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President’s request for missile defense.
By reallocating more than $800 million
requested for missile defense to other
programs, the bill fundamentally alters
the President’s priorities and leaves
open the possibility that we will not
adequately defend our Nation against a
missile attack. I urge the Senate to re-
verse this flawed provision.

Mr. President, in closing I remind my
colleagues that this bill also provides
vital funding to support our forces cur-
rently engaged in the war against ter-
rorism. This war is unlike any faced by
my generation. It will not be won by
large armies, but by dedicated, highly
trained soldiers, sailors, airmen and
marines. I am extremely proud of what
our military personnel have accom-
plished and I have no doubt that their
professionalism and dedication will
bring an end to the terrorist threat. We
owe these men and women the best our
Nation can provide and we must show
them our support by voting for this
bill.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now proceed to a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators allowed to speak therein for a pe-
riod not to exceed 5 minutes each.

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

DEMISE OF THE ABM TREATY

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, as we
have recently passed June 13, I want to
discuss the demise of the Anti-Ballistic
Missile ABM Treaty that ceased to
exist after that date. I believe it is im-
portant to help a record of how this im-
portant treaty was brought to its end.

The ABM Treaty was signed by Presi-
dent Nixon in 1972 with the Soviet
Union as an important element of U.S.-
Soviet arms control and strategic sta-
bility. It served to prevent an arms
race in defensive weapons that would
have led to larger offensive nuclear
missile forces. It thus helped pave the
way for negotiated limits and reduc-
tions in strategic arms. It was sup-
ported by every U.S. President until
President George W. Bush, including
Presidents Ford, Reagan and the first
President Bush.

The ABM Treaty affected only de-
fenses against long-range, or strategic,
ballistic missiles, those missiles with
ranges of 5,600 kilometers or more. It
has no effect on defenses against mis-
siles of shorter ranges, which are the
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only missiles that endanger our troops
and allies today, and against which we
have designed and built the Patriot
theater missile defense system and
helped develop Israel’s Arrow missile
defense system.

Both the United States and the So-
viet Union saw this treaty as a central
component of their efforts to ensure
mutual security. Russia, like the So-
viet Union before it, saw the ABM
Treaty as one of the foundations for
the structure of arms control and secu-
rity arrangements that had been care-
fully built over three decades to reduce
the risk of nuclear war.

As late as June 2000, at their Moscow
summit, President Clinton and Presi-
dent Putin issued a joint statement
emphasizing the importance of the
ABM Treaty. That statement said the
two Presidents ‘‘agree on the essential
contribution of the ABM Treaty to re-
ductions in offensive forces, and reaf-
firm their commitment to that treaty
as a cornerstone of strategic stability.”
It also stated that ‘“The Presidents re-
affirm their commitment to continuing
efforts to strengthen the ABM Treaty
and to enhance its viability and effec-
tiveness in the future, taking into ac-
count any changes in the international
security environment.”

Last December 13, President Bush an-
nounced that the United States would
unilaterally withdrawn from the trea-
ty. The treaty permits either side to
withdraw from the treaty upon six
months notice if either side decides
that ‘‘extraordinary events related to
the subject matter of this Treaty have
jeopardized its supreme interests.”’

Although President Bush and mem-
bers of his administration said they
would try to modify the treaty to per-
mit the development, testing and de-
ployment of a limited National Missile
Defense system, in the end they did not
offer an amendment to the Russians.

When he was campaigning for the
presidency, then-Governor Bush gave a
speech at The Citadel on September 23,
1999, in which he stated the following:
“we will offer Russia the necessary
amendments to the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Treaty—an artifact of the Cold
War confrontation.”” He went on to say:
“If Russia refuses the changes we will
give prompt notice, under the provi-
sions of the Treaty, that we can no
longer be a party to it.”

That seems to be a clear and
straightforward position. Candidate
Bush said that the United States would
offer amendments to the Russians to
modify the treaty so as to permit the
deployment of missile defense systems,
and if Russia refused the amendments
the President would withdraw the
United States from the treaty.

But the administration didn’t pro-
pose any amendments to the treaty
that would permit it to remain in ef-
fect in a modified form that, in turn,
would have permitted the testing and
deployment of limited missiles de-
fenses.

