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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rev. Craig Barnes,
Washington, DC.

We are pleased to have you with us.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Rev. Craig
Barnes, senior pastor, National Pres-
byterian Church, Washington, DC, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, before any more work
is done this day, before anyone stands
up in leadership over the Nation, we
bow our heads in humble confession
that we are completely dependent upon
You.

Even the greatest among us is but
flesh, and lighter than a breath in Your
holy presence. So use our leaders this
day, not because they are necessary,
but because in Your hands they can be-
come instruments for building Your
holy kingdom on Earth.

When our leaders are tempted to de-
spair, give them Your hope. When they
are hurt, give them Your protecting
angels. And when they are discouraged,
give them great visions and dreams of
that coming day when, throughout the
land, we shall all do justice, love kind-
ness, and walk humbly with You, our
God. Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable BILL FRIST, a Sen-
ator from the State of Tennessee, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator is recognized.

Senate

SCHEDULE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today
the Senate will immediately begin de-
bate on the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference report with the
vote on adoption ordered to take place
at approximately 9:45 a.m.

Following the vote, the Senate will
begin consideration of the VA-HUD ap-
propriations bill. It is hoped that Sen-
ators who have amendments to the bill
will work with the chairman and rank-
ing member so that they may offer
those amendments in a timely fashion.
Senators can expect votes throughout
the day in an effort to make significant
progress on this legislation.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

—————

MEASURE PLACED ON
CALENDAR—S. 1606

Mr. WARNER. I understand there is a
bill at the desk due for its second read-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The clerk will read the bill for
the second time.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1606) to reenact chapter 12 of title
11, United States Code, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished majority lead-
er, I object to further proceedings on
the bill at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be placed on the calendar under
rule XIV.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
——
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now

resume consideration of the conference
report accompanying S. 1059, which the
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Conference report to accompany S. 1059 to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for military activities of the Department of
Defense, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 15
minutes for debate equally divided in
the usual form prior to the vote on the
conference report.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senate worked well into the evening
last night, and we had about an hour
and a half of deliberations regarding
this bill. We are prepared this morning,
the distinguished ranking member and
myself, to conclude that debate.

Once again, I pay my heartfelt trib-
ute to my distinguished ranking mem-
ber and the staff of the committee for
a job well done. We have produced a
work product in which I believe this in-
stitution can take great pride.

Mr. President, the Senate is a con-
stant learning experience, and al-
though I have been privileged to have
represented the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia for some 21 years in the Senate, 1
experienced last night an event which I
shall always remember. We had con-
cluded our debate, and I was proceeding
to do the wrapup on behalf of the ma-
jority leader, and when the Senate con-
cluded its work, I was suddenly sur-
rounded by the pages, shaking hands,
and expressing their great apprecia-
tion. It then took me a minute to real-
ize that we had concluded debate be-
yond the hour of 9 p.m., thereby fore-
closing any requirement that they per-
form their homework. That was a trib-
ute that I shall long remember.

The other experience last night was
my distinguished good friend and rank-
ing member, the senior Senator from
Michigan, announcing that he would
support this bill. I recognize it has
been a serious struggle for him and
others occasioned by the amendment
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on the bill regarding the reorganiza-
tion of the Department of Energy.

I feel very strongly that the Senate
did its duty on behalf of the country
and put on that bill legislation in the
course of the conference that is badly
needed to reorganize that Department.
I am confident the current Secretary
has the ability within this statute to
lead that Department, restructuring it
in a manner that it can continue to
serve the United States and at the
same time protect the vital security
matters that come before that Depart-
ment.

The bill before us now marks a nec-
essary turning point in reversing the
dangerous trends that we have wit-
nessed in our military after 15 years of
declining defense spending. While the
world has changed in many ways since
the end of the cold war, what has not
changed is that America’s Armed
Forces are bearing our commitments
as they have always done. There are,
however, limits to that commitment
by the men and women who proudly
serve in uniform. Our forces are clearly
overstressed in commitments through-
out the world, the most recent being
East Timor, where there was clear jus-
tification for U.S. participation.

Over the past decade, our military
manpower has been reduced by one-
third, from 2.2 million to 1.4 million,
and during this same period our troops
have been involved in 50 military oper-
ations worldwide. As the force levels
have been brought down, as the defense
spending in that same period was
brought down, up went the number of
times that President Clinton and, in-
deed, President Bush sent our troops
beyond our shores—50 times. Compare
that period of 10 years to the end of the
Vietnam war, in 1975, when we had a bi-
polar world—the Soviet Union and the
United States. In that period from 1975
until roughly 1990, a 15-year period,
U.S. military forces were engaged in
only 20 deployments beyond our shores.
Therein is the reason why our com-
mittee, with the strong support of the
leadership—certainly Senator LOTT ini-
tiated the correspondence that began
to bring to the attention of the Presi-
dent, and indeed this body, the need for
increased defense spending. Eventually
the President did recognize that need
and indicated a willingness to increase
that spending.

Our committee, I am very proud to
say, even went beyond the President’s
number for defense spending. We did so
with the very able help and assistance
of the members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. On two occasions they came be-
fore our committee and clearly told us
their own personal views regarding the
need for additional pay for the men and
women in the Armed Forces, additional
money for research and development
and procurement, and, indeed, it was
their testimony that laid the solid
foundation on which we come before
the Senate today, proudly, with a bill,
for the first time in 15 years, increas-
ing defense spending.
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I yield the floor at this time to my
distinguished colleague.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let
me thank again the very able, very dis-
tinguished chairman of our committee
for the bipartisan approach with which
he leads our committee. It has been a
consistent pattern for him since he has
been in the Senate. We came here to-
gether, so we have a lot of knowledge
and awareness of each other. He has
really made an extraordinary contribu-
tion to this body and to the well-being
of the Nation. I commend him for it.

This bill is an important bill. It is
really two bills. It is the Department of
Defense bill, an authorization bill, but
it is also a Department of Energy reor-
ganization bill. It is the second bill
that is the troubling one. I have re-
solved to vote for this bill because I be-
lieve, on balance, it is at least possible
that the reorganization can be work-
able and that the Secretary of the De-
partment of Energy will be able to
manage the Department and we will be
able to hold him accountable. I am
going to go into that a little more in a
few moments, but before I do, I want to
talk a bit about the Department of De-
fense part of this bill because, as the
chairman says, this is a very important
contribution to the security of this Na-
tion.

By increasing pay, by improving re-
tirement, by enhancing retention, we
are making, we hope, a significant con-
tribution to the security of this Na-
tion. The morale of our troops will be
given a boost when they see a bigger
pay raise than they expected. The mo-
rale of our troops will be boosted when
they see a better retirement package
than they previously had. The morale
of our troops, and indeed of all of our
citizens, should be boosted when they
see that the readiness of our forces is
given a boost from this bill. So the de-
fense part of this bill, I believe, makes
a significant contribution to the well-
being of the men and women in the
military and to the security of this Na-
tion.

The problem we had on this bill came
from the DOE reorganization because
the conference report is significantly
different from what passed the Senate.
What passed the Senate, after a great
deal of debate, was a reorganization of
the Department of Energy which re-
flected the recommendation of the
Rudman panel that there be a semi-
autonomous Department of Energy. I
think most of us favored that. I surely
do. But in a number of respects, this
conference report goes beyond what the
Senate passed by an overwhelming
vote. And when we referred the lan-
guage in the conference report to the
Congressional Research Service and
asked them to do an analysis for us, to
tell us what the differences were and
whether or not they really were rel-
evant, whether or not they really were
significant, whether or not they really
limited the ability of the Secretary of
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Energy to run his Department, the CRS
gave us their objective view of the con-
ference report language. There are
some parts of that CRS review which
should make us all pause, and which
made me pause.

The Congressional Research Service
concluded, for instance, that the Sec-
retary’s authority over this new nu-
clear security administration, ‘“‘may be
problematic, in view of the overall
scheme of the proposed legislation.”

The CRS said the language in the
conference report raises questions
about ‘“whether it is possible, or desir-
able in practice, to split policy and op-
erations in organizational terms.” And
the CRS report asks whether the prac-
tice of insulating the staff offices of
this new entity from the departmental
staff offices ‘‘effectively vitiate[s] the
meaning of the earlier provisions as-
signing the Secretary full authority
and control over any function of the
Administration and its personnel.”

Those are significant questions and
potentially significant problems. On
the other hand, there is language in
this conference report which says that
this new entity is established ‘‘within
the Department of Energy,” and there-
fore it is subject, obviously, to the di-
rection and control of the Secretary.
The conference report says that the
Secretary of Energy—not the new head
of this entity, an Under Secretary, but
the Secretary himself—is responsible
for ‘‘developing the security, counter-
intelligence, and intelligence policies
of the Department.”’

The conference report says that the
Secretary of Energy—not the new head
of the entity, who is an Under Sec-
retary, but the Secretary—is given
continuing responsibility for the secu-
rity and counterintelligence problems
within the Department’s nuclear en-
ergy defense programs. And there are a
number of other provisions similar to
that.

So it seems to me one can at least
fairly argue that, given that authority
to establish policies, one will then have
the authority to ensure that policies
are carried out. So we are going to
have to monitor very carefully this
new entity as it is implemented, as-
suming the President, of course, does
not veto it. If the President does veto
it, there is no certainty by any stretch
of the imagination that the veto would
be sustained. I am voting for this bill.
I am always open to the argument of a
President, if he decided to veto it, as to
why the veto, in fact, was dealt.

But based on what is before us, it
seems to me there is at least a reason-
able prospect that the Secretary of En-
ergy will be able to manage this De-
partment. We intend to create a semi-
autonomous entity—not a
semiaccountable entity but a semi-
autonomous entity. We intend to cre-
ate here a semiautonomous entity, not
a semiaccountable Secretary of En-
ergy. We want that Secretary to be
fully accountable, which means he
must be able to manage, control, and
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direct his Department, the policies in
that Department, and the implementa-
tion of those policies.

So I close by thanking our staff. I
will not thank the pages since they ap-
parently owe us one, since we Kkept
them here late enough last night so
they were relieved from some other du-
ties. But I thank our staff for their
great work in making this bill a re-
ality.

I shall vote for this bill. I, again,
thank the chairman for his reaching
out to all members of the committee
for contributions.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. This is a
committee that works together as a
team under our joint leadership.

The House of Representatives sent a
strong signal which I hope, within the
next 30 minutes, will likewise be sent
by the Senate. That signal went world-
wide to the men and women of the
Armed Forces, many of whom are serv-
ing in harm’s way to defend the very
flag to which we pledged our allegiance
today. That vote was 375 to 45. I urge
all Senators to give, likewise, support
to this bill.

As I close my remarks and say that
this bill is for those men and women of
the Armed Forces, I take note of the
presence on the floor of our distin-
guished former chairman, Senator
THURMOND. There is no braver soldier
who ever served in the Senate than our
distinguished chairman.

