate spent 
fuel while we wait—and wait—and 
wait—for some ultimate long-term 
spent- fuel storage plan to emerge. 

There are other options, and those 
options need to be addressed. Obvi-
ously, one option would be to begin re-
processing of spent fuel stored at Sa-
vannah River, followed by vitrification 
of the resulting liquid waste streams at 
a second Defense waste processing fa-
cility. A second facility would be a ne-
cessity. Even at full capacity, the 
DWPF plant that just opened will take 
too long, in my judgment, to rid the 
site of the already stored liquid wastes, 
with all their hazards of leakage and 
accident. We dare not add to those 
risks by reprocessing spent fuel, and 
then storing new liquid wastes in the 
old tanks being emptied. I believe DOE 
will soon have to consider seriously 

this reprocessing option. The adminis-
tration will also have to carefully 
weigh the impact of reprocessing on 
U.S. nonproliferation policy against 
the growing reluctance of States and 
their citizens to be burdened with addi-
tional radioactive and hazardous 
wastes, particularly when brought 
from abroad, and this is certainly true 
in Georgia, and I think also in South 
Carolina. 

Savannah River faces a massive 
cleanup challenge, apart from the liq-
uid storage challenge. In just the last 2 
years, the Energy Department has 
spent over a billion dollars at Savan-
nah River on environmental restora-
tion and waste management activities. 
Between 1991 and 1997, it will have 
spent between $3.5 and $4.5 billion for 
cleanup activities at Savannah River. 
Unfortunately, much of this money 
will be spent on managing the storage 
of the accumulated wastes, not on 
cleaning up waste sites. These funds 
are just the tip of a total cleanup ice-
berg at Savannah River that will prob-
ably take decades—and additional bil-
lions of dollars—to complete. 

In carrying out this long-term clean-
up, we need to focus on more than the 
ultimate goal of restoring the land and 
water at Savannah River to a more ac-
ceptable condition. We also must focus 
on developing more cost-effective tech-
nologies with which to carry out the 
cleanup in future years. This is enor-
mously important. If we do not develop 
new technologies, there will not be 
enough money in the Treasury to clean 
up all this, plus the other sites all over 
the country. From the perspective of 
cleanup technologies, Savannah River 
is already ahead of many of the other 
Department of Energy facilities. For 
that reason, Savannah River has the 
potential to make positive contribu-
tions, not only to ongoing cleanup ac-
tivities at other sites, but also to new 
waste treatment technologies that will 
allow us to avoid a repeat of the experi-
ences of the last 50 years. 

For example, horizontal drilling 
methods, borrowed from the oil drilling 
industry and used at Savannah River, 
have succeeded for the first time in re-
moving volatile contaminants from 
soils. This project was so successful 
that the Department of Energy was 
able to remove the contaminants 11 
times more quickly than by previous 
cleanup methods. 

Much of the hazardous material con-
taminating Savannah River is not ra-
dioactive. The nonradioactive haz-
ardous materials are for the most part 
solvents and other materials com-
monly used in industrial operations. 
Savannah River has been, and should 
continue to be, a test bed for new, in-
novative cleanup and waste treatment 
methodologies. Industry does not have 
the same ability and latitude as Savan-
nah River to develop and test innova-
tive cleanup and waste treatment tech-
nologies. This unique Savannah River 
capability should be fully utilized. 

The requirement to clean up the 
water and the land at Savannah River 
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also presents the opportunity to de-
velop new, environmentally sound, 
manufacturing and waste treatment 
technologies. The development of an 
environmental restoration and waste 
management research center at Savan-
nah River would contribute signifi-
cantly to increased efficiency in reme-
diation technologies. Development of 
environmental technologies like these 
would greatly assist the United States 
in restoring its reputation as the 
world’s environmental leader. 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY RESEARCH 
MISSION 

When Savannah River was under con-
struction in the 1950’s, the AEC was 
concerned about the safety of the sur-
rounding population, particularly in 
the event of an accident. As a result, 
the reactors and other production fa-
cilities are located in the center of the 
site, and occupy only 5 percent of the 
total site area. Surrounding these pro-
duction facilities is a large, relatively 
untouched natural area. This buffer 
zone, designed to protect the public, 
has also protected a broad array of 
wildlife, including five currently en-
dangered species. 

The seeds of change to support an en-
vironmental and energy research mis-
sion were planted back in 1972 when, to 
protect this rich buffer zone, the AEC 
designated the Savannah River site as 
the Nation’s first national environ-
mental research park. Today, Savan-
nah River is home to the Savannah 
River Ecology Laboratory, a major en-
vironmental research center operated 
by the University of Georgia. The lab-
oratory should serve as one foundation 
for this major new and positive mission 
for Savannah River. The physical at-
tributes of the site, coupled with the 
unique expertise of the Savannah Ecol-
ogy Laboratory, make Savannah River 
an ideal choice for energy and ecology 
research. 

