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she will literally be adrift and have to
seek shelter from public sources.

The article goes on to say:

That lament resounded across the West
today, as 18 large blazes burned in six states,
consuming acreage at a pace roughly double
the 10-year average.

The reason I want to talk about that
very briefly, as I did yesterday morn-
ing, is that today in the West over 2.5
million acres of public land have now
been charred into a smoldering rub-
ble—homes, beautiful wildlife habitat,
timbered acreages—that simply we for-
got because the public policy of this
country said, over a decade ago: Leave
the land to Mother Nature and walk
away. And in our walking away, in the
pursuit of the environment, Mother
Nature took charge.

Today, Mother Nature rules the
West, and her mode of operation is a
monstrous wildfire consuming the pub-
lic timber reserves of the West, the
wildlife habitat, and the watershed.

To put in context 2.5 million acres
having burned currently, on the same
date in 2000—a year when we burned
over 7.3 million acres, in 2000—at this
point in time, we had only burned 1.2
million acres. So today we have al-
ready burned double what we burned by
this time in 2000. And 2000 was the
worst in recorded history of fires on
public lands.

Why is this happening? Again, ne-
glect. Again, an irresponsible public
policy that took people off the land and
did not allow us to manage it in wise
and responsible ways for all of the mul-
tiple-use values we hold dear to our
public lands.

It is a tragedy of nature. It is a trag-
edy we have made. It is a tragedy we
can solve. We well ought to solve it by
a much more prudent public policy.
But it will take decades now to begin
to reverse what we have allowed to
happen.

Where there were once 150 trees per
acre in the public forests, today there
are 400 or 500 trees per acre, oftentimes
growing like weeds, and resulting in
equivalent Btu’s of 10,000 to 15,000 to
20,000 gallons of gasoline per acre. And
when the temperature is right, and the
humidity is right, and the drought is
running rampant across the Southwest,
as it is today, we set in motion the
“perfect storm,” only in this case it is
the perfect firestorm that has now con-
sumed nearly 500 homes in Colorado, in
Arizona, and in New Mexico. And our
summer, our fire summer—the long hot
summer in the West—has just begun.

I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EDWARDS). Morning is business closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
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resume consideration of S. 2514, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2514) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2003 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 4007

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
await the distinguished chairman, but
it is my anticipation that we will move
to the issue pending; that is, missile
defense. I will send to the desk at this
time an amendment on my behalf and
that of the Senator from Georgia, Mr.
MILLER.

I will not ask it to be the pending
business, as a courtesy to my chair-
man, until he arrives. I anticipate upon
his arrival that we will work out a pro-
cedure by which a second degree will be
added. As a courtesy, I will wait until
he arrives.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield,
it is my understanding he will send his
amendment to the desk but not call it
up.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. I will
call it up, but I would prefer, as a cour-
tesy, to allow Mr. LEVIN to examine it
and then hopefully we can agree upon a
procedure whereby he would then file a
second degree, and then we can have
hopefully the Senate address the two
issues.

Mr. REID. I think if we want this to
be the pending business, what we
should do is have the amendment
called up. I ask unanimous consent, be-
cause we have talked about this for
some time, that Senator LEVIN or
someone on his behalf would have the
right to second degree the amendment.

Mr. WARNER. I am perfectly willing
to agree to that at this point and ask
that it be the pending business, if that
is the guidance you wish.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
then, in keeping with the statement of
the Senator from Virginia, that Sen-
ator LEVIN or his designee would be al-
lowed to offer a second-degree amend-
ment and no one would have a right to
offer one prior to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
that my amendment be the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator objecting?

Mr. WARNER. No.

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

Mr. WARNER. Given that the chair-
man will arrive in a few minutes, I am
happy to yield the floor to my col-
league for such purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself, Mr. MILLER, Mr. LLOTT, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. KYL,
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. HELMS,
Mr. McCAIN, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. HAGEL,
proposes an amendment numbered 4007.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide an additional amount
for ballistic missile defense or combating
terrorism in accordance with national se-
curity priorities of the President)

On page 217, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

SEC. 1010. ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR BALLISTIC
MISSILE DEFENSE OR COMBATING
TERRORISM IN ACCORDANCE WITH
NATIONAL SECURITY PRIORITIES OF
THE PRESIDENT.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to other amounts authorized to be
appropriated by other provisions of this divi-
sion, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the Department of Defense for fis-
cal year 2003, $814,300,000 for whichever of the
following purposes the President determines
that the additional amount is necessary in
the national security interests of the United
States:

(1) Research, development, test, and eval-
uation for ballistic missile defense programs
of the Department of Defense.

(2) Activities of the Department of Defense
for combating terrorism at home and abroad.

(b) OFFSET.—The total amount authorized
to be appropriated under the other provi-
sions of this division is hereby reduced by
$814,300,000 to reflect the amounts that the
Secretary determines unnecessary by reason
of a revision of assumptions regarding infla-
tion that are applied as a result of the
midsession review of the budget conducted
by the Office of Management and Budget
during the spring and early summer of 2002.