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you very
much.

Mr. WARNER. He will, I assume, be
casting one of the very first votes for
this bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to offer my views on this year’s De-
fense authorization conference report. I
plan to vote for the conference report.
It is a bill that, like other defense bills
of the past, contains a great many ex-
cellent provisions that enhance our
military capability and the quality of
life for our service personnel and their
families. My normal enthusiasm for
the Defense bill this year is tempered,
though, by a number of provisions that,
in my view, do not serve the interest of
national security well. I would like to
review the positive aspects of the con-
ference report first, though, before dis-
cussing its troubling aspects.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I have worked very hard to
see that issues and programs that I
care about were addressed in this con-
ference report. I am pleased to say that
many of the concerns that I raised in
subcommittee, full committee, the
floor, and finally, in conference have
been met.

A few examples are worth empha-
sizing:

This conference report does a lot of
very good things for the men and
women in the military and their fami-
lies. The services reported difficulties
in recruiting and retaining key per-
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sonnel during the past year—raising
concerns that this might grow more se-
rious in years to come.

In response, the conference report in-
cludes a 4.8 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel, and raises the annual
increase for service people by a half a
percentage point above increases in the
cost of living over the next five years.
That’s good news.

The conference report extends, and,
in some important instances, increases
special pay and bonuses for key skill
categories that were due to expire at
the end of this year.

Of particular interest to many New
Mexico families at our Air Force bases
at Holloman, Kirtland, and Cannon,
junior and mid-career Air Force avia-
tion officers could qualify for addi-
tional bonuses of $25,000 for each year
they promise to extend active duty
service. That is good news in our State
and for the Nation.

The conference report also increases
authority for re-enlistment bonuses
from $45,000 to $60,000.

For retirees and folks in the military
contemplating retirement, the con-
ference report fixes the inequity that
penalized those who came under the
Redux system after 1986. Those mili-
tary personnel may now elect to trans-
fer to the old system, or to accept a
$30,000 bonus while remaining under
the Redux program. Recent retirees
and those soon to retire in New Mexico
enthusiastically welcome this provi-
sion.

Veterans and their families will also
benefit from a very important measure
in this year’s conference report—a
change that have been advocating for
the last couple of years. Any veteran’s
family seeking an honor guard at the
funeral of one of our veterans is now
guaranteed to have one. Uniformed per-
sonnel, the presentation of an Amer-
ican flag, and the playing taps will be
provided in recognition for service to
the nation whenever requested. That is
good news for our veterans community.

There is another initiative for vet-
erans that I strongly support in this
conference report. It could lead to au-
thorization for veterans to use Na-
tional Guard armories to receive serv-
ices and counseling regarding a wide
spectrum of veterans’ benefit pro-
grams. This measure could go a long
way toward making it easier for our
veterans to receive the benefits that
they are due.

That is a bit about the ‘‘people part”
of the conference report—an area
where I think it has quite a bit to offer.

The conference report also makes
some important contributions on key
policy matters—for example, programs
that have to do with preventing the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction, particularly through cooper-
ative programs with Russia and other
countries of the Newly Independent
States.

The conference report includes, for
example, $475 million for the Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction Program to ac-

S11191

celerate the disarmament of Russian
strategic weapons, assist in chemical
weapons destruction, and support ef-
forts to increase security for Russian
nuclear materials in order to prevent
them from being smuggled aboard. I
urge the Congress to fully support this
program through authorization and ap-
propriation of the necessary funds. It
remains fully in our own security in-
terests to do so.

There is also funding for programs to
prevent Russian weapons scientists
from selling their skills to the higher
bidder. The Initiatives for Prolifera-
tion Prevention and the Nuclear Cities
Initiative will help us to keep that
from happening, while at the same
time building important people to peo-
ple relationships that we hope will sus-
tain improved relations between our
nations during coming decades.

Again, although I believe these pro-
grams are worthy of more funding than
they received, I am pleased that fund-
ing has been authorized and I urge the
Congress to appropriate those funds as
well.

This conference report also author-
izes funds for another important coop-
erative program that will serve our se-
curity interest well—the Russian-
American Observation Satellite pro-
gram (RAMOS). RAMOS is being de-
signed to take the uncertainty out of
early warning of missile attacks. It is
meant to ensure that in case a missile
firing is detected, a military order to
respond with nuclear missiles is not
made in error. Fully funding a robust
RAMOS program will greatly serve our
nation’s nuclear security. I urge the
defense appropriators to ensure that
those funds are available.

Looking toward the future of the Na-
tion’s military capability, this con-
ference report includes funding for
basic science and technology research
in accordance with my hopes and in-
tentions to increase that level of fund-
ing by 2 percent in real terms. That
level of funding was not won without a
fight, however, and I remain concerned
that future defense budgets may fall
short in this area. If that happens, the
technological advantages that we have
witnessed in the Persian Gulf and in
the Balkans will erode quickly, and
international military challenges could
result in significant casualties and
losses of expensive military equipment.

As you know, the conference report
also authorizes funding for defense pro-
grams within the Department of En-
ergy (DOE). This bill authorizes $4.5
billion for DOE weapons programs in-
cluding the science-based stockpile
stewardship that enables the Depart-
ment to certify the safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear weapons without
having to test them.

Stockpile Stewardship is providing
challenging science to a new genera-
tion of scientists employed at the labs
that will not only certify the stockpile,
but assure the nation that the best sci-
entific talent available continues to
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support science programs at our na-
tional laboratories such as those in my
State, Sandia and Los Alamos.

These aspects of the Defense con-
ference report are all very favorable,
and normally I would vote for such a
report with the greatest enthusiasm.
My enthusiasm, though, is diminished
by the provisions of the conference re-
port dealing with the management of
the Department of Energy. These pro-
visions cause me deep concern, as I be-
lieve they will be damaging to our na-
tional security in the long term.

These troublesome provisions are
largely found in Title 32 of the con-
ference report. This is a wholly new
Title that was inserted in conference.
It was not part of the original Defense
bill passed by the Senate or by the
House. It differs substantially, in a few
crucial respects, from the DOE reorga-
nization proposals considered and
agreed to by the Senate in the intel-
ligence authorization bill.

Title 32 contains the most sweeping
revisions in DOE organization since the
founding of the agency in 1977. Yet,
there was not a single Members’ meet-
ing throughout the entire conference
to discuss its provisions. When you
consider the importance of our nuclear
arsenal, the lack of a role for Members
in fixing the terms of its reorganiza-
tion is striking and very hard to jus-
tify.

The result is a statute that, in my
view, will be exceptionally difficult to
implement. Coping with the ambigu-
ities and internal contradictions of
Title 32 will needlessly distract the
new administration and the Depart-
ment of Energy from the mission of
maintaining the safety and reliability
of the nuclear stockpile. This is not
just my personal view. The ranking
member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee commissioned a study of
title 32 from the experts in law and
government organization at the Con-
gressional Research Service (CRS),
after the conference report was filed.
The CRS produced a sobering assess-
ment of this new title, highlights of
which my colleague has shared with us.
I have also received an expression of
deep concern from 43 State attorneys
general about the impact of the
changes that were made in Title 32 on
the applicability of the Federal Facili-
ties Compliance Act to the new admin-
istration. Their concern merits our at-
tention, and I hope that the Armed
Services Committee arranges for hear-
ings at which they can present their
views directly for our consideration.

In addition to these issues, the new
title 32 creates what looks to me to be
a complete muddle in the area of coun-
terintelligence and responsibilities and
authorities. The problems that the con-
ference report create for DOE counter-
intelligence programs can best be de-
scribed by looking at before-and-after
organizational charts of counterintel-
ligence responsibilities related to one
of DOE’s facilities, the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory.
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Chart 1 shows the current flow of re-
sponsibility and authority for counter-
intelligence at DOE and Los Alamos. It
is very simple, and Secretary Richard-
son is to be commended for putting it
in place. The DOE Chief of Counter-
intelligence, Ed Curran, is in charge.
He has hire-and-fire authority over the
Chief of Counterintelligence at DOE fa-
cilities like Los Alamos. If we discover
a loss of classified information at Los
Alamos tomorrow, we know where to
look for answers.

Chart 2 depicts the lines of authority
that will exist under title 32. Secretary
Richardson’s reforms will be com-
pletely reversed. Under title 32, DOE
will have two competing centers of
control over counterintelligence in the
nuclear weapons complex. Which of
these individuals is in charge of coun-
terintelligence? If you define ‘‘being in
charge’ as being able to issue direct
commands to the labs, where the coun-
terintelligence threat exists, it would
appear that neither person is in charge.

The Director of DOE-wide Counter-
intelligence is statutorily forbidden
from exercising any direct control over
the laboratories. He can issue policy
pronouncements, and has to go up
through the Secretary of Energy and
then down through 4 layers of bureauc-
racy to get in touch with a lab like Los
Alamos.

And the Chief of Defense Nuclear
Counterintelligence is not in a much
better position, either. He also has to
go up through his boss and down
through a lateral chain of command to
impose his will on anyone at the lab-
oratories. He can talk to everyone,
hence the dotted lines, but he cannot
tell anyone anything definitive on his
own authority.

The lack of clarity for counterintel-
ligence responsibility in title 32 is per-
haps the most ironic and distressing
aspect of the whole DOE reorganization
scheme. Right now, these responsibil-
ities in the Department are clear,
thanks to Secretary Richardson’s re-
forms. When we started debating
changes to DOE organization, the one
change that everyone seemed to agree
on was the need to have clarity on
matters of counterintelligence. Yet,
after this Defense bill is enacted, we
will be back to the days of diffuse re-
sponsibility for counterintelligence.

I have no illusions that we are going
to vote down this conference report be-
cause of the defects in title 32. There
are too many other important things
that got done right in this bill. But we
have created a real muddle at the De-
partment of Energy in the area of nu-
clear weapons and their management.
We will have to come back in next
year’s Defense bill to fix it.

There is one other issue that we will
have to address next year. That is the
issue of polygraphs. The section on
counterintelligence polygraphs in the
conference report is a slight improve-
ment over the corresponding provision
in the Senate-passed Defense bill. But
there are still fundamental problems
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with what we are asking DOE to do. We
are asking DOE to use polygraphs as a
screening tool—the one application
where the scientific validity of poly-
graphs is most suspect. I don’t have a
big problem with using some forms of
polygraphs in the context of an inves-
tigation, where there is already evi-
dence of wrongdoing. There is sci-
entific support for that sort of poly-
graph test. But polygraphs as a screen-
ing tool have little or no track record
in the scientific literature. We
shouldn’t be using them in the nuclear
weapons complex. And the way that
DOE has proposed to use polygraphs in
its recent Federal Register notice goes
beyond what we actually call for in
this bill. I have taken a public position
in opposition to this proposed DOE rule
on polygraphs, because it is not based
on sound science and does not rep-
resent reasoned decision making, in my
view.