Mr. President, development of envi-
ronmentally sound energy sources is 
one important key to the ability of the 
United States to remain competitive in 
manufacturing. Greater energy inde-
pendence is also critically important 
to our national security interests. En-
vironmentally sound, renewable energy 
production can simultaneously reduce 
the Nation’s dependence on foreign oil 
and ensure that we need not risk ex-
ploring for oil in environmentally sen-
sitive coastal and offshore areas. 

Savannah River’s size and location 
make it a unique site in the south-
eastern United States for development 
of solar energy research, for clean coal 
research, and as a possible research 
park for nuclear power and the next 
generation of nuclear power reactors. 

The Ecology Laboratory is a leader 
in the study of radiation and its effects 
on the environment, and thus is a nat-
ural player in the quest to identify en-
vironmentally sound energy sources. 
This special capability, coupled with 
the exceptional technical skills of the 
Savannah River work force, presents a 
rare opportunity for environmentally 
sound energy research. 

THE NATIONAL SECURITY MISSIONS 
The third mission, of course, is the 

national security mission. In the 
search for new missions, Savannah 
River must not lose sight of its tradi-
tional national security mission, which 
will continue for the foreseeable fu-
ture. But this mission must be carried 
out in an environmentally sound man-
ner. 

The continuing national security 
mission for Savannah River is built 
around tritium. Tritium is a key ingre-
dient in U.S. nuclear weapons. Tritium 
gas decays over time, and, thus, the 
tritium in our nuclear weapons must 
be replaced at regular intervals. Trit-
ium formerly was produced in reactors 
at Savannah River, but tritium produc-
tion ended with the shutdown of those 
reactors in the late 1980’s. Since the 
number of U.S. nuclear weapons has 
been declining as a result of START 
agreements, Savannah River has been 
able to recover and recycle the tritium 
from retired nuclear weapons. This re-
covered tritium has then been reused 
in the weapons remaining in the stock-
pile. These efforts have allowed the 
United States to postpone new produc-
tion for some time. But that time will 
run out in the next few years. 

New production of tritium will be 
needed early in the next decade, pos-
sibly as early as 2005. That means that 
a source of new tritium production 
must be identified in the next year or 
two. As a Nation, we must ensure that, 
once the current excess inventory of 
tritium is depleted, we have in place a 
new, safe, and highly reliable source of 
tritium. With its special tritium-han-
dling capacity, newly constructed trit-
ium handling facilities and long-
standing expertise, Savannah River 
will remain a key player in preserving 
our nuclear arsenal. 

Location of an accelerator for new 
tritium production capacity at Savan-
nah River would be a natural and log-
ical complement to the existing trit-
ium handling and loading capacity al-
ready located there. 

Another feasible, and probably more 
cost-effective, option would be to 
produce tritium in an existing com-
mercial reactor, either through pur-
chase of irradiation services or through 
purchase by DOE of an existing com-
mercial reactor, to be operated by a 
contractor. In this option, the tritium 
targets would be shipped to Savannah 
River, where it would be recovered and 
made ready for the inventory. If this 
option were selected, Plant Vogtle, 
owned by the Georgia Power Co. and 
located directly across the Savannah 
River from the Savannah River site, 
would be a leading candidate. DOE will 
select the technology for new tritium 
production at the end of 1998. 

All of these options have to be 
weighed both to their advantages and 
disadvantages. 

In the meantime, the DOE has to de-
velop a nearer term contingency capa-
bility in the event of a national emer-
gency. This contingency capability will 

be provided through the use of com-
mercial reactors. Expanded tritium ex-
traction capability will have to be con-
structed at Savannah River to support 
this contingency capability. The De-
fense Authorization bill reported by 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
contains funding to begin the design 
process for this new tritium extraction 
facility. 

In the years to come, whatever tech-
nology is selected in 1998 by the De-
partment of Energy, Savannah River 
will continue to play the lead role in 
ensuring that all nuclear weapons re-
maining in the United States inventory 
have an assured supply of tritium. 

Savannah River should also play a 
new role in an emerging area of na-
tional security. The end of the cold war 
and the negotiations of new arms con-
trol agreements means that both this 
country and the Russian Federation 
are about to embark on the most mas-
sive drawdown and dismantlement of 
nuclear weapons in history. This proc-
ess introduces new problems for the 
weapons complex. As nuclear weapons 
are dismantled, the fissionable mate-
rials remaining—plutonium and ura-
nium—must be safely and reliably ac-
counted for and stored pending perma-
nent disposal. Long-term storage of 
these materials raises a number of en-
vironmental, proliferation, as well as, 
of course, political issues. Of course, 
these issues are extremely difficult. 

New, innovative, peaceful uses for 
these fissile materials, particularly 
plutonium, must be developed. Savan-
nah River, long a production site for 
plutonium, has the specialized skills to 
help identify methods to account for, 
to use for nonweapons purposes, or to 
destroy plutonium. Savannah River 
should play a key role in the dis-
mantlement process through the iden-
tification, development, and dem-
onstration of reuse and/or destruction 
technologies for plutonium. This is 
quite a challenge, but the challenge 
must be met. 