(c) PRIORITY FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS.—In
the expenditure of additional funds made
available by a lower rate of inflation, the top
priority shall be the use of such additional
funds for Department of Defense activities
for combating terrorism and protecting the
American people at home and abroad.

AMENDMENT NO. 4009

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, if I
could have the attention of Senator
WARNER for one moment, it is my un-
derstanding the amendment which I
will send to the desk very shortly has
been approved on both sides. It is co-
sponsored by Senators BIDEN, LUGAR,

LANDRIEU, HAGEL, BINGAMAN, MUR-
KOWSKI, CARNAHAN, LINCOLN, and MI-
KULSKI.

I send the amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. I assume I have to ask that the
pending amendment be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Is there objection to laying aside the
pending amendment?

Mr. REID. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
ask my good friend if he will allow the
two managers to have a chance to con-
sult on this. It is my understanding
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that the amendment is cleared on both
sides.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wouldn’t have come
here unless it had.

Mr. WARNER. I am certain of that.
Our attention was diverted by other
matters to get started this morning. If
you will just forebear for a brief period,
we will see if we can’t accommodate
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to speak for a few moments
on the subject they will clear shortly,
the amendment to which I referred and
listed the cosponsors, to whom I am ex-
tremely gratified for their support.
Senator BIDEN is my principal cospon-
sor. We hope that this bill will move
along and be known as the Domenici-
Biden nonproliferation amendment.

This amendment supports the non-
proliferation program proposed in a bi-
partisan Senate bill, the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Act of 2002. Today, Sen-
ators BIDEN, LUGAR, LANDRIEU, HAGEL,
BINGAMAN, MURKOWSKI, CARNAHAN, LIN-
COLN, and MIKULSKI are cosponsoring
this amendment.

The end of the Soviet Union in 1991
started a chain of events, which in the
long term can lead to vastly improved
global stability. Concerns about global
confrontations were greatly reduced
after that event.

But with that event, the Soviet sys-
tem of guards, guns, and a highly regi-
mented society that had effectively
controlled their weapons of mass de-
struction, along with the materials and
expertise to create them, was signifi-
cantly weakened. Even today, with
Russia’s economy well on the road to
recovery, there’s still plenty of room
for concerns about the security of
these Russian assets.

The tragic events of September 11
brought the United States into the
world of international terrorism, a
world from which we had been very
sheltered. Even with the successes of
the subsequent war on terrorism,
there’s still ample reason for concern
that the forces of al-Qaida and other
international terrorists are seeking
other avenues to disrupt peaceful soci-
eties around he world.

In some sense, the events of Sep-
tember 11 set a new gruesome standard
against which terrorists may measure
their future successes. There should be
no question that these groups would
use weapons of mass destruction if
they could acquire them and deliver
them here or to countless other inter-
national locations.

One of our strongest allies in the cur-
rent war on terrorism has been the
Russian Federation. Assistance from
the Russians and other States of the
former Soviet Union has been vital in
many aspects of the conflict in Afghan-
istan.

President Putin and President Bush
have forged a strong working relation-
ship, and the summit meeting was an-
other measure of interest in increased
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cooperation. As this amendment seeks
to strengthen our nonproliferation pro-
grams, it provides many options for ac-
tions to be conducted through joint
partnerships between the Russian Fed-
eration and the United States that
build on this increased cooperative
spirit.

The Nunn-Lugar program of 1991 and
the Nunn-Lugar-Domenici legislation
of 1996 provided vital support for coop-
erative programs to reduce the risks
that weapons of mass destruction
might become available to terrorists.
They established a framework for coop-
erative progress that has served our
Nation and the world very well. But de-
spite their successes, accomplished in
the face of some enormous challenges,
there remain actions that should be
taken to further reduce these threats.

This amendment would expand the
current nonproliferation programs of
the Department of Energy, most of
which trace their origins to those
original Nunn-Lugar and Nunn-Lugar-
Domenici bills. Before I discuss this
amendment, I would like to review
some our progress to date.

For example, the Nuclear Materials
Protection, Control and Accounting
program has improved the security of
at least one-third of the fissile mate-
rials in the former Soviet Union. Com-
prehensive upgrades have been largely
completed on the Russian Navy’s
stocks of weapons usable materials,
with work completed at 10 of their 11
storage sites.

Border security is being improved
through the Second Line of Defense
program. I recall when I participated in
the initial ribbon-cutting of this sys-
tem at Moscow’s main airport in 1998.
Now this equipment is at over 20 sites
in Russia and the Ukraine.

Programs to counter ‘‘brain drain”
have moved ahead. The Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention of IPP pro-
gram has shown excellent progress in
recent years in the daunting task of
creating commercial opportunities for
weapons scientists throughout the
former Soviet Union. To date, over $50
million of venture capital has been at-
tracted on several major projects and
more than 10,000 technical personnel
have been engaged since the program
began.

Under IPP, about 100 American busi-
nesses are working in Russia, and
they’ve contributed over $100 million of
their own funds in support of efforts in
which our Government has invested
about $70 million. About 400 projects
are currently in progress with 100 of
those in the closed nuclear cities.
American businesses are sharing costs
on 132 of those projects.