I hope that DOE will rethink its pro-
posed rule. This conference report, al-
though it encourages the use of screen-
ing polygraphs, also gives DOE the
flexibility to study the matter further.
I hope that DOE will seek review from
the National Academy of Sciences on
the reliability of the types of poly-
graph screening it plans to implement.
I also recommend that the DOE recon-
stitute and reconvene the Chiles Com-
mission to study the rule’s likely im-
pact on the critical human resources
needed to ensure the safety and reli-
ability of the nuclear weapons stock-
pile. The Senate could, in my view,
profit from such studies in revisiting
this issue in next year’s Defense bill.

In the end, then this year’s con-
ference report is more of a mixed bag
than in most years. What we have done
through the normal committee and
conference process, on a bipartisan
basis, has been done well, and we can
be justly proud of it. What was done in
a rushed and less cooperative fashion is
much less satisfactory. I support the
conference report overall, and I expect
that the problems that have been need-
lessly created will manifest themselves
for corrective action in fairly short
order. I hope that when they do arise,
we are able to address them in a more
bipartisan and thoughtful way.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
very concerned about the provisions in
this bill reorganizing the Department
of Energy. In particular, I fear we are
returning to the days of DOE ‘‘self reg-
ulation”, which has historically trans-
lated into ‘‘no regulation” for environ-
ment, health and safety laws.

Senator WARNER and I will enter into
a colloquy later that I hope will clarify
the intent of this legislation regarding
provisions critical to the safety of our
workers and communities. We are par-
ticularly concerned about the auton-
omy of the newly-created, largely inde-
pendent ‘‘National Nuclear Security
Administration.” We fear the creation
of NNSA will recreate the institutional
conditions that resulted in 50 years of
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environmental, safety, and health mis-
management at DOE facilities—esti-
mated to cost up to $200 billion to
clean up. Hanford alone now receives
appropriations of about $1 billion/year
to clean up the legacy left from dec-
ades of the Atomic Energy Commission
and/or Department of Energy self-regu-
lation.

I am heartened by Senator DOMEN-
IcT’s statements in the press that we
have little to fear in this regard. He is
quoted in USA Today (9/16/99) as say-
ing: ‘“‘Nowhere does the legislation
waive the application of environment
or safety laws. What this legislation
changes is not the statutory require-
ments, just the management structure
responsible for complying with them.”
I will take him at his word that that is
the intent. I ask unanimous consent to
have the USA Today article printed in
the RECORD.

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

[From USA Today, Sept. 16, 1999]

NUCLEAR SECURITY SCARE COULD PUT SAFETY
SECOND—DRIVEN BY SPY SCANDAL, LEGISLA-
TION WOULD TAKE WEAPONS SITES OUT OF
THE HANDS OF REGULATORS

[By Peter Eisler]

WASHINGTON.—U.S. nuclear weapons plants
and labs, notorious as toxic and radioactive
polluters, could be left outside the reach of
environmental, health and safety regulators
under management changes Congress is
pushing to deal with security concerns.

Spurred by a spy scandal at the Los Ala-
mos (N.M.) National Laboratory that high-
lighted security problems at weapons facili-
ties nationwide, the House passed legislation
Wednesday to put eight of the Energy De-
partment’s plants and labs under a new,
semi-autonomous National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA). Senate approval is
expected soon.

The plan aims to free the sites from a
mammoth Energy Department bureaucracy
criticized for diluting protections against
spies, thieves and saboteurs.

But it also leaves the NNSA largely on its
own to make sure plants and labs meet envi-
ronmental, health and worker safety laws.
Federal oversight programs set up in the late
’80s to address longtime contamination prob-
lems would lose virtually all jurisdiction
over the facilities. And the states, which also
have gained regulatory power over the weap-
ons sites in recent years, complain that
they, too, could lose authority.

The plan is reviving debates that have
burned since the first atomic bombs rolled
out of Los Alamos in 1945.

On one hand, recent reports that Chinese
spies penetrated key facilities to steal an
array of U.S. nuclear secrets highlight the
program’s need for secrecy and insularity.
On the other, the program has a record of
poisoning workers and communities with
toxic and radioactive material when left on
its own.

“For over four decades, (the nuclear weap-
ons program) operated with no external and
little internal oversight of environment,
safety and health . . . (with) disastrous con-
sequences,”” says a recent letter to law-
makers from the attorneys general of 45
states. “We should not return to (that) era.”

The National Governors’ Association and
former Energy officials from the Clinton and
Bush administrations also oppose the reorga-
nization plan. And Energy Secretary Bill
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Richardson says he probably will urge a pres-
idential veto.

But a veto would be politically and prac-
tically difficult, in large part because the
plan is folded into a bill authorizing unre-
lated but popular defense programs, includ-
ing a military pay raise. President Clinton
would have to reject the entire bill, and
aides concede that would be a tough call.

““The bottom line is we have a 20-year-old
problem” with security at weapons plants
and labs, says Rep. Mac Thornberry, R-
Texas, a chief backer of the reorganization
plan. Those problems, he says, lie in Energy
Department management that is ‘‘cluttered
up worrying about refrigerator coolant
standards” and other missions—not about
weapons production and safeguarding se-
crets.

“I don’t think the Congress or the adminis-
tration wants to end this year without mak-
ing some reforms,”” Thornberry says.

CHANGING MISSIONS

In the scramble to win the Cold War arms
race, the U.S. nuclear weapons program op-
erated largely in secret, churning out war-
heads with a doggedness that left little room
for environmental, health and safety con-
cerns. With almost no outside supervision,
weapons facilities put workers in harm’s way
without telling them and illegally dumped
millions of tons of toxic and radioactive
waste on and around their sites.

In communities from Richland, Wash., to
Oak Ridge, Tenn., soil and groundwater con-
tamination is widespread. Several commu-
nities have sued the Emnergy Department,
claiming health problems.

Since the United States halted nuclear
arms production in 1989, the focus at many
sites has shifted to environmental restora-
tion. Even those facilities still doing weap-
ons work—refining the current nuclear arse-
nal and disassembling weapons eliminated
by global treaties—spend up to half their
money on cleanup. The work is expected to
take decades and cost up to $200 billion.

Beginning in the late ’80s, environmental,
health and safety officials who oversee that
work gained far more sway over the plants
and the labs. States, in particular, picked up
vast new powers in 1992, when Congress
stripped weapons sites’ immunity from local
regulation.

Now, the spy scandal that erupted this
spring at Los Alamos raises questions about
whether weapons sites lost track of security
concerns amid their changing missions.

A congressional report in May suggested
that China stole information throughout the
1980s and perhaps into the early ’90s on every
U.S. warhead. Los Alamos scientist Wen Ho
Lee was pegged as a suspect and fired for al-
leged security violations, though no criminal
charges have been filed and he denies wrong-
doing.

The episode drew attention to security
problems at weapons facilities nationwide,
leading to a damning investigation by a pres-
idential board.

‘““Never before has this panel found such a
cavalier attitude toward one of the most se-
rious responsibilities in the federal govern-
ment—control of the design information re-
lated to nuclear weapons,” the President’s
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board re-
ported.

Throughout the ’90s, senior management
at the Energy Department failed repeatedly
to act on security officials’ reports that
budget cuts and institutional inattention
were weakening safeguards at weapons sites.

Supporters of Congress’ restructuring plan
say the problem is a lack of clear responsi-
bility for facilities’ security and argue that
the weapons sites must be put on their own,
for everything from security to environ-
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mental restoration, so they’re clearly ac-
countable for all aspects of their operation.

The plan puts the new weapons agency on
its own with the Energy Department, giving
it autonomy in key areas:

All policy matters, including personnel,
legal affairs and budget decisions; security,
intelligence and counterintelligence oper-
ations; and environmental, health and safety
programs.

‘““Nowhere does the legislation waive the
application of environment or safety laws,”
says Sen. Pete Domenici, R-NM., a chief
sponsor. ‘“‘What this legislation changes is
not the statutory requirements, just the
management structure responsible for com-
plying’’ with them.

BAD OMENS

Opponents of the congressional plan note
that weapons plants and labs have been on
their own before, and their environmental,
health and safety records were abysmal.

“Production of nuclear weapons has al-
ways been their whole role in life; everything
else is secondary,” says Leo Duffy, assistant
Energy secretary in the Bush administra-
tion.

““All the environmental damage, the jeop-
ardy to employees’ safety and health, almost
none of this was identified until 1988, when
outside regulators went in, says Duffy, who
ran those early oversight programs.

Duffy and other critics of Congress’ plan
suggest the answer is to set up clearer re-
sponsibility for security within the Energy
Department. But they say oversight on envi-
ronmental, safety and health matters should
remain outside the purview of those running
weapons programs. They also want the legis-
lation’s language to more clearly retain
states’ jurisdiction over the sites.

Proponents dismiss such concerns as un-
founded. And they note that many of the
plants and labs with the worst records on
pollution and worker safety no longer do
much weapons work, so Congress’ plans
wouldn’t necessarily change their oversight.

Among them: the Hanford nuclear reserva-
tion in western Washington, where poorly
stored waste has fouled water supplies; the
Rocky Flats plant outside Denver, where
large tracts of land suffer from radioactive
contamination; and uranium processing
plants in Cincinnati and Paducah, Ky., where
workers were unknowingly exposed to radio-
activity.

But sites that would come under new man-
agement also have their share of problems.

Just this month, for example, the Depart-
ment of Energy’s office of environment, safe-
ty and health cited the Los Alamos lab for
two incidents in which workers were exposed
to radioactive material that wasn’t stored or
handled properly. In 1998, the Lawrence
Livermore lab was forced to shut down a plu-
tonium storage facility after repeated fail-
ures to follow procedures meant to prevent
an uncontrolled nuclear reaction.

Congress’ plan to have those sites regu-
lated by an agency primarily devoted to
weapons work ‘“would undermine over a dec-
ade of progress to improve environment and
safety standards,”” Richardson says.

The reorganization would leave the Energy
secretary with power to fire the head of the
weapons agency, but neither he nor any
other Energy officials would have direct con-
trol over operations.

If the secretary suspected wrongdoing at a
facility, he could assign outside inspectors
and order the agency director to implement
their recommendations. But if the director
refused, the secretary’s only recourse would
be to replace him, a proposition that would
require congressional consent and could take
months.

The Congressional Research Service, Con-
gress’ nonpartisan research arm, reported
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last week that such an arrangement ‘“‘may be
problematic’ because it ‘‘tends to make sec-
retarial authority less direct.”

Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., who requested
the study, wants Congress to rework the
plan.

Officials in the states also want changes,
arguing that the legislation’s language could
return weapons plants and labs to the pre-
1992 era when they were immune from state
environmental and safety laws.

The bill’s proponents say it does no such
thing, suggesting that foes are nitpicking
the plan simply because they don’t want to
oppose it outright.