NEXT STEPS 
Savannah River’s new course must 

emerge over the coming years. A new 
course for the Savannah River site can 
only be successful with the participa-
tion and support of the communities 
surrounding the site, the States of 
Georgia and South Carolina, the De-
partment of Energy and its operating 
contractor, the environmental and reg-
ulatory communities, and the Con-
gress. I have outlined this morning a 
number of suggestions for the future of 
the Savannah River site, and I look 
forward to working with all of these 
important players, and particularly 
with the chairman of this committee, 
Senator THURMOND, who is an expert 
and really understands the challenges 
there, in defining, shaping, and imple-
menting the future missions of the Sa-
vannah River site—‘‘The second 50 
years.’’ 

Mr. President, that completes my re-
marks. In accordance with my agree-
ment, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

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

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, if no other 

Senator is desiring to take the floor at 
this particular moment, I would like to 
speak on an amendment that I have 
filed at the desk but do not plan to 
offer until the current matter is re-
solved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4363 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the amend-

ment that I have filed at the desk is 
number 4363. It is designed to bring 
more discipline to the manner in which 
we authorize and appropriate military 
programs. Each year we receive from 
the administration a request for au-
thorization of defense programs for the 
upcoming fiscal year. That request is 
the product of a lengthy and thorough 
process at the Department of Defense, 
Department of Energy, the Office of 
Management and Budget, the White 
House, and many other Federal agen-
cies, to forge the best military force 
possible in the face of some rather se-
vere fiscal constraints. 

The process of building DOD’s budget 
is an enormously complicated process. 
It is unique in scope among Govern-
ment departments. It involves at least 
2 years of preparation explicitly for one 
fiscal year’s budget submission. It in-
volves hundreds of thousands of 
manhours by experts throughout the 
defense community. It involves careful 
analysis, computer modeling, war-gam-
ing, tradeoffs, and compromise. It is 
not a process that we in the Congress 
should take lightly. We have extraor-
dinary expertise here in the Senate 
among both Members and staff, but I 
believe we would be naive to ignore the 
complexity and delicate nature of 
maintaining a defense program that 
best serves the national interests. 

Mr. President, I am not suggesting 
that we defer carte blanche to the De-
partment of Defense. I am suggesting 
that we exercise considerable caution 
in making significant changes to the 
request, especially in the areas of mili-
tary equipment and construction, areas 
where Members are particularly in-
clined to make adds which may have 
nothing to do with national security. 

Mr. President, this year alone the 
committee has added more than $13 bil-
lion to the administration’s fiscal year 
1997 request. I support most of that in-
crease because I believe we are not 
doing enough to modernize and replace 
our aging weapons inventory. I am 
very much concerned that too much of 
that increase, almost $2.2 billion by 
one estimate, involves programs not 

requested by the administration, not 
mentioned by any of the services in 
their so-called wish list for priority 
items that did not make the budget re-
quest and not even a part of DOD’s 
long-range 5-year plan. 

To this effect, I am offering this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, along 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, that urges 
the Senate, to the extent practicable, 
to authorize military equipment and to 
appropriate military equipment only if 
that equipment is, first, in the admin-
istration’s request; or second, in the 
long-range plans of the Department of 
Defense; or third, in a supplemental re-
quest issued by the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, the military depart-
ments, the National Guard Bureau, or 
the Reserve chiefs, after the initial re-
quest is made. 

If an item meets one or more of these 
criteria, we would be assured that at a 
minimum it is something that the 
military believes that it needs either 
now or in the future if more funds were 
available. If an item cannot meet these 
minimal criteria, then I think at the 
very least it deserves very careful and 
critical examination. 

Mr. President, this amendment, when 
formally offered, does not state that 
the Senate should never authorize re-
quests that did not meet these criteria. 
I am not urging that we advocate our 
legislative responsibilities by deferring 
without question to the Department. 
Indeed, the reason I voted against the 
amendment offered yesterday that 
would have deleted all spending not 
specifically requested by the Depart-
ment is that I thought it could be in-
terpreted as a complete abdication of 
legislative responsibility, and I did not 
want to go that far. 

Rather, the amendment that I have 
filed at the desk calls for the Senate 
Armed Services Committee to include 
a separate section in the committee re-
port, and it will be amended to include 
similar language to affect the appro-
priating committee, that would provide 
a detailed national security justifica-
tion for any equipment that does not 
meet the criteria. 

The amendment also calls for a sepa-
rate section in the Armed Services 
Committee report, justifying any mili-
tary construction projects that do not 
meet the military construction project 
criteria that was set forth by my good 
friend from Arizona in the fiscal year 
1995 defense authorization bill. Similar 
language will be inserted to effect the 
appropriations process. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I am happy 

to yield to the Senator. 
Mr. NUNN. I have not studied the 

amendment, and I would like to look at 
it more. I suggest, and I believe the 
Senator may have said this, if this ap-
plies to the authorization committee, 
it certainly should also apply to the 
appropriation committee. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I say to the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 

that the current language does not, but 
I have included in my remarks an in-
tent to modify the amendment when 
formally taken up so that both the au-
thorizing and the appropriating com-
mittees would be affected by the lan-
guage. It is very much in concert with 
the intent long expressed in the leader-
ship provided by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia and many others 
who have worked long and hard with 
the military committees, both the au-
thorizing and the appropriating com-
mittees. 