Instead, we tried to sell Russia on
the idea of abandoning the treaty, not
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modifying it. That was something the
Russians were never going to accept.

Last year it was difficult to get a
clear answer from the administration
on its missile defense plans for fiscal
year 2002, and whether they would be
inconsistent with the ABM Treaty.
First, Lieutenant General Ronald
Kadish, director of the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization told us in June
that he knew of no planned missile de-
fense testing activities that would con-
flict with the treaty.

Later in June, Defense Secretary
Rumsfeld told us he didn’t know
whether there would be a conflict be-
cause, even after the budget had been
submitted to Congress, the missile de-
fense program was undecided.

Then in July, Deputy Defense Sec-
retary Wolfowitz said that our planned
missile defense activities would inevi-
tably ‘““bump up’’ against the treaty in
a manner of months, not years. He also
said that by the time a planned missile
defense activity encounters ABM Trea-
ty constraints, ‘““we fully hope and in-
tend to have reached an understanding
with Russia’ on a new security frame-
work with Russia that would include
missile defenses.

Next came an announcement on Oc-
tober of last year by Secretary Rums-
feld that several planned missile de-
fense tests were being postponed be-
cause they could have violated the
treaty, even though one of the tests
had already been postponed previously
for entirely different technical reasons.

Finally, the President announced on
December 13th that the United States
would unilaterally withdraw from the
ABM Treaty to permit testing and de-
velopment of missile defenses, some-
thing Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz had
previously called a ‘‘less than optimal”’
choice.

During all months of discussions and
negotiations with the Russians we
never heard details of any amendments
proposed by the United States to mod-
ify the permit limited missile defenses.
At the end we didn’t offer an amend-
ment to the treaty.

Secretary of State Colin Powell ac-
knowledged this fact in a letter dated
May 2, 2002 after I wrote him in Janu-
ary to ask whether the United States
had, in fact, ever presented Russia with
any proposed amendments or modifica-
tions to the treaty. ‘“The direct answer
to your question,” wrote Secretary
Powell, ‘“‘is that we did not table a pro-
posed amendment to the ABM Treaty.”

The administration has made much
of the argument that the ABM Treaty
was the reason we could not develop
and test missile defense technologies
adequately, and thus the treaty was
keeping us defenseless against ballistic
missiles.

Madam President, now that the ABM
Treaty has ceased to exist, I expect the
administration to assert that they are
finally free to make unconstrained
progress toward defenses against long-
range ballistic. As one example, they
plan to begin construction of a missile
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defense test facility in Alaska, even
though that would have been permitted
under the treaty. Congress authorized
this construction last year, and they
could have begun construction while
the treaty was still in force. I expect
they will also start to conduct a num-
ber of tests that would not have been
permitted under the treaty, but which
will not significantly advance the state
of missile defense technology in the
near term.

All this may make good political the-
ater, but it will not suddenly make
possible rapid progress toward effective
missile defenses because it wasn’t the
treaty that was preventing such
progress; If these technologies prove
workable, it will still take many years
of rigorous development, integration,
testing, and refinement, and probably
hundreds of billions of dollars, to
produce operationally effective missile
defenses—even without the ABM Trea-
ty.

And or course, even if they prove to
be technologically feasible and afford-
able, limited missile defenses still
could be readily overwhelmed or
spoofed by decoys and countermeasures
that Russia or China might develop
and possibly provide to others. In 1999,
the intelligence community stated
publicly that ‘“‘Russia and China each
have developed numerous counter-
measures and probably are willing to
sell the requisite technologies.”” This
would only make the task of devel-
oping missile defenses more difficult,
more time consuming and more expen-
sive.

So although the ABM Treaty will
come to an end after 30 years, its ab-
sence will not suddenly permit effec-
tive missile defenses. That task will re-
main inherently difficult, expensive,
and time consuming.

Furthermore, there may be long-
term consequences of our withdrawal
that we cannot yet foresee, but which
may make us less secure. For example,
two weeks ago it was reported that
Japanese officials indicated the possi-
bility that Japan may feel a need to
pursue its own nuclear weapons. This
was in response to Japanese concerns
about China’s increasing nuclear
forces, which in turn seems to be, at
least in part, a Chinese response to our
pursuit of defenses against long-range
ballistic missiles. Our security will not
be enhanced if China increases or ac-
celerates its nuclear missile forces, or
if Japan then decides to pursue its own
nuclear weapons.