“This is a chance to fix a serious (security)
problem,” says Thornberry, ‘“‘and I don’t
think turf disputes or jurisdictional disputes
should get in the way.”

Mrs. MURRAY. Unfortunately, 46
State Attorneys General have written
voicing their ‘‘serious concerns’ with
many of this bill’s provisions. They
fear title XXXII of the bill would
“weaken the existing internal and ex-
ternal oversight structure for DOE’s
environmental, safety and health oper-
ations.”

I am very concerned about the DOE
restricting provisions of this bill and so
am tempted to vote against it. How-
ever, there are many provisions in the
DOD authorization bill that will
strengthen our country, our national
defense, and our cleanup programs at
DOE sites. I am particularly proud to
support our belated efforts to increase
the pay of our military personnel.

In addition, I very much appreciate
Chairman WARNER’s agreement to
enter into the colloquy that follows.
Therefore, I will support this bill in the
hopes that this colloquy and the public
comments made by drafters of title
XXXII will ensure continuing compli-
ance with environment, safety, and
health laws and orders by the NNSA.

I hope we can go back to the drawing
board on the DOE restructuring provi-
sions either through a veto of the bill
this year or a new attempt to craft a
better solution next year.

Thank you, again, Chairman WARNER
for your work on the overall bill and
your colloquy with me on the impor-
tant subject of protecting our commu-
nities and environment at DOE facili-
ties.

TITLE XXXII

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
would like to enter into a colloquy re-
garding Title XXXII of the bill regard-
ing Department of Energy restruc-
turing. I understand the intent of this
title was to improve security at De-
partment facilities. Unfortunately, I
am concerned that some of the lan-
guage might cause confusion with re-
gard to the obligation of the National
Nuclear Security Administration to
comply with environmental laws. From
remarks I have seen in the popular
press, I understand this was not the au-
thor’s intent and I would like to clarify
several provisions.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator
for her interest in helping clarify these
important provisions. I agree we must
continue to protect the environment,
safety and health at DOE facilities.
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Mrs. MURRAY. First, Title XXXII of
the Defense Authorization bill has not
been drafted to impair state regulatory
authority or to eliminate DOE’s inter-
nal oversight of environment, safety
and health. Correct?

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. Sec-
tion 3261 provides: “‘COMPLIANCE RE-
QUIRED.—The Administrator [of the
National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion] shall ensure that the Administra-
tion complies with all applicable envi-
ronmental, safety, and health statutes
and substantive requirements. PROCE-
DURES REQUIRED.—The Adminis-
trator shall develop procedures for
meeting such requirements. RULE OF
CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
title shall diminish the authority of
the Secretary of Energy to ascertain
and ensure that such compliance oc-
curs.” Section 3261 was included to
make clear NNSA’s obligation to con-
tinue to comply with environmental
laws and DOE environmental orders.

Mrs. MURRAY. It is clear then that
this provision does not affect the obli-
gation of the Administrator of the
NNSA and the Secretary of Energy, to
comply with existing environmental
laws and DOE environmental orders.
Indeed, it makes explicit NNSA’s legal
obligation to comply with all applica-
ble environmental laws and regula-
tions, and provides that the Adminis-
trator of the NNSA has primary re-
sponsibility and accountability for en-
vironmental compliance programs at
NNSA facilities. Furthermore, Section
3261 does not affect or abrogate exist-
ing waivers of sovereign immunity in
environmental laws. Finally, Section
3261 retains the Secretary of Energy’s
existing authority over environmental
compliance issues at the nine sites that
will be incorporated into the NNSA. If
compliance problems arise, the Sec-
retary may investigate them, which
can include requesting the assistance
of staff from DOE’s Environmental
Management or Environmental, Health
& Safety programs, and impose correc-
tive actions when the Secretary identi-
fies deficiencies. Is this a correct inter-
pretation?

Mr. WARNER. This is the correct in-
terpretation of Section 3261. Retaining
Secretarial authorities over environ-
mental compliance is an essential ele-
ment of Title XXXII.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000
Conference Report before us today.
Chairman WARNER and his Committee
have done an excellent job in
prioritizing available funds to provide
for our national defense.

Any deficiencies in this authoriza-
tion bill are a result of overall budget
constraints and expanded commit-
ments rather than inattention to our
nation’s vital security needs. I appre-
ciate the Committees efforts to bring
direct spending under control in this
bill and conform to the Budget Act
limitations.

As Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee and a member of the Defense
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Appropriations Subcommittee I know
how difficult the exercise of
prioritizing funds is. Every year all of
the Congressional Defense Committees
face tough choices as to how to best al-
locate funding so as to meet our imme-
diate defense needs without sacrificing
our future. As budgets shrink and glob-
al commitments swell, this task be-
comes increasingly difficult.

Mr. President, I would like to under-
score the problems Congress currently
faces. Here my message is two-fold:
first, we do not live in a peaceful world;
and, secondly, we cannot defend our
national interests if we are not com-
mitted to a strong military.

I, and many of my colleagues, believe
that U.S. prosperity rests on a strong,
dedicated military. Everyone has heard
the phrase ‘‘peace through strength.”
Perhaps some believe that having been
coined during the Cold War, this adage
is anachronistic. I strongly disagree.

Continued economic growth and the
absence of a tangible, imminent threat
to our security breed complacency.
Complacency characterizes the current
attitude toward our national security.

As victors of the Cold War we appear
to have a false sense of security about
this new era. Thus far, the results of
U.S. military intervention have not of-
fered evidence that we should worry.

However, our current military supe-
riority is a product of the massive in-
vestments made during the Cold War.
This Administration has not sustained
the necessary investments. At the
same time, they’ve increased U.S. mili-
tary commitments overseas—often
without clearly defining the strategic
objective of those deployments.

Complacency regarding our nation’s
strategic interests sends a message
that ripples through every level of our
national security apparatus—from our
current inability to recruit the req-
uisite talent to the trained pilots, tech-
nicians, and mid-career military pro-
fessionals leaving for private sector
jobs.

Although diffuse and more difficult
to discern, threats to our national se-
curity do exist.

Instability in numerous regions
throughout the world create security
risks with adverse economic, and po-
tentially strategic, impact. Prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction
also presents a grave threat. NATO
intervention in Kosovo further aggra-
vated potential threats to our national
security—specifically, damage to our
relations with Russia and China. In ad-
dition, Kosovo deployments  will
stretch an already overextended mili-
tary to its limits—not to mention a
limited, but not insignificant, con-
tribution to peacekeeping efforts in
East Timor.

Peace through strength is still an ap-
propriate theme. Complacency erodes
our potential. If we demonstrate a
strong commitment to the men and
women in uniform, they will have a
good reason to join and to stay.

Mr. President, with those thoughts in
mind, I would like to briefly discuss
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the work of Senator WARNER’s Com-
mittee on the Conference Report before
us today.

First, a critical initial step in meet-
ing our commitment to the men and
women in uniform is found in the pay
raises, incentive pay, and pension re-
forms found in this bill. As of January
1 next year, all members of the uni-
formed services will receive a 4.8% in-
crease in their monthly pay. Further-
more, pay increases beyond that date
will be one half a percent above infla-
tion.

The Conference Report outlines spe-
cial incentive pay and enlistment bo-
nuses to a variety of needed specialists
or highly-trained personnel in our
armed forces.

Lastly, improvements to military re-
tirement pay and eligibility in the
Thrift Savings Plan will provide addi-
tional reasons to join and continue
serving in our military services.

According to a GAO study requested
by myself and Senator STEVENS mili-
tary pay and retirement packages are
not the core reasons for our retention
problems. However, these improve-
ments offer an important first step to-
ward addressing quality of life short-
falls in the lives of our military men
and women.

The Committee also increased readi-
ness funding beyond the Administra-
tion’s request. In addition to the $2.25
billion of emergency money, this con-
ference report adds about $1.6 billion in
readiness-related accounts.

The President’s budget only included
$56.4 billion in military construction to
fund $8.5 billion worth of projects. This
“‘split funding’’ approach was to be a
one-time accounting gimmick to cre-
ate room for other spending and still
remain under the budget caps. I ap-
plaud the Authorization Committees’
decision not to use this approach for
military construction.

The pay and pension reforms as well
as additional funding for military read-
iness and military construction will al-
leviate some of the problems in the im-
mediate term.

Necessary still is to address the for-
eign policy decisions that have led to
the high operational tempo. More
money cannot resolve questions re-
garding overseas operations or the or-
ganizational ability of any one mili-
tary branch to respond to post-Cold
War deployments.

These are systemic problems borne of
both domestic and foreign policy deci-
sions. Unless and until we clarify the
U.S. position and responsibilities in
this new era, we will not know the
rules for engagement or intervention.
This dilemma has profound implica-
tions for the size, structure, and capa-
bilities of our military.

There are several items of significant
impact on the state of New Mexico in-
cluded in this authorization bill. I
would like to briefly discuss a few of
them.

Although foremost a matter of na-
tional security, the provisions on the
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Department of Energy restructuring
also will have a substantial impact on
thousands of workers in New Mexico.
These provisions ensure that brilliant
science and tight security are compat-
ible within our nuclear weapons infra-
structure.

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues that the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB)
Report demanded legislative changes.
It clearly stated, ‘“The Department of
Energy is a dysfunctional bureaucracy
that has proven incapable of reforming
itself.”” The PFIAB Report’s specific
recommendations included:

Creation of a new, semi-autonomous
Agency for Nuclear Stewardship.

Streamline the Nuclear Stewardship
management structure.

Ensure effective administration of
safeguards, security, and counterintel-
ligence at all the weapons labs and
plants by creating a coherent security/
CI structure within the new agency.

I and my colleagues, Senator KYL
and Senator MURKOWSKI, followed
these recommendations closely in
drafting the legislation for DOE re-
structuring. The creation of a semi-au-
tonomous agency for our nuclear weap-
ons work will implement a true ‘‘Chain
of Command’ approach, with all the
discipline this entails. I truly believe
that this approach, if it had been used
in the past, may have avoided some of
these security problems and will help
us avoid them in the future.

These changes are desperately needed
at the Department of Energy, and they
must be made now.

Another national defense issue that
has substantial implications for New
Mexico is the McGregor Range with-
drawal.

McGregor Range is one of six mili-
tary parcels withdrawn from public do-
main in 1986. These parcels comprise
nearly 30 percent of the Department of
Defense’s 26 million acres. McGregor
Range comprises nearly 700,000 of Fort
Bliss’s 1.12 million acres. The Fort
Bliss garrison is adjacent to El Paso,
Texas, but McGregor Range is located
entirely in New Mexico.

McGregor range is vital to military
training and readiness. Fort Bliss has a
critical role as a national center for air
defense, and McGregor Range is essen-
tial for fulfilling that role. McGregor
Range is the only range in the United
States capable of training America’s
air and missile defense forces. Because
all CONUS Patriot forces are stationed
at Fort Bliss they depend on McGregor
for the training needed to ensure their
full readiness prior to deployment.