Mr. President, the criteria that I am 
referring to, the inspiration for this 
particular amendment, call for the 
Senate to authorize only those mili-
tary construction projects that are in 
the request in the DOD’s future years 
defense plan and that meet other im-
portant criteria or similarly are af-
fected by the appropriations process. 
Those criteria have already served the 
national interest well by substantially 
curtailing the authorization of con-
struction projects not requested by the 
department. 

In an era when defense dollars are be-
coming tougher to find, while our 
sources are stretched thin overseas, it 
seems to me critical that we exercise 
extraordinary prudence and foresight 
in avoiding the expenditure of taxpayer 
dollars for purposes other than those 
recommended by the Department of 
Defense. By highlighting these items in 
the committee report, we increase the 
visibility of these add-ons and ensure 
that they are fully justified in and 
evaluated by the Congress and the pub-
lic at large. 

Let me be clear, Mr. President, all of 
us have at one time or another re-
quested projects that do not meet the 
criteria established in this amendment, 
myself included. But if these are 
projects that we feel strongly about in 
terms of their national security value, 
we ought to be prepared to have those 
items highlighted as adds in the com-
mittee report and defend them on their 
merit. 

Let me make a comment about the 
National Guard and Reserves. We are 
all aware of the DOD’s perpetual un-
willingness to adequately fund Guard 
and Reserve equipment and military 
construction accounts. Too often, with-
out congressional leadership, the 
Guard and Reserves would be using 
outmoded equipment and operating out 
of tents. 

The criteria set forth in this amend-
ment include any requests from the 
National Guard Bureau and the Re-
serve components. In addition, much of 
the Guard and Reserve equipment and 
military construction we authorize 
each year is, in fact, in the future 
year’s defense plan of the Department 
of Defense, but we just do not see it. 

To remedy this, I introduced an 
amendment, along with my distin-
guished senior colleague from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER, that was agreed to 
yesterday to require in permanent law 
the submission to Congress of the 
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DOD’s future plan, or FYDP, for the 
Guard and Reserves. The DOD is cur-
rently required to submit its FYDP 
only for the active forces. That amend-
ment will, at a minimum, allow the 
Congress to make more informed judg-
ments about what should be added for 
Guard and Reserve forces. 

All of the men and women of our 
Armed Forces—active, Reserve, and 
Guard—deserve to have equipment and 
facilities that meet their needs. In 
short, Mr. President, we owe it to them 
to avoid authorizing those items that 
the Department of Defense has shown 
no interest in now or in the future, or 
appropriating those items which the 
Department of Defense has shown no 
interest in now or for the future, and to 
have the courage explicitly to high-
light debate and justify any such items 
that we decide to go ahead with and 
authorize. 

With that, Mr. President, at the ap-
propriate time, I will modify the 
amendment at the desk, and I will urge 
its adoption. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

1996 ATLANTA OLYMPIC GAMES 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, over the 

course of recent weeks, there has been 
growing interest and excitement in the 
1996 Atlanta Olympic games. This has 
been highlighted by the Olympic torch 
relay across the country and here at 
the U.S. Capitol last week. It was fur-
ther enhanced by the electrifying 
record-breaking runs at the Olympic 
trials held this past weekend. The Cen-
tennial Olympic games begin in less 
than 4 weeks and will be held prin-
cipally in Atlanta. However, additional 
venues are scattered throughout the 
State of Georgia as well as Florida, 
Alabama, Tennessee, and the District 
of Columbia. 

All in all, more than 10,000 athletes 
and 2 million spectators from around 
the world will participate in the games, 
making this event the largest peace-
time gathering in history. By compari-
son, the Atlanta games will be approxi-
mately twice the size of the Los Ange-
les Olympics in terms of the number of 
participants and spectators. 

In addition, Atlanta will host ath-
letes from 197 countries around the 
globe. That is an additional 57 coun-
tries from those 140 which participated 
in the 1984 games. 

To give my colleagues a point of ref-
erence, particularly for the football 
fans among them, the Atlanta Olympic 
games will be the equivalent of one 
city hosting six Super Bowl games each 
day for 17 days straight. 

So it is a Super Bowl times six each 
day for 17 days. That is quite an under-
taking. 

Not surprisingly, such an event as 
the centennial games is too big for any 
single municipal or State government 
to take care of the safety and security 
without appropriate help from the Fed-
eral Government. 