Madam President, this is just one re-
cent example of the kind of repercus-
sions or consequences that may result
from our unilateral withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty. Other nations will act
in their own self interest, and if our ac-
tions make other nations feel less se-
cure, they will act in a manner de-
signed to preserve their security—even
if it makes us less secure. In a world
with nuclear weapons, the TUnited
States cannot be secure by making
other nations feel insecure. If our bal-
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listic missile defense efforts make
other nations feel less secure, they
could take actions that would reduce
our security.

We cannot yet foresee all the long-
term reverberations from our decision
to withdraw from the ABM Treaty. By
taking a unilateral approach, it makes
it more likely that others will act uni-
laterally as well. That is not the best
way to increase mutual security and
international stability.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the correspondence be-
tween Secretary of State Powell and
myself on this matter be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, May 2, 2002.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letters concerning our discussions
with the Russians concerning an amendment
of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.

The direct answer to your question is that
we did not table a proposed amendment to
the ABM Treaty. Although we did have ideas
on what an amendment might look like and
discussed them at length with Russia, the
discussions never reached the point that
such a proposal would have been appropriate.
We were prepared to entertain any proposal,
to include an amendment, that would allow
us to do the missile defense testing we need-
ed to do. The Russians, in the end, made it
clear that, in their view, such testing would
be inconsistent with the Treaty and an
amendment to permit such testing would vi-
tiate the Treaty.

The way out of this impasse was for us to
leave the Treaty as provided for by the Trea-
ty. The Russians regretted our decision, but
recognized our right to withdraw.

The President was faithful to his 1999 cam-
paign statement. We spent ten months try-
ing to find a way to conduct our testing
within the Treaty, with or without amend-
ment. We could not find a way to do so and
we, therefore, are leaving the Treaty.

This issue is now behind us and we are
working with the Russians on a new stra-
tegic framework.

Sincerely,
COLIN L. POWELL.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, February 20, 2002.
Hon. COLIN POWELL,
Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I received a letter
dated February 4, 2002 (attached) from Paul
Kelly, Assistant Secretary of State for Leg-
islative Affairs in response to my letter to
you dated January 10, 2002, regarding the
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. Mr.
Kelly’s letter did not answer my questions.

These are important questions and I feel it
is essential to receive clear written answers
to them. To this end, I am asking you to pro-
vide answers to these questions.

1. Did the United States ever present to the
Russian government any written proposal or
proposals to amend or modify the ABM Trea-
ty? If so, what specific proposal(s) did the
U.S. present, where and on what date(s)?

2. If the United States did present any spe-
cific proposal(s) to the Russian government,
what was the response of the Russian govern-
ment to the U.S. proposal(s)?
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3. If the United States did not ever present
to the Russian government any proposals to
modify or amend the ABM Treaty, please ex-
plain why that is the case, especially given
President Bush’s commitment to offer Rus-
sia ‘‘the necessary amendments’ to the ABM
Treaty.

I look forward to your answers to these
questions.

Sincerely,
CARL LEVIN,
Chairman.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, DC, February 4, 2002.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
Senate.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter of January 10, regarding Russia con-
cerning the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty.

As you know, the Administration has been
engaged in intensive discussions with the
Russians on a broad range of strategic issues
including the best way to meet the Presi-
dent’s objective of moving beyond the ABM
Treaty. The President made clear from his
first meeting with President Putin last July,
his determination to devise a new U.S. stra-
tegic posture better suited to meet today’s
threats. He explained how the ABM Treaty
was hindering our government’s ability to
develop ways to protect people from future
terrorist or rogue state missile attacks. We
discussed with the Russians a number of
ways in which we could devise a new struc-
ture that included the Treaty in many meet-
ings over subsequent months but, in the end,
we concluded that the best way to proceed
was for the United States to withdraw uni-
laterally. We provided notification of our de-
cision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty on
December 13. As President Putin made clear,
Russia disagreed with our decision, but was
not surprised by it, and judged that it was
not a threat to Russian security.