There is strong regional support for
this renewal. 176 public comments ex-
pressed support for the Army’s pre-
ferred alternative. An additional 26 ex-
pressed support for one of the other al-
ternatives. The provisions in this bill
will continue historic non-military
uses of the range which include live-
stock grazing and hunting for 25 years.

Military training and testing require-
ments for McGregor Range are foreseen
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for at least the next 50-years based on
weapons systems that are either cur-
rently fielded or are planned for field-
ing in the near future. For this reason,
the Army’s Environmental Impact
Statement preferred a 50-year with-
drawal.

My amendment to the Senate De-
fense Appropriations bill includes a 50-
year withdrawal. I am pleased with the
work of the Authorization Committee,
but I still firmly believe that 25 years
is not an adequate period of time for
withdrawal of the McGregor Range.

Many important programs for the Air
Force Research Laboratory at Kirtland
were authorized by the conferees. Aero-
space propulsion programs at Phillips
were increased by $6 million. An in-
crease of $28.6 million above the $115.3
million budget request was authorized
for Phillips’ Exploratory Development
programs. Advanced Spacecraft Tech-
nology programs received an additional
$19.5 million authorization, including
$56 million for the Scorpius Low-Cost
Launch program.

Directed energy programs comprise a
substantial proportion of New Mexico’s
defense related research, development,
and testing initiatives. Different serv-
ices are working on a variety of laser
weapons to achieve better and cheaper
cost-per-kill defenses against missiles.
Chemical lasers development for the
Airborne and Space Based Laser pro-
grams are authorized at almost $500
million annually. The pioneering work
and ongoing basic research for these
systems is at Phillips in Albuquerque.

With a view toward the future of
laser weapons, this conference report
requires the Secretary of Defense to de-
velop a unified DoD laser master plan.
The objective is to maximize the re-
turn on our investment in these impor-
tant technologies by coordinating
these efforts across the services and
provide a roadmap for future develop-
ment. I strongly support this effort.

The conferees also provided an addi-
tional $20 million authorization for
solid state laser development and $10
million for the Tactical High Energy
Laser (THEL), programs which are
tested at the High Energy Laser Test
Facility (HELSTF) at White Sands
Missile Range. HELSTF is also des-
ignated as the Army’s Center of Excel-
lence for all Army test and evaluation
activities.

An additional $4 million is authorized
for the Counterterror Technical Sup-
port program. This funding will sup-
port the cutting-edge research in blast
mitigation materials and structures at
New Mexico Tech.

Although the President’s request in-
cluded no funding for military con-
struction at New Mexico’s defense in-
stallations, the conferees added $9.8
million to renovate 76 units of housing
at Holloman Air Force base and $14
million to replace cracked and deterio-
rating airfield ramps at Kirtland. An-
other $8.1 million is authorized to re-
pair one of the main runways at Can-
non Air Force base. In addition, the



S11196

New Mexico Air National Guard’s Com-
posite Support Complex at Kirtland is
authorized at $9.7 million. All of these
projects address quality of life or oper-
ational needs of the utmost importance
to personnel at these installations.

Mr. President, again, I would like to
thank Senator WARNER and the mem-
bers of his Committee for their diligent
work in allocating tight resources in
the best feasible manner.

At the same time, I would like to re-
iterate my view that many of the prob-
lems we currently face in our Defense
Committees result from inadequate
definition of U.S. interests.

The systemic problems—retention,
readiness, operational tempo—are a
product of domestic and foreign policy
decisions. We have neither clarified the
U.S. position in the current inter-
national environment nor have we es-
tablished relevant rules for U.S. en-
gagement. Instead, we rely more and
more on our military to compensate
for failed diplomacy. Or we ask our sol-
diers to play referee in regions of the
world teeming with ethnic conflict and
territorial disputes.

Without first defining our national
interest in this new era, we cannot pre-
tend to downsize, right-size, or struc-
ture our military to adequately defend
U.S. interests throughout the world.
More importantly, without a clear pic-
ture of the appropriate military struc-
ture and necessary force capabilities
we cannot answer the $280 billion ques-
tion: How much is enough?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference report for fiscal
year 2000, and I congratulate our new
chairman, Senator JOHN WARNER, on
completing this first conference report
as chairman. While I am disappointed
that some provisions in the Senate
version of the bill were dropped, on the
whole it is an excellent piece of legisla-
tion and I am pleased to support it.

My most important concern is over
the changes made in Title 32, which es-
tablishes the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration and reorganizes
the Department of Energy’s nuclear
laboratories. When we first considered
this issue on the intelligence author-
ization bill in July, the Senate passed
the Kyl amendment, which reorganized
these nuclear labs by a vote of 96-1. Un-
fortunately, during conference delib-
erations, these provisions were sub-
stantially rewritten. Secretary
Richrdson has expressed his strong ob-
jections to these provisions, and states
that they will make it more difficult
for the Secretary of energy to oversee
the labs. I hope that the Armed Serv-
ices Committee will work with Sec-
retary Richardson to address his con-
cerns in the fiscal year 2001 Defense au-
thorization bill.

America has faced many global chal-
lenges this year that have re-empha-
sized the need for our Nation to main-
tain a well-trained and well-equipped
military. This year’s crisis in Kosovo
was particularly challenging and re-
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quired the Nation’s Armed Forces to
perform a wide variety of duties, in-
cluding peacekeeping and humani-
tarian activities, in addition to sus-
tained combat operations. Our service
men and women performed superbly in
all that was asked of them, and I com-
mend them on their dedication, profes-
sionalism, and unwavering devotion to
duty. Without their skill, we would not
be as close to peace in the Balkans as
we are today.

It is the duty of Congress to ensure
that we provide our military with what
is needs to meet the international chal-
lenges common in the post-cold-war
era. America must be ready, when nec-
essary, to protect its vital interests
and encourage global stability. The fis-
cal year 2000 Defense conference report
is a positive step toward ensuring that
the Nation’s military is prepared to
meet the challenges of the years ahead.

The cornerstone of the military’s
preeminence rests on its most critical
component, its people. Without ade-
quate number of men and women will-
ing to serve in the military, the Nation
would not be able to respond to crises
around the globe. We need cutting-edge
weapon systems, but we also need dedi-
cated men and women to operate these
systems. The conference report con-
tains many new initiatives and con-
structive changes in personnel policies
that will help to ensure that we ade-
quately provide for our servicemen and
women and their families.

Specifically, the conference report
provides a fully-funded and well-de-
served 4.8 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel, as well as expanded au-
thority to offer additional pay and
other incentives to retain service mem-
bers in critical military specialties.
The conference report also improves
retirement benefits by addressing serv-
ice members’ concerns with the current
system and approving their participa-
tion in the Thrift Savings Plan.

I am very disappointed, however,
that Senator CLELAND’s amendment to
improve and expand GI bill benefits for
servicemen and women was not in-
cluded in the conference report. The
Montgomery GI bill has been a very
successful and important program for
the military. But, in order for the GI
bill to continue to be a valuable pro-
gram, it must evolve as our military
forces evolve. Access to higher edu-
cation is an increasingly important
issue for our servicemen and women in
today’s all-volunteer, professional
military. Senator CLELAND’s GI bill
provisions, included in the Senate
version of the bill, made needed im-
provements in the GI bill that would
have enhanced the program’s value and
benefit to our troops, and would have
improved its effectiveness as a recruit-
ing tool. I commend Senator CLELAND
on his leadership on these provisions
and I urge my colleagues to reconsider
these innovative ideas next year.

The DOD authorization conference
report also reauthorizes and enhances
the very successful Troops-to-Teachers
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program. Over the next ten years, the
Nation’s schools will need to hire two
million new teachers to fill their class-
rooms. Troops-to-Teachers is helping
to meet that challenge by recruiting
and training servicemen and women to
become teachers in public schools. This
program was established by Congress
in 1993 and has already placed over
3,000 servicemen and women in elemen-
tary and secondary schools in 48 states.
The conference report also provides for
the transfer of this program to the De-
partment of Education, so that it will
be coordinated with other federal edu-
cation programs that are helping com-
munities to improve their public
schools.

Concern for our military personnel
doesn’t end with the active duty serv-
icemember, but with the whole mili-
tary family. Well over half of the mem-
bers of today’s military are married,
and in many cases both parents are em-
ployed. The military also contains
many single mothers and fathers. All
of these individuals have unique char-
acteristics and needs that must be rec-
ognized so that we can encourage their
continued service and careers in the
armed forces.

The conference report contains a pro-
vision, which I strongly supported, au-
thorizing the Secretary of Defense to
provide financial assistance for child
care services and youth programs for
members of the Armed Forces and
their families. These expanded child
care provisions will ensure that many
more military families have access to
quality childcare and after-school care
for their children.

Also, military families are not im-
mune to the epidemic of domestic vio-
lence that confronts the rest of Amer-
ica. We have a responsibility to mili-
tary families to help prevent domestic
violence, and to protect the victims
when abuse occurs.

An important provision in this year’s
conference report requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to appoint a mili-
tary-civilian task force to review mili-
tary policies on domestic violence.
This task force, comprised of military,
DOD, law enforcement personnel, and
civilian advocates for battered women
and children, will work with the Sec-
retary of Defense to establish Depart-
ment-wide standards for combating do-
mestic violence.

These initiatives will include stand-
ard formats for memorandums of un-
derstanding between the armed serv-
ices and local law enforcement authori-
ties for responding to domestic vio-
lence; a requirement that commanding
officers must provide a written copy of
any no-contact or restraining order to
victims of abuse; standard guidance for
commanding officers on considering
criminal charges in cases of domestic
violence; and a standard training pro-
gram for all commanding officers on
domestic violence.

This provision also requires the De-
partment to establish a database, the
contents of which will be annually re-
ported to Congress. The information
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will include each domestic violence in-
cident reported to military authorities
and how that incident was resolved.
This provision also requires the mili-
tary-civilian task force to report to
Congress annually about the progress
made in combating domestic violence
in the military.

The conference report also takes a
number of worthwhile steps to address
equipment modernization requirements
that have been deferred for too long.
The chairwoman of the Seapower Sub-
committee, Senator SNOWE, took the
lead this year in advocating a strong
shipbuilding budget, as well as a strong
research and development budget, for
the Navy and Marine Corps. It was a
privilege to work with her this year,
and, I am pleased that this conference
report takes these important steps to
ensure that the Navy has the ships,
submarines, and other equipment need-
ed to sustain its operations throughout
the world.