Those who won the selection of At-
lanta as the Olympic venue understood 
at the beginning that they would be re-
sponsible for providing the cost of put-
ting on the games, and they are spend-
ing about $1.5 billion to do so. They 
should not and did not, however, plan 
to pay the bill to guarantee the secu-
rity of millions of visitors from all 
over the world and all of the athletes 
in an era of terrorism. In the era of 
modern terrorism, safety for an event 
of this type simply cannot be guaran-
teed without help from the Federal 
Government. So if you remove the Fed-
eral Government from the scene, there 
would be no venue in America, in my 
opinion, that could host international 
games, certainly not of this magnitude. 

Mr. President, I support appropriate 
Department of Defense assistance for 
the Atlanta Olympics. My friend, Sen-
ator COVERDELL, and I have supported 
this funding, and we have done so vig-
orously, and many of our colleagues, in 
fact a vast majority on the floor of the 
Senate and in the House, have joined 
us. 

This is not simply because it is At-
lanta. I supported similar funding and 
support for the Olympic games at Lake 
Placid in 1980 and Los Angeles in 1994, 
the PanAmerican games in Indianap-
olis in 1987 and the Special Olympics in 
New Haven in 1995, as well as other 
international contests hosted by the 
United States. It simply has to be 
done. It is one of those elements of na-
tional security that is very, very im-
portant, and it must be defined as na-
tional security because no city or 
State can possibly deal with the kind 
of threats of terrorism we have in the 
world today. 

For events of such magnitude, the 
Congress has long authorized the use of 
military personnel and equipment—in 
carefully prescribed circumstances—to 
be used in support of these events. In 
some cases, this support requires full 
reimbursement, and in some cases— 
such as security activities—there is no 
reimbursement requirement. For the 
Atlanta games, Federal support for the 
Olympics and Paralympics has been a 
bipartisan effort from day one under 
the Bush administration. This bipar-
tisan effort has continued through the 
years as the Congress has provided the 
appropriate authorization and appro-
priation to support the games in both 
Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations, both Republican and Demo-
cratic Congresses. 

Unfortunately, there have been a 
number of glaringly inaccurate or mis-
leading reports about support provided 
to the Atlanta Olympics. 

I think it is important, before we 
have an Olympic amendment which we 
are going to have which hopefully will 
be worked out, it is important to have 

some background here because our 
friends in Utah, Senator HATCH and 
Senator BENNETT, are going to be faced 
with the same kind of challenges in 
terms of security in the years ahead as 
they prepare for the Winter Olympics 
which has already been awarded to 
that State and to our country. 

Some of these accounts have ques-
tioned in particular the appropriate-
ness of Department of Defense per-
sonnel and equipment being used to 
provide security and security-related 
support for the Atlanta Olympic 
games. 

I realize that an important part of 
our democracy is public scrutiny of 
government actions. Elected officials 
and others in government must be held 
accountable for their actions. It is en-
tirely appropriate for the public, the 
news media, and Members of Congress 
to ask the tough questions about stew-
ardship of public funds and resources. 

However, the media and the Congress 
have a responsibility to provide the 
public with facts—not half-truths, in-
nuendo, and unsubstantiated opinion 
without factual foundation. Given the 
numerous inaccuracies contained in 
many of the media and congressional 
statements regarding the Olympics, I 
rise today to provide what the news 
commentator Paul Harvey called the 
rest of the story. 

In 1991, Congress authorized the De-
partment of Defense to provide per-
sonnel and logistics support for the 
Centennial Olympic games as well as 
the Paralympics—the inspiring com-
petition of some 4,000 disabled athletes 
from 102 counties who have overcome a 
handicap to become a world-class ath-
lete. Believe me, these are, indeed, 
world class athletics. The Paralympics 
take place 11 days after the conclusion 
of the Olympics, although they are not 
under the direction or direct auspices 
of the Atlanta Committee for the 
Olympic Games [ACOG]. In other 
words, they are not under ACOG, but it 
will take place in many of the same 
venues and will be in the Atlanta vicin-
ity. 

Taxpayer-funded DOD support for the 
Olympics is provided for functions to 
protect the safety of participants and 
spectators in four States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Requests for DOD 
services have been jointly compiled 
over a 4-year period of study by secu-
rity personnel and others representing 
over 50 local, State, and Federal Gov-
ernment agencies. The DOD and the 
military services reviewed these re-
quests and accepted only those they 
considered appropriate for security and 
security-related support. DOD can pro-
vide non-security support for special 
events on a reimbursable basis—and, 
DOD is doing so for the Atlanta Olym-
pic and Paralympic games. Where DOD 
has a unique capability not readily 
available elsewhere they have been 
providing some of the support on a re-
imbursable basis. 

This is not a comprehensive list of 
everything that has been said, but it is 
my best effort to deal with some of the 
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more egregious accounts or distortions 
that I have come across about the 
Olympics and the Paralympics and the 
facts that respond to these allegations 
which have been, in some cases, mis-
leading and in other cases completely 
false. 

This is an up-to-date list as of today, 
but I must say the critics of the At-
lanta Committee on the Olympic 
games seem to come up with new alle-
gations as fast as old ones are refuted. 
Let me just deal with a few of them 
today because I think it is important 
for the record to be straight. I cer-
tainly think it is important as we con-
sider a later amendment, and also as 
Senator HATCH and Senator BENNETT 
deal with the security requests that 
will be forthcoming for the games that 
will be held in Utah. 