Our discussions with Russia on strategic
reductions were given added impetus by
President Bush’s declarations of our inten-
tion to reduce our operationally deployed
weapons to 17002200 and by President
Putin’s positive response and similar inten-
tion.

We will be continuing our discussions with
the Russians in the months ahead, with the
objective of reaching further agreements
codifying the strategic nuclear reductions we
have both decided to undertake and pro-
viding for transparency and confidence-
building measures relating to missile de-
fenses.

We would be happy to provide additional
briefings or information if you have further
questions.

Sincerely,
PAUL V. KELLY,
Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, January 10, 2002.
Hon. COLIN POWELL,
Secretary of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On September 23,
1999, at a speech at The Citadel, then-Gov-
ernor and presidential candidate George W.
Bush stated the following:

“At the earliest possible date, my Adminis-
tration will deploy anti-ballistic missile sys-
tems, both theater and national to guard
against attack and blackmail. To make this
possible, we will offer Russia the necessary
amendments to the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty—an artifact of the Cold war con-
frontation. . . . If Russia refuses the changes
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we will give prompt notice, under the provi-
sions of the Treaty, that we can no longer be
a party to it.”’ (emphasis added)

On December 13, 2001, President Bush gave
notice of his intent to withdraw the United
States from the ABM Treaty. Please provide
answers to the following questions:

Did the United States ever present to the
Russian government any written proposal or
proposals to amend or modify the ABM Trea-
ty? If so, what specific proposal(s) did the
U.S. present, where and on what date(s)?

If the United States did present any spe-
cific proposal(s) to the Russian government,
what was the response of the Russian govern-
ment to the U.S. proposal(s)?

If the United States did not ever present to
the Russian government any proposals to
modify or amend the ABM Treaty, please ex-
plain why that is the case, especially given
President Bush’s commitment to offer Rus-
sia ‘‘the necessary amendments’ to the ABM
Treaty.

I would appreciate your prompt response
to these questions.

Sincerely,
CARL LEVIN,
Chairman.

———

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise today to speak about hate
crimes legislation I introduced with
Senator KENNEDY in March of last
year. The Local Law Enforcement Act
of 2001 would add new categories to
current hate crimes legislation sending
a signal that violence of any kind is
unacceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred March 9, 2002 in
Huntington Beach, CA. Aris Gaddvang,
25, a Filipino-American store manager,
was beaten in a parking lot as he pre-
pared to unload some merchandise. The
assailants shouted racial slurs and
yelled ‘“‘white power’” before beating
him with metal pipes.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation and
changing current law, we can change
hearts and minds as well.

—————

SERBIAN MINISTRY OF INTERIOR
SUPPORT FOR CRIMINALS IN
KOSOVO

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
the International Crisis Group, ICG, re-
cently issued a report on the insta-
bility and unrest in Mitrovica caused,
in part, by the Serbian Ministry of In-
terior’s, MUP, support of parallel secu-
rity and administrative structures in
northern Kosovo.

According to the report, Serbian offi-
cials have publicly admitted to pro-
viding salaries to over 29,800 people in
Kosovo, including Serb “bridge-
watchers’ over the river Ibar who were
responsible for injuring 26 United Na-
tions Missions in Kosovo, UNMIK, po-
lice officers in a shootout 2 months
ago.
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Five Americans serving with UNMIK
were injured in that incident. While my
thoughts and prayers are with the po-
licemen as they recover, I find it com-
pletely unacceptable that Serbian gov-
ernment-backed goons have committed
destabilizing acts of violence with vir-
tual impunity. The bridgewatchers and
other criminals in northern Kosovo
must be brought to justice—a job per-
haps best handled by UNMIK police of-
ficers backed by NATO-led KFOR
troops.

Now is not the time for a change in
U.S. policy toward Kosovo. America
must publicly and forcefully condemn
any covert or overt efforts to partition
Mitrovica from the rest of Kosovo.

I encourage the State Department to
find its voice on this issue, and to pub-
licly condemn the actions of the
bridgewatchers and their supporters in
Belgrade. This issue should not be left
to the gentle massage of quiet diplo-
macy—this is a cancer that must be
treated in an aggressive and forthright
manner.