The conference report authorizes the
extension of the DDG-51 Destroyer
multi-year procurement into fiscal
years 2002 and 2003 and increases the
number of ships to be built from 12 to
18 ships. The conference report also au-
thorizes the Navy to enter into a five-
year multi-year procurement contract
for the F/A-18E/F Super Hornet, and in-
creases the number of Marine Corps
MV-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft from
10 to 12. These are all strong steps in
strengthening the readiness of the Na-
tion’s Navy-Marine Corps team.

Procurement isn’t the only area
where we need to strengthen our in-
vestment. We also need to strengthen
investment in science and technology.
Last year, the Defense authorization
bill called for a 2 percent annual in-
crease, above inflation, in military
spending on science and technology
from 2000 to 2008. Unfortunately, the
Department’s proposed fiscal year 2000
budget reduced spending on science and
technology programs. The Air Force
alone was slated for $95 million in cuts
in science and technology funding.
Such a decline would have been detri-
mental to national defense, particu-
larly when the battlefield environment
is becoming more and more reliant on
high technology.

Fortunately, thanks in great part to
the chairman of the Emerging Threats
and Technology Subcommittee, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, and his ranking mem-
ber, Senator BINGAMAN, Congress re-
stored much of this Air Force science
and technology funding. This restora-
tion will help to ensure that high qual-
ity scientists and engineers are avail-
able to conduct research to address the
Department’s technology needs for the
future. Congress has taken a clear posi-
tion in support of maintaining sound
investments in Defense science and
technology programs. I urge the De-
partment to request a strong science
and technology budget next year, one
that will ensure the future of these im-
portant programs.

One of the most significant of these
science and technology fields is cyber-
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security. The growing frequency and
sophistication of attacks on the De-
partment of Defense’s computer sys-
tems are cause for concern, and they
highlight the need for improved protec-
tion of the nation’s critical defense
networks. This conference report in-
cludes a substantial increase in re-
search and development for defenses
against cyber attacks, and this in-
crease will greatly improve the Depart-
ment’s focus on this emerging threat.

Existing threats from the cold war
are also addressed in this legislation.
Financial assistance to the nations of
the former Soviet Union for non-
proliferation activities such as the
Nunn-Lugar Comprehensive Threat Re-
duction programs is essential for our
national security. I commend the ad-
ministration’s plans to continue fund-
ing these valuable initiatives, and I
commend a Congress’ support for them.

One of the most serious threats to
our national security is the danger of
terrorism, particularly using biologi-
cal, chemical or nuclear weapons of
mass destruction. We must do all we
can to prevent our enemies from ac-
quiring these devastating weapons, and
do all we can to keep terrorists from
being able to conduct an attack on our
nation. Significant progress has been
made to strengthen the nation’s re-
sponse to such attacks, but more must
be done. The conference report
strengthens counter-terrorism activi-
ties and increases support for the Na-
tional Guard teams that are part of
this important effort.

Again, I commend my colleagues on
the Armed Services Committee for
their leadership on these important na-
tional security issues. This conference
report is essential for our national se-
curity in the years ahead, and I urge
the Senate to approve it.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss a very important issue
concerning the Department of Energy
and its ability to secure nuclear infor-
mation. Nuclear security is imperative
to this nation, and after the scandals
in the last year, Americans have ques-
tioned the ability of the Department of
Energy to keep nuclear information se-
cure. As a result, Senator WARNER,
Chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and Ranking Member LEVIN in-
cluded legislation in the Defense Au-
thorization Conference Report that
creates a new division within the De-
partment to restore nuclear security. I
applaud their efforts.

However, Mr. President, I am con-
cerned about the potential for unin-
tended consequences as a result of the
Department of Energy reorganization.
Specifically, the attorneys general of
46 states, including the State of Ohio,
wrote to Congress stating that the 1992
Department of Energy reforms which
clarify that states have regulatory au-
thority of the Department of Energy’s
hazardous waste management and
cleanup could be undermined by this
legislation. The attorneys general be-
lieve that this legislation could allow
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the Federal Government to abandon its
commitment to “‘environmental,
health and safety requirements’ at En-
ergy Department facilities nationwide.
This is troubling for the State of Ohio,
which has three former Department of
Energy nuclear facilities—the Ports-
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant,
Fernald, and the Mound Nuclear Facil-
ity. Each facility is at a different stage
of cleanup, and recent revelations of
plutonium contamination at the Ports-
mouth facility only emphasize the need
for strong environmental, health, and
safety requirements at these DOE fa-
cilities.

While I have heard the concerns of
the attorneys general, I am assured by
the Armed Services Committee that
the intent of this legislation is not to
exempt nuclear facilities from state
environmental regulations and require-
ments or worker safety and health reg-
ulations. I am further assured that if
there are any unintended con-
sequences, Congress will rectify these
problems.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the Con-
ference Report on the National Defense
Authorization Act before us today
makes a healthy increase of over 8 bil-
lion dollars to the President’s request.
This reflects concerns by the Congress
that readiness has eroded to a point
where our military is having to take
significant risks in its day-to-day oper-
ations.

Many of our colleagues are aware
that we have sized our armed forces to
engage not only in two major theater
wars that break out nearly simulta-
neously, but also to handle the Bos-
nias, Kosovos and other smaller-scale
contingencies that challenge our inter-
ests overseas. For the first time since
we adopted our 2-war strategy not long
after the end of the Cold War, the com-
manders in charge of our warfighting
forces are warning the Congress—again
for the first time in the post Cold War
era—that the risks in our ability to
fight in that second theater have gone
from moderate to high.

This risk is not merely some esoteric
metric that only some military strate-
gist can comprehend. Rather, the dan-
gers are that we will lose an unaccept-
able number of men and women in bat-
tle, that we will lose excessive terri-
tory in the initial phases of battle, and
that battles will last much longer than
they would with a more capable force.

This is a serious warning—not one we
should take lightly. The military chal-
lenges to the U.S. in the decades ahead
are ill-defined and very difficult to pre-
dict. While the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs has signaled a significant draw-
down in Bosnia in the near future,
while our commitment of troops to
Kosovo is relatively small compared to
those of our European allies, and while
signs of progress on the Korean penin-
sula are making news this week, we
also see the tragedy in East Timor, re-
newed Chinese threats against Taiwan,
and rebel action in Russia, all of which
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remind us of the extraordinary insta-
bilities that we will face in the next
century.

Whether we will see more or less con-
flict is unclear, but the growing com-
petition for fixed resources in impover-
ished regions where populations grow
unabated suggests that civil and inter-
state strife will only worsen. These
strains will also spawn terrorists—in-
cluding those embittered by their
harsh circumstances and in particular
those who feel they have nothing to
lose.

Decisive action, as we saw by the
U.S. and others in Bosnia and Kosovo,
will, we hope, deter future conflicts
and gross human rights violations. But
the speed with which the tragedy in
East Timor developed on the heels of
NATO’s victory in Kosovo tempers
such optimism. Ultimately, a combina-
tion of resolute determination to de-
feat aggression, strong support for de-
mocracies, and effective means for im-
proving the quality of life for all is the
best path to ensure we don’t have to
send our young men and women into
harm’s way repeatedly in the twenty
first century.

This conference report goes a long
way toward ensuring we will be ready
in the years to come. It invests in new
weapons to the tune of three billion
dollars over the FY 2000 Administra-
tion’s request, and looks to the distant
future with an increase for research
and development of almost two billion
dollars over the request. Readiness is
increased by about 1.5 billion dollars.
More importantly, this bill focusses on
our greatest asset—our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen and marines—that ulti-
mately make the defining difference
between victory and defeat. With a sig-
nificant pay raise and retirement re-
forms, the bill meets head on a con-
tinuing crisis in recruiting and reten-
tion. I was particularly pleased that
the Senate and conferees agreed to pro-
visions I had included in an earlier bill,
S. 4, to focus pay increases on special-
ties—such as aviators—where retention
and recruiting problems are particu-
larly severe.

At a time when we are watching
every defense dollar so closely, I am
disappointed that we did not do much
more in this bill to rid the Department
of Defense of so many wasteful expend-
itures. Across the nation, we are now
obligating in excess of 3 billion dollars
a year to pay for utilities, to maintain
buildings and roadways, and to operate
equipment on bases that are unneeded
by our military. We are likewise spend-
ing billions on weapons and research
programs that the Department of De-
fense did not request but was forced to
pursue by the Congress. We watch the
Department waste hundreds of millions
of dollars due to misguided acquisition
policies, poor oversight of inventories,
and service duplication of effort. These
are difficult problems to fix—due ei-
ther to political inertia or sheer orga-
nizational complexity, but nonetheless
we should and can do much more.
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Finally, Mr. President, I want to
comment briefly on this bill’s attempt
to reorganize the entire Department of
Energy. While PRC espionage has se-
verely damaging consequences for
long-term U.S. security, rushing to re-
structure a department with such vital
responsibilities is not, in my view, pru-
dent oversight on our part. In short,
had the changes included here been in-
stituted two decades ago, it is unclear
that these changes would have had any
impact on the PRC’s ability to garner
intelligence on our nuclear weapons.
Indeed, one might even make the case
that the bill will worsen this situation.
I intend to track this matter closely in
the years ahead and to support nec-
essary modications of this language as
the reorganization proceeds.

Mr. President, on balance, this is a
very good bill that does much to fix
military readiness and other problems.
I support its passage and urge my col-
leagues to support it as well.

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to offer
some comments in support of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2000. Since Operation
Desert Storm in 1991, I have been ex-
tremely concerned with the drastic de-
cline in funding for our Armed Serv-
ices. We have all watched as the mili-
tary lost more and more of its highly
trained warriors, as the equipment
aged year after year with few spare
parts and no replacements, and as the
infrastructure at our military bases
fell into disrepair. Today, I am cau-
tiously optimistic that we have finally,
if belatedly, recognized serious readi-
ness shortfalls and are taking steps to
correct them. That this bill represents
a 4.4 percent increase over the current
fiscal year’s level is a step in the right
direction.

I am most heartened by the package
of personnel benefits that are incor-
porated in this bill. Several identified
shortcomings in pay and retirement
benefits have been addressed. Pay table
reform brings the focus of the pay
raises to the middle leadership in both
the officer and enlisted ranks. Repeal-
ing REDUX brings equity across the
military for retirement benefits. Se-
curing higher annual pay raises takes
the first step to closing the pay gap be-
tween military personnel and their ci-
vilian counterparts. Implementing a
Thrift Savings Plan for military per-
sonnel will help retain our dedicated
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines.

Two critical areas of our military
that begin to be addressed in this bill
are the shortage of spare parts and the
lack of replacement equipment. In
every branch of the service, examples
abound of equipment being utilized far
in excess of its intended service life. In
many cases the equipment is older
than the operator and costs more and
more each year to maintain. This bill
funds spare parts programs to allow
our equipment to be fully combat
ready, and funds many follow-on sys-
tems that will directly benefit the war
fighter.
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This trend must continue in the
years to come. Maintaining a viable
military is a commitment, not a once-
a-decade afterthought.