Misleading report No. 1: DOD has ac-
ceded to all requests from ACOG and 
State and local law enforcement groups 
without making measured judgments 
of what type of military-related assist-
ance is justified and appropriate. That 
is the charge. Fact: DOD received nu-
merous requests for assistance from 
ACOG and law enforcement agencies 
which DOD considered inappropriate 
for military personnel to execute and 
these were denied. For example, re-
quest for DOD to: operate 
magnetometers at entry points—re-
quest denied; guard local communica-
tions and power infrastructure—re-
quest denied; provide security support 
at the International Press Center, Cen-
tennial Park, International Olympic 
Committee Headquarters, and VIP ho-
tels—request denied. 

Neither I nor DOD would contend 
that these requests were frivolous. It is 
simply that within the scope of avail-
able resources and the best analysis of 
the type of security threat that re-
quires U.S. military help, careful judg-
ments were made from the perspective 
of stewardship of resources and the 
proper use of military personnel. 

Misleading report No. 2: That $13,325 
spent by DOD was wasted on what a 
May 7, 1996 Washington Post article de-
scribed, ‘‘something called aviation 
planning and landing zones.’’ That is 
the charge. Fact: DOD spent this sum 
for aerial surveys to determine the best 
locations to bring in military or law 
enforcement helicopters in an emer-
gency. We must remember that the ma-
jority of the Olympic events will occur 
within a 3-mile area in downtown At-
lanta, which has restricted airspace 
and will be flooded with Olympic par-
ticipants and spectators. Route plan-
ning for emergency airlift situations is 
a critical security function and does 
not require the DOD to be reimbursed. 
It is my great hope that medical 
teams, hostage rescue forces or explo-
sive ordnance or chemical/biological 
teams will not be called upon to fly 
into an event area. However, if they 
are, this prudent planning will save 
time and perhaps precious lives in an 
emergency. 

Misleading report No. 3: Military per-
sonnel will be used to drive buses and 

vans to transport spectators to the 
Olympic Games. Fact: Military per-
sonnel will not drive spectator buses 
and vans. Military personnel will be 
used to transport athletes and law en-
forcement officials moving between the 
Olympic Village and event venues. This 
has been a part of the security plan 
since its inception. Of the 1,058 mili-
tary drivers provided to support the 
Olympics, 419 will remain in Atlanta 
after the Olympics to provide support 
to the Paralympic athletes. The Jus-
tice Department and the FBI subse-
quently determined that this function 
is a valid and essential part of the com-
prehensive security plan. This was the 
recommendation of our top law en-
forcement officials as to what was 
needed for security. While some may 
want to second-guess or Monday morn-
ing quarterback this decision, I cer-
tainly am not one of those. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General of the United States con-
cerning the use of military drivers at 
the Olympics be printed in the RECORD. 

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

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY 
ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

Washington, DC, March 27, 1996. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Dirksen Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR NUNN: The Department of 

Justice (DOJ) is pleased to respond to your 
inquiry concerning the Department of De-
fense (DOD) reprogramming as it relates to 
security issues for the Olympic Games in At-
lanta. Security for the Olympics will be pro-
vided by a combination of federal, state and 
local law enforcement, private guards, vol-
unteers, and DOD personnel. It is the opinion 
of this Department that the DOD component 
is critical to the safety of the Games. We 
have reviewed the reprogramming submis-
sion and concur in DOD’s assessment that 
the requested functions all are essential. 
These include venue and route security, EOD 
support, vehicle and package sanitization, 
athlete bus drivers, and administrative sup-
port for the DOD personnel. It is imperative 
that each of these functions, especially mili-
tary drivers for athlete buses, be included in 
the reprogramming as they have been in-
cluded in DOD support requests from the 
outset and have been approved through var-
ious stages of review. 

This reprogramming will play a vital role 
in providing a secure environment for the 
Olympics and ensuring the public safety of 
the visitors to and residents of the Atlanta 
area. 

Of course, DOJ staff are available to pro-
vide more information to members of Con-
gress on the Department’s position on this 
issue should they so desire. 

Sincerely, 
JAMIE S. GORELICK. 

Mr. NUNN. I find it ironic that these 
recent press accounts would make light 
of this security mission. We need look 
no further than the bombings in Egypt, 
Israel and the recent one in Saudi Ara-
bia as well as other nations to realize 
that buses and other transportation 
hubs are frequent targets of terrorists. 
It would be unthinkable for security 
personnel to ignore this prospect in At-

lanta. The use of military personnel in 
driving the buses has many advan-
tages. These include the fact that the 
danger of infiltration of the driver pool 
is virtually eliminated in comparison 
to the danger of using volunteer or 
commercial drivers. In addition, mili-
tary personnel are both disciplined and 
reliable—all personnel are specially 
trained in varying degrees for perform-
ance in combat or other difficult cir-
cumstances. 