It seems clear to me that if Serbia
has 50,000,000 Euro to support the parti-
tion of Kosovo, the U.S. Congress
should consider reducing future foreign
assistance to Serbia by an equivalent
amount.

The reformers in Serbia know they
have my full support and encourage-
ment. However, Serbia would be wise
to invest its revenues in its own polit-
ical, economic, legal, and social re-
forms rather than fomenting and spon-
soring regional unrest.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

DISABLED VETERAN OF THE YEAR

e Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President,
today I pay tribute to Thomas E.
Bratten, Jr., the National Disabled
American Veterans, DAV, Veteran of
the Year. Captain Bratten has distin-
guished himself as a champion for vet-
erans and the disabled throughout his
career as a public servant and in his
volunteer contributions to the commu-
nity. Captain Bratten’s dedication con-
tinues today through his service as the
Secretary of Maryland’s Department of
Veterans Affairs.

As an Army artillery liaison officer
in the Americal Division, the famous
1st Battalion 6th Infantry, Secretary
Bratten served under Colonel Norman
Schwarzkopf. They were serving to-
gether on May 28, 1970, when Secretary
Bratten lost both his left arm and leg
when a land mine exploded while they
attempted to aid wounded soldiers. But
that didn’t prevent Secretary Bratten
from continuing to serve his country.

Secretary Bratten has improved his
nation and community through an im-
pressive number of volunteer appoint-
ments. He served on the Garrett Coun-
ty Council on Alcohol and Drug Abuse,
the Governor’s Commission for Em-
ployment of the Handicapped, the Gov-
ernor’s Commission to Study the Needs
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of the Handicapped, the Maryland
World War II Memorial Commission,
the Maryland Military Monument
Commission, and the Maryland Vet-
erans Memorial Commission.

As one of Maryland’s most highly
decorated veterans, Secretary Bratten
boasts life membership in nine congres-
sionally chartered veterans organiza-
tions, including the Military Order of
Foreign Wars, the Americal Veterans
Association and the distinguished Mili-
tary Order of the Purple Heart. He has
served as the Director of the Maryland
Veterans Commission, is a member of
the National Association of State Di-
rectors of Veterans Affairs, and has sat
on countless other committees dedi-
cated to improving the lives of Amer-
ica’s veterans.

I am so proud of Tom. His record of
service in America’s military and in
Maryland civic life as an advocate for
veterans and the disabled are unique
and unparalleled. He is the best exam-
ple of what Marylanders can accom-
plish when they dedicate themselves to
their communities, state, and country,
no matter what the circumstances. He
has served America with honor. I con-
gratulate Tom as he continues to bear
the mantle of leadership and service as
the DAV’s veteran of the year.e

———

ROCKY FLATS SECURITY TEAM—
SIMPLY THE BEST

e Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I
am proud to announce that the Rocky
Flats Closure Project security team
was named the DOE’s ‘‘Team of the
Year” by placing first out of 12 teams
representing nuclear facilities at the
30th Annual Security Police Officer
Training Competition at Oak Ridge,
TN earlier this month. The Wackenhut
Services security police officers team
competed against a team from the
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Act
Constabulatory, teams from the U.S.
Marine Corps and the U.S. Air Force,
teams from the Office of Transpor-
tation Safeguards, and law enforce-
ment teams. The competitions tested
the teams’ skills in combat shooting,
physical fitness, and tactical obstacle
courses. The Rocky Flats team dem-
onstrated their ability to respond ef-
fectively to a situation with superior
teamwork and decisiveness.

I would like to congratulate Rocky
Flats Wackenhut Services team mem-
bers Muhtalar Dickson of Aurora, Chris
Duran of Denver, Todd Harrison of
Erie, Randy Irmer of Colorado Springs,
Jim Krause of Westminister, and Chris
Welseler of Highlands Ranch. These
Rocky Flats employees are currently
involved in the cleanup and closure of
the plant, which involves nuclear ma-
terial management and shipment, nu-
clear deactivation and decommis-
sioning, waste management and ship-
ment, and environmental cleanup and
site closure. As always, the employees
at Rocky Flats are making and keep-
ing Coloradans proud.e
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