While I applaud the effort to bolster
some of the areas of our military that
have been under funded for the last 10
years, I am disheartened that, yet
again, Congress has failed to take two
of the most meaningful steps to free
more dollars for our defense budget.
The first of these is the continued and
reprehensible practice of spending bil-
lions of dollars on programs that the
armed services did not ask for and, in
many cases, do not need. Allocating
funding from an already tight budget
for programs added primarily for paro-
chial reasons continues to undermine
honest efforts to adequately provide for
the national defense.

I applaud the Committee chairman’s
effort to minimize the number of mem-
ber adds not reflected on service Un-
funded Priority Lists. Committee staff
should be commended for their great
efforts in carefully drafting legislation
and checking amendments with the
Service’s Unfunded Priority Lists and
the Future Years Defense Plan—ensur-
ing that, in most cases, the Services’
priorities were funded. There is no
question, however, that enormous sums
continue to be earmarked as much for
political as for operational reasons. In
fact, my concern about the continued
viability of the Unfunded Priority
Lists has grown in the face of question-
able inclusions on those lists, such as
executive and tactical airlift aircraft
that clearly expand on existing inven-
tory surpluses, and programs from the
Future Years Defense Plans that are
moved ahead more to accommodate
powerful members of Congress than to
address pressing funding shortfalls.
That there is more than $3 billion in
questionable spending added by mem-
bers for parochial reasons illustrates
that the scale of the problem remains
unacceptably high.

I also continue to find incomprehen-
sible Congress’s unwillingness to per-
mit the military to divest itself of ex-
cess infrastructure. Literally billions
of dollars can be saved over the course
of a FYDP if the services are author-
ized to close unneeded installations
and facilities. And let there be no mis-
take: Congressional opposition to an-
other round of base closures is not
predicated upon specious arguments
about the supposed lack of cost savings
and operational requirements that defy
simple economics and common sense;
this opposition grows solely out of the
desire on the part of members of this
body to avoid the politically painful
process of defending hometown instal-
lations.

As one who saw a major installation
in my state closed during the 1991
BRAC round, I can sympathize with
that reluctance to undertake an un-
pleasant task. As one who also saw the
rejuvenation of a community pre-
viously dependent upon that military
installation after it was turned over to
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local authorities, and as one more than
a little concerned about our inability
to fully address vital readiness and
modernization problems, I must re-
spectfully disagree with those who op-
pose another round of base closures.

The elimination of excess infrastruc-
ture is vital to allow the Department
of Defense to focus resources on nec-
essary support facilities rather than
base structure from the Cold War era.
Savings from previous BRAC rounds
have been validated in the billions of
dollars by every conceivable research
foundation. There is just no excuse for
continuing to require taxpayers to pay
for infrastructure we do not need.

I am also distressed that the bill does
not address a personnel issue I find an
embarrassment and a tragedy. With
over 12,000 military families on food
stamps, and the potential of more than
double that number eligible for the
program, I cannot reconcile the lack of
attention to this issue in this bill. I
have been open to all suggestions for
solutions to this problem. I have hoped
for and worked toward a bipartisan re-
sponse that would satisfy the Adminis-
tration, Congress, and the Department
of Defense. Although the Senate ap-
proved my legislation, I was greatly
disappointed when this measure was re-
jected by conferees from the House of
Representatives despite the strong sup-
port of Admiral Jay Johnson, the Chief
of Naval Operations, and General Jim
Jones, the Marine Corps Commandant.

I find it an outrage that enlisted fam-
ilies line up for free food and furniture
while we pour hundreds of millions of
dollars into C-130J, automatic grenade
launcher, anti-ship decoy,
hyperspectral research, and free elec-
tron laser programs. The insertion into
the budget of hundreds of millions of
dollars for an amphibious assault ship
that the Navy does not want and that
the Secretary of Defense specified di-
verts dollars from higher priority pro-
grams is difficult to reconcile with our
professed concern for the welfare of
military families.

What we have here is a situation in
which certain members of the House
are apparently unconcerned about hav-
ing tens of thousands of military fami-
lies eligible for food stamps. Yet, they
raise no opposition to funding a gym-
nasium at the Naval Post-Graduate
School or a $15 million Reserve Center
in Oregon that were not in the depart-
ment’s budget request. In fact, a vast
majority of unrequested items costing
many millions of dollars were added to
the bill by the same body that opposed
the food stamp provision. Sadly, poli-
tics, not military necessity, remains
the rule, not the exception.

Although my legislative proposal
would have been funded for the Depart-
ment of Defense at approximately $6
million annually, the Congressional
Budget Office found that it actually
would have represented a savings to
taxpayers, since it would save more in
the Agriculture Department by remov-
ing service members from the food
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stamp rolls. I am at a loss to under-
stand or explain how such a straight-
forward measure could be so easily re-
jected by the House of Representatives,
particularly in a year when Congress
voted to increase its own pay and also
included a 15% annual pay raise for
generals and admirals.

I will continue to press forward to re-
solve this tragic problem, and I believe
that most Americans will support my
effort. I will not stand by and watch as
our military is permitted to erode to
the breaking point by the President’s
lack of foresight and the Congress’ lack
of compassion. These military men and
women—our soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and Marines—are the very same Ameri-
cans that the President and Congress
have sent into harm’s way in recent
years in Somalia, Bosnia, Haiti,
Kosovo, and currently East Timor. Our
service members deserve better. They
deserve our continuing respect, our un-
wavering support, and a living wage.

On another matter, I am very pleased
that the bill contains provisions for the
renewal of the withdrawal of the Gold-
water Range.

The Goldwater Range is one of the
most important military training
ranges in the country, supporting ac-
tivities of all services. It currently
comprises approximately 2.7 million
acres of desert land in southwest Ari-
zona, with climate and weather condi-
tions that allow flight and other train-
ing over 360 days a year. This range is
vital to the continued military readi-
ness of our Armed Forces.

It is also located in the heart of the
Sonoran desert and contains one of the
most undisturbed desert ecosystems in
North America. The Sonoran desert
ecosystem on the Goldwater Range is
one of the few places in the nation that
contains virtually all of the plant and
animal species that were present before
the continent was discovered by Euro-
peans. The dozen mountain ranges and
arid bajadas of the range are home to
the desert bighorn sheep, the critically
endangered Sonoran pronghorn ante-
lope, and dozens of plant species found
almost nowhere else in the U.S.

The challenge is to provide for nec-
essary national defense training while
protecting this natural treasure. In
1986, the Congress passed the Military
Lands Withdrawal Act which formally
authorized the Barry M. Goldwater
Range. Included within the range was
more than 860,000 acres of the Cabeza
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge man-
aged by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and more than 1.8 million acres
of lands administered by the Bureau of
Land Management. The withdrawals
established under the 1986 Act were for
15 years and were due to expire unless
extended in 2001.

While the approach to the with-
drawal of the Goldwater Range in this
bill is different from what we did in
1986, the provisions will ensure the con-
tinued availability of this range for
vital military training, while pro-
tecting and preserving the unique cul-
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tural and natural resources of this part
of Arizona.

The withdrawal provisions included
in the conference report are based on
the Administration’s proposal. Because
of the environmental protections in-
cluded in the Administration’s pro-
posal and additional provisions added
in the conference agreement, I am
comfortable with the plan to transfer
management of the natural and cul-
tural resources within the range to the
Air Force and the Navy, a decision
which is fully supported by both the In-
terior Department and the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality. In
practical effect, the Air Force and Ma-
rine Corps have been performing the
management functions at the Gold-
water Range for many years, and doing
a superb job of it, according to most
observers, while the efforts of the Bu-
reau of Land Management and Interior
Department have been widely -criti-
cized. In fact, the Department of De-
fense already dedicates significant re-
sources to land and resource manage-
ment of the Range. The decision to for-
mally transfer management recognizes
the superior fiscal and manpower re-
sources available to the military Serv-
ices, who also have the most compel-
ling interest in maintaining future
training access to the range, which can
only be accomplished by effectively ad-
dressing environmental concerns re-
garding its use.

The Cabeza Prieta will no longer be
included in the military lands with-
drawal, and it will continue to be pro-
tected and managed by the Interior De-
partment and the Fish and Wildlife
Service as one of our Nation’s crown
jewels of wilderness areas.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt es-
tablished the Cabeza Prieta refuge in
1939 in recognition of the tremendous
natural resources of the area. Con-
gress—with my strong support—des-
ignated about 803,000 acres of the
860,000-acre Refuge as wilderness in the
Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990,
making it the largest and one of the
most pristine wilderness areas man-
aged by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service in the lower 48 states. I am
very proud to have been a part of the
effort to protect this unique wilderness
area. The management of Cabeza
Prieta should set the highest standard
for the protection of wilderness and
wildlife values.

This bill ensures that military avia-
tion training can continue over the ref-
uge pursuant to the Memorandum of
Understanding in place between the
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air
Force but ensures that the wildlife and
wilderness conservation purposes of the
refuge remain unaltered. The bill does
not seek to add new purposes to the
Refuge’s management mandate.

Under the 1990 wilderness act, the Air
Force was allowed to maintain a small
number of ground instruments on the
refuge within the Cabeza Prieta Wil-
derness. Man-made structures are not
generally allowed within wilderness
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areas. The bill before us allows the Air
Force to upgrade, replace, or relocate
the structures but only if doing so will
have a similar or less impact on the
wilderness and the environment than
the existing structures.

The legislation also requires the De-
fense and Interior Departments to
jointly develop a comprehensive inte-
grated natural and cultural resources
management plan for the Range, and to
conduct a full environmental review,
with public comment, every five years,
including submission of a report to
Congress. The Secretary of the Interior
is given unilateral authority to take
back the responsibility to manage the
Range lands if the Secretary deter-
mines that the military is failing to
adequately protect them. If at any
time this authority is exercised, or if
any of the five-year reports indicate
degradation of the natural and cultural
resources on the range, the Congress
could and should take prompt action to
redress those problems. I would cer-
tainly support such action.

The conference agreement also di-
rects the Department of the Interior to
work with all affected parties, includ-
ing state, local, and tribal govern-
ments, to determine how best to man-
age and protect the natural and cul-
tural resources of the four parcels of
land, totaling 112,179 acres, that will no
longer be withdrawn from public use
for military utilization. The study will
examine whether such lands can be bet-
ter managed by the Federal Govern-
ment or through conveyance of such
lands to another appropriate entity.
The prompt completion of this study
will give the Department of the Inte-
rior an opportunity to plan for the
most appropriate management strate-
gies for these lands, which, because of
the withdrawal, have not been subject
to mining, livestock grazing, or heavy
recreation use for a half-century. These
lands include the spectacular, 83,554-
acre Sand Tank Mountains area. I ex-
pect that the Department of the Inte-
rior will explore a number of manage-
ment options for management of the
Sand Tank Mountains (and the other
parcels) including transfer to Native
American peoples, as well as the poten-
tial to protect the important natural
values of the area through the designa-
tion of qualifying lands as wilderness,
or through the limiting of livestock
grazing and mining. This area is home
to the highly endangered Sonoran
pronghorn antelope and I expect that
the study will include provisions for
this and other threatened and endan-
gered species. The study is to be com-
pleted within one year from the date of
enactment of this bill.