Once again, prudent planning and 
precaution in this security arena may 
make the difference between life and 
death, and here I, for one, will defer to 
the experts in security who felt this 
was an essential security need. 

Misleading report No. 4: DOD per-
sonnel will be assigned to wash the 
Olympic buses. Fact: DOD personnel 
will not be washing buses. In fact, 
ACOG has established and paid for a 
vehicle wash and transportation stag-
ing facility located at Fort Gillem in 
Atlanta. ACOG employees and Olympic 
volunteers will operate the facility to 
wash the Olympic buses. At the conclu-
sion of the Olympic and Paralympic 
games, this facility and improvements, 
valued at $108,000, will be donated to 
the U.S. Army—providing a continuous 
benefit to activities and personnel at 
Fort Gillem. 

Misleading report No. 5, and this one 
has popped up over and over again. It 
almost seems to be one that cannot be 
put to rest. The State of Georgia has 
charged DOD over $100,000 for military 
personnel to obtain State-issued com-
mercial drivers licenses. Fact: The 
State of Georgia has not charged DOD 
anything for the testing and licensing 
of the military drivers. The military 
determined that for its own require-
ments—liability, interstate travel, 
etc.—it would be prudent to obtain 
commercial licenses for their per-
sonnel. General Tilelli of U.S. Army 
Forces Command [FORSCOM] stated 
for the record before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on July 11, 1996, ‘‘the 
Georgia Department of Safety is pro-
viding testing and licenses for military 
drivers stationed in Georgia and sup-
porting the Olympics at no cost to 
DOD.’’ GAO confirmed this information 
in a June 14 report which stated that 
the 358 DOD drivers from bases in Geor-
gia will obtain Georgia-issued commer-
cial drivers licenses at no cost to DOD 
as agreed to in a Memorandum of 
Agreement of May 14, 1996 between the 
Department of the Army and the Geor-
gia Department of Public Safety. 

Earlier disinformation contending 
that Georgia was charging for commer-
cial licenses may have given the im-
pression that the State of Georgia is 
nickel and diming the Federal Govern-
ment to death over the Olympics. In 
fact, the State is leaning over back-
ward to accommodate the military, as 
well they should. I also would like to 
point out that the State of Georgia is 
spending more than $72 million of its 
own funds on Olympic security, includ-
ing the salaries of law officers who will 
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be assigned to full-time Olympic secu-
rity duties. Not counting state prison 
guards, some 73 percent of all State of 
Georgia employees who have law en-
forcement credentials will be assigned 
to the Olympics. This is not just At-
lanta, but the whole State. So almost 
75 percent of all credentialed law en-
forcement officials will be used by 
Georgia in the Olympics. 

Misleading report No. 6: DOD per-
sonnel will be watering the Olympic 
field hockey fields. That is the charge. 
Fact: DOD personnel will not be water-
ing Olympic playing fields. Media ac-
counts have led the public to believe 
that DOD personnel engaged in this ac-
tivity, conjuring an image of teams of 
soldiers acting as laborers with garden 
hoses. In fact, one television news read-
er asked, ‘‘doesn’t the military know 
that water won’t make artificial turf 
grow?’’ This claim is simply not true. 
This watering equipment was requested 
for use during the games because local 
water department officials and the At-
lanta fire chief feared that water pres-
sure in their municipal water system 
would fall to dangerous levels under 
the known demand to dispense 4,500 
gallons of water over a field in a 7 
minute period twice during each com-
petition. DOD will provide four 50,000 
gallon water bladders, two 20,000 gallon 
water bladders, and six water pumps 
which will be used to water three 
Olympic field hockey fields. As GAO 
noted in its June 14 letter to Senator 
MCCAIN that military personnel will 
operate the bladders and ‘‘ACOG per-
sonnel will operate the above ground 
watering systems distributing water on 
the fields . . . in accordance with Field 
Hockey International Federation 
rules.’’ The military uses this equip-
ment to store and distribute water to 
its personnel in extreme environments, 
and similar equipment was used in Op-
erations Desert Storm and Desert 
Shield. As a matter of fact, similar 
equipment was used when we had the 
huge floods in Georgia and we had 
whole cities that could not be supplied 
with water, where people literally had 
no water to drink. DOD came in that 
emergency and helped, as they have 
with other floods around the country. 
A similar DOD bladder system was 
tested for the Olympics in 1995 at a 
cost of $11,884 for setting up and oper-
ating the system. 

The important thing here, as with 
other nonsecurity activities, expenses 
to the military are reimbursed. ACOG 
reimbursed the costs in 1995 and will 
reimburse all associated costs for the 
water system when it is used during 
the games. Any diligent reporter could 
have ascertained these facts before 
printing the misleading information. 

Misleading report No. 7: The Navy 
has contributed $39,750 worth of barges 
to support the Olympic yachting 
competion. Fact: The Navy has pro-
vided three barges for use at Olympic 
yachting competitions outside of Sa-
vannah, but not at taxpayer expense. 
ACOG reimbursed the DOD $39,750 in 

1995 for the costs associated with the 
use of these barges. Again, a fact that 
could have been ascertained before the 
misleading reports were printed. 

Also ignored in the media reports 
was the fact that the yachting com-
petition will take place in waters sur-
rounding environmentally sensitive 
barrier islands. In total, 25 barges—3 
from the Navy—will be used as spec-
tator platforms in an effort to protect 
the sensitive coastal areas from irrep-
arable damage. I am advised that the 
three Navy barges are over 45 years 
old, were in storage until they were 
brought up to a usable condition—at 
ACOG’s expense—and were moved to 
Savannah by the Army’s 7th Transpor-
tation Group at Fort Eustis, VA. The 
DOD Office of Special Events deter-
mined that movement of the barges by 
the Army was a non reimbursable ex-
pense. All other costs associated with 
the barges were deemed reimbursable 
by the Office of Special Events and 
were reimbursed by ACOG. 

Misleading report No. 8: DOD pur-
chased ice chests for the Atlanta Police 
Department. Fact: DOD is not pur-
chasing new ice chests for the police as 
the public has been led to believe. DOD 
will provide 35 chests from current 
DOD stock inventory on a use and re-
turn basis. Once again, General 
Tilelli’s responses to questions at the 
June 11 Committee hearing confirmed 
that DOD will loan the stock coolers to 
the police. This is the stock of material 
that is retained by the Office of Special 
Events for just such use. 

Misleading report No. 9: DOD has 
provided nonsecurity support for the 
Atlanta Olympic games, but it has not 
been reimbursed. Fact: For the non se-
curity items that have been provided 
to date, ACOG has reimbursed DOD in 
full and will reimburse when any fu-
ture nonsecurity support is provided. 
To date, ACOG and associated Olympic 
organizing committees have reim-
bursed DOD almost $600,000. Future re-
imbursements are expected to exceed 
$100,000. 

Misleading report No. 10: DOD con-
structed a new dining facility for ath-
letes use during the Olympic games. 
Fact: DOD provided a relocatable facil-
ity at the Paralympic Athletes Village 
in support of the Paralympic games. 
After its use at the games, this 
relocatable facility will be transported 
to Blount Island, FL, to support main-
tenance activities for active duty Ma-
rines stationed at this facility. Person-
ally, I am proud that our military is 
able to assist the Paralympics in this 
fashion. 

If anyone objects to this, let it be 
criticized in the effect of it being the 
Paralympics, not the Olympics. I be-
lieve our soldiers take great pride in 
participating in a project that assists 
athletes of such astounding, astound-
ing great courage. Members of our 
military sadly are no strangers to the 
impact of injury or illness that some 
define as ‘‘incapacitating.’’ But the 
Paralympic athletes have proved by 

their own performance and their tre-
mendous courage that the definition of 
‘‘incapacitated″ needs reexamination 
by our society. 

Mr. President, I imagine there are 
other inaccurate accounts that have 
been publicly disseminated but have 
not come to my attention. I do not pre-
tend that I am answering everything 
that has been in the media. I have not 
read it all. Unfortunately, it seems 
that many members of the media in 
this area have not taken the time to 
check the facts. I simply urge, when 
these other reports or charges come up, 
that someone check with the Depart-
ment of Defense, check with the ACOG 
committee before they write these 
kinds of articles. Hopefully, in the 
weeks ahead, the critics will check 
some of the cynicism at the door and 
focus on the many good and positive 
stories associated with the aspirations 
and preparations involved with the 
Olympics and the Paralympics, a very 
special part of our modern history. 

Mr. President, I have previously 
asked that the attachment from the 
deputy attorney general that I alluded 
to be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business 
for up to maybe 10 minutes. 

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

f 

ROHYPNOL, THE DATE RAPE DRUG 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Western Hemisphere 
subcommittee of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, I have recently come upon 
a very serious crisis beginning to de-
velop in our country. As you know, we 
have been exceedingly interested in the 
drug epidemic for which this country is 
currently exposed, with drug use 
among our young teenagers virtually 
doubling in the last 36 months. 

But in the course of the inquiry and 
the hearings, we have come across a 
new drug called Rohypnol. This drug is 
now being characterized in the media 
as a date rape drug. I will share with 
the Senate some of the horrible and 
tragic effects of this new drug that has 
found its way increasingly into our 
country, particularly in our southern 
States, Florida, in Texas, but through-
out the South. 

I quote, ‘‘It is an ideal drug for preda-
tors to give women for the purpose of 
sexual assault.’’ This is a quote from a 
former Los Angeles police officer who 
said, ‘‘The victim is defenseless, and 
she doesn’t have a memory of it when 
she comes to.’’ 

‘‘We’ve never come up with a pill 
that has these specific characteris-
tics,’’ Bob Nichols, Broward County, 
FL, prosecutor said. ‘‘I know of no 
other pill that erases your memory and 
takes effect in 10 minutes.’’ 
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