Finally, the bill establishes an Inter-
governmental Executive Committee of
federal, state, and tribal representa-
tives for the purpose of exchanging in-
formation, views, and advice relating
to the management of the natural and
cultural resources of the range. I fully
expect that this body will conduct its
meetings in public, and will provide
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ample opportunity for the public to
participate in meetings and to review
and comment on any proposals for the
administration of the area that may be
discussed by the committee.

I am very disappointed that the con-
ferees did not include language for a
comprehensive study of alternative
management plans for the Goldwater
Range. A proposal was made earlier
this year to designate the range as a
park or preserve, managed by the Na-
tional Park Service, while permitting
continued military training. In addi-
tion, several environmental groups reg-
istered concerns about the Administra-
tion’s proposal for DOD management of
the range and expressed concern that
the military would be an ineffective
manager of the natural resources at
issue.

In response, I worked with the con-
cerned individuals and groups to de-
velop language directing the Depart-
ment of the Interior to make rec-
ommendations on management of the
range, including possible designation
as a park, a preserve, a wilderness area,
a nature conservation area, or other
similar protected status. Simply study-
ing alternative management schemes
would not interfere with military
training activities for which the range
is essential. Rather, a comprehensive
study would provide information to
guide the Administration and the Con-
gress in taking appropriate action to
ensure that the cultural and natural
resources on the range are preserved
and protected.

It is incomprehensible that anyone
could object to a study, but, unfortu-
nately, significant opposition was
raised by outside conferees on the
House side. I will continue to pursue
other avenues in this matter, because I
am uncomfortable with the idea of
locking in the Administration’s pro-
posal without ensuring that we could
revisit that decision if the experts de-
termined after studying alternative
suggestions that some other form of
management would be more appro-
priate.

In July, I wrote to the Secretaries of
Interior and Defense, requesting that
they independently undertake an as-
sessment of alternative management
plans for the Goldwater Range. They
have the authority to do so, and I have
urged them to begin a study imme-
diately. In addition, I proposed an
amendment to the FY 2000 Interior Ap-
propriations bill to require such a
study, and I am working to ensure such
a study is included in legislation pend-
ing before the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee to authorize new
park areas. Once an alternative man-
agement study is completed, I will en-
sure that any recommendations for im-
proved management of the Goldwater
Range are considered and acted on, as
necessary, by the Congress.

Despite shortfalls in the conference
report before us today, I urge my col-
leagues to support its passage. On the
whole, it is a step in the right direction
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toward resuscitating an armed force
suffering from the diverging pattern of
expanding commitments and con-
tracting resources. It includes tangible
incentives for the men and women who
defend our nation day and night, 365
days a year, at home and overseas. It
paves the way for better equipment and
higher equipment availability rates. It
is imperfect, as, I suppose, a bill of this
magnitude is destined to be, but our
armed forces deserve the good that is
included in it, even if they must also
suffer the bad.

Mr. President, the full Ilist of
unquested adds will be available on my
website.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise today in strong support of the FY
2000 Defense authorization bill. This
legislation demonstrates a strong com-
mitment to America’s defense and to
our ability to meet future military
challenges.

I am particularly pleased by the com-
mittee’s inclusion of $176.1 million to
purchase 17 UH-60L Blackhawk heli-
copters. A coalition of eight companies
in my state manufacture critical com-
ponents for the Black Hawk, which is
the Army’s premier tactical transport
helicopter. First produced in 1977, it is
used for combat assault, combat re-
supply, battlefield command and con-
trol, electronic warfare and medical
evacuation. This year, the Black hawk
provided critical support functions for
our armed services in the Kosovo. This
funding will ensure that our military
has the ability to continue its current
operations and sustain readiness for fu-
ture dangers.

I am also pleased by the committee’s
support for high school ROTC pro-
grams. The additional $32 million for
high school ROTC program will make a
particular impact in my State where
many programs have been approved for
participation in ROTC but remain un-
funded. Clark High School is an exam-
ple of one such program which has re-
mained on a waiting list of approved
ROTC program but has been unable to
participate because funding has not
been available. I am hopeful that this
funding will be appropriated, allowing
the Department of Defense to imme-
diately utilize this funding so that un-
funded programs, like Clark High
School, can begin operating as soon as
possible.

Additionally, the additional benefits
for all members of the military in-
cluded in this bill deals with serious
concerns I have had regarding quality
of life and morale of our soldiers. The
pay raise of almost five percent ad-
dresses serious inequities between mili-
tary pay and civilian wages. In addi-
tion, the legislation creates a civilian-
style 401(k) by allowing military per-
sonnel to contribute up to 5 percent of
their pre-tax to a tax-shelter invest-
ment fund. These benefits will go a
long way toward reaching our goals of
recruiting and retaining highly trained
personnel. Most importantly, it will
give our soldiers and their families the
quality of life they deserve.
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I am also pleased by the $10 million
in procurement funding for secure ter-
minal equipment for the military serv-
ices and defense agencies. This
versatile equipments is the cornerstone
of our multi-media secure digital com-
munication. The new generation of se-
cure terminal equipment, produced by
a defense company in my State, is
more effective technology and gen-
erates significant operations and main-
tenance cost savings.

Finally, I am extremely pleased by
the committee’s inclusion of a provi-
sion regarding the Hconomic develop-
ment conveyance of base closure prop-
erty. When an installation is rec-
ommended for closure, it is imperative
that the transfer of property benefit
the local community. This provision
will accomplish this goal by allowing a
more efficient transfer of property to
the local re-development authority for
job creation and economic develop-
ment.

I again thank Chairman WARNER,
Ranking Member LEVIN and Ranking
Member INOUYE for their commitment

and attention to these important
issues.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. GORTON (when his name was
called). Present.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 93,
nays 5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 284 Leg.]

YEAS—93
Abraham Edwards Lugar
Akaka Enzi Mack
Allard Feinstein McConnell
Ashcroft Fitzgerald Mikulski
Baucus Frist Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Murray
Biden Grams Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reed
Bond Gregg Reid
Breaux Hagel Robb
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bryan Helms Rockefeller
Bunning Hollings Roth
Burns Hutchinson Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Campbell Inhofe Schumer
Chafee Inouye Sessions
Cleland Jeffords Shelby
Cochran Johnson Smith (NH)
Collins Kennedy Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerrey Snowe
Coverdell Kerry Specter
Craig Kyl Stevens
Crapo Landrieu Thomas
Daschle Lautenberg Thompson
DeWine Leahy Thurmond
Dodd Levin Torricelli
Domenici Lieberman Voinovich
Dorgan Lincoln Warner
Durbin Lott Wyden

NAYS—5
Boxer Harkin Wellstone
Feingold Kohl

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Gorton

NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The conference report was agreed to.

(Mr. VOINOVICH assumed the chair.)

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as the
RECORD shows, I voted present during
the rollcall vote on passage of the
FY2000 Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report. My decision to cast
this vote was prompted by Section 651
of the Conference Report, which would
repeal the reduction in retired pay for
U.S. military retirees who are em-
ployed by the federal government or
hold federal office. As a retired U.S.
Air Force Reserve officer, I stand to be
benefitted by this provision when it is
signed into law by the President. It is
for this reason I voted present.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, what is the
pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is anticipating a unanimous con-
sent agreement to move forward with
the VA-HUD appropriations.

———

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent H.R. 2684 be discharged
from the Appropriations Committee
and the Senate proceed to its consider-
ation. I further ask that all after page
2, line 9, over to and including line 3 on
page 95 be stricken, and the text of S.
1596 be inserted in lieu thereof, that
the amendment be considered as origi-
nal text for the purpose of further
amendments, that no points of order be
waived, and that any legislative provi-
sion added thereby be subject to a
point of order under rule XVI.

Again, the Senate is now on the
HUD-VA appropriations bill. No call
for the regular order with respect to
the bankruptcy bill is in order. It is my
hope substantial progress can be made,
that the leadership can agree to an ar-
rangement where all first-degree
amendments be submitted to the desk
by a reasonable time. I will discuss this
further with my counterpart, the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

I make that unanimous consent re-
quest.

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

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2648) making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes.

S11201

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present the fiscal year 2000
VA-HUD-independent agencies appro-
priations bill to the Senate. This legis-
lation provides a total of $90.9 billion
in budget authority, including $21.3 bil-
lion in mandatory budget authority
and $82.3 billion in outlays, while cov-
ering a variety of Federal interests
from veterans, housing, the environ-
ment, basic research, to advances in
space.

This has been a very tough year, as I
believe all our colleagues know. We
have waited a long time to bring this
bill to the consideration of the full
Senate. I express my sincerest thanks
to my chairman, Senator STEVENS, the
ranking member of the full committee,
Senator BYRD, and to my colleague,
the ranking member from Maryland,
for their hard work and commitment
to ensuring that the VA-HUD appro-
priations subcommittee has enough
funding to meet the minimum needs of
our many important programs.

However, with 2 weeks before the end
of the fiscal year, we are on a forced
march to complete Senate action and
provide a conference agreement to the
Senate for consideration. I believe the
bill before the Senate is a good bill
under the constraints imposed by budg-
etary limitations and a fair bill with
funds allocated to the most pressing
needs we face.

Let me emphasize we balanced our
funding decisions away from new pro-
grams and focused instead on the core
primary programs in our bill on which
people depend. We listened very care-
fully to the priorities of our colleagues
in this body. While not everyone is
happy, nor could they be, we believe
the bill is equitable.

Clearly, we were not able to provide
fully what each Member requested. Let
me note that we received some 1,400 re-
quests from Members of this body, but
we attempted to meet the priority
needs. Before describing what is in-
cluded in this legislation for each agen-
cy, I wish to extend my sincerest
thanks to Senator MIKULSKI, the rank-
ing member of the VA-HUD appropria-
tions subcommittee, for all her hard
work and cooperation in putting this
bill together. It is not possible, without
the good working relationship that we
have, to deal with such a complicated
bill.

Let me add at the beginning, and I
will repeat it again, my sincere thanks
also to Senator MIKULSKI's staff, Paul
Carliner, Jeannine Schroeder, Sean
Smith, as well as my staff, Jon
Kamarck, Carrie Apostolou, Cheh Kim,
and Joe Norrell. The contributions of
the staff to this process have been in-
valuable. Anybody who has watched
the staff work on a major bill knows
how much time, effort, energy, pain
and suffering is endured at the staff
level to bring a bill to the floor.

The VA-HUD fiscal year 2000 appro-
priations bill is crafted to meet our
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