The Nuclear Cities Initiative has one
of the most challenging tasks of all the
programs—to work cooperatively with
the Russians to down-size their vast
nuclear weapons complex. The closed
nuclear cities that make up this com-
plex have immense technical capabili-
ties, but they have to be, at least in the
past, one of the most business-un-
friendly places in the world.
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In 1998, I visited Sarov, the Russian
version of Los Alamos. It was a fas-
cinating place where the hospitality of
my hosts was most impressive. I still
remember visiting their weapons mu-
seum and standing beside a 60-megaton
bomb that was once destined for our
shores. Despite their history, they dis-
played significant interest in shifting
their weapons focus to commercial in-
terests.

Today, there’s been real progress in
Sarov. For example, there is a signed
agreement with the Russians to termi-
nate all weapons construction work at
Sarov by 2003. Many commercial ven-
tures are now underway including an
Open Computing Center, which pro-
vides employment opportunities for

former weapons scientists through
software development and computer
modeling.

The HEU deal has largely remained
on track, although it’s required some
help from Congress to keep from de-
railing. That program has the goal of
rendering 500 tons of weapons grade
highly enriched uranium un-usable for
weapons by converting it into ordinary
reactor fuel. To date, 146 tons have
been converted, enough for about 6,000
warheads.

Despite the successes of the Nunn-
Lugar and Nunn-Lugar-Domenici legis-
lation, there remain many actions that
should be taken to further reduce these
threats. This new amendment expands
and strengthens many of the programs
established earlier, to further reduce
threats to global peace.

It addresses one of the most impor-
tant realizations from September 11—
that the forces of terrorism span the
globe. It’s now clear that our nuclear
nonproliferation programs should ex-
tend far beyond the states of the
former Soviet Union.

This amendment expands the scope of
several programs to world-wide cov-
erage. It focuses on threats of a nuclear
or radiological type, which largely fall
within the expertise of the National
Nuclear Security Administration.

Just today, the National Research
Council released their major report on
“The Role of Science and Technology
in Countering Terrorism.” They
present a number of critical rec-
ommendations to address threats of
nuclear and radiological terrorism. I'm
very pleased that the legislative basis
for most of their suggestions is in this
amendment.

This amendment expands programs
to include the safety and security of
nuclear facilities and radioactive mate-
rials around the world, wherever coun-
tries are willing to enter into coopera-
tive arrangements for threat reduction.
It recognizes that devices that disperse
radioactive materials, so-called ‘‘dirty
bombs,” can represent a real threat to
modern societies. This is one of the key
recommendations of the National Re-
search Council.

Dirty bombs could be used as weap-
ons of mass terror, property contami-
nation, and economic disaster. We need
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better detection systems for the pres-
ence of dirty bombs that are appro-
priate to the wide range of delivery
systems for such a weapon, from trucks
to boats to containers. And we need to
be far better prepared to deal with the
consequences of such an attack.

The new legislation includes provi-
sions to accelerate and expand existing
programs for disposition of fissile ma-
terials. These materials, of course, rep-
resent not only a concern with dirty
bombs, but also the even larger threat
of use in crude nuclear weapons.

It includes a program to accelerate
the conversion of highly enriched ura-
nium into forms un-usable for weapons.
It addresses one of the major concerns
associated with this material that,
many years ago, both the United
States and the Soviet Union provided
HEU to many countries as fuel for re-
search reactors. That fuel represents a
proliferation risk today. This acceler-
ated conversion is another of the prime
recommendations of the National Re-
search Council.

It authorizes new programs for global
management of nuclear materials, in
cooperation with other nations and
with the International Atomic Energy
Agency. It recognizes that modern so-
cieties use radioactive materials as es-
sential tools in many ways, and offers
assistance in providing new controls on
the most dangerous of these materials.

It suggests that many of the program
elements involve international co-
operation with the Russian Federation
and with other nations. In fact, it rec-
ognizes that the global nature of the
current threats requires such coopera-
tion, and provides authorizations for
the Secretary of Energy to assist the
Secretary of State in offering signifi-
cant help to other nations. We cannot
accomplish these programs without
such cooperation.

This amendment includes provisions
extending the First Responder training
programs, originally created under
Nunn-Lugar-Domenici. These programs
have already made real contributions.
In fact, the training provided under
this program in New York City helped
mitigate the catastrophe there on Sep-
tember 11. That program was author-
ized for only b years in the original leg-
islation, this bill extends that author-
ization for another 10 years.

The amendment requires annual re-
ports demonstrating that all our non-
proliferation programs are well coordi-
nated and integrated. The original call
for this coordination was in the Nunn-
Lugar-Domenici legislation.

The report must disclose the extent
of coordination and integration be-
tween federally funded and private ac-
tivities. That is very important, be-
cause of the excellent work being done
by private organizations, like the Nu-
clear Threat Initiative, that are pro-
viding critical assistance toward simi-
lar nonproliferation goals.

With this amendment, our programs
to counter threats of nuclear and radi-
ological terrorism will be significantly
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strengthened and risks to the United
States and our international partners
greatly reduced.

The amendment authorizes $15M for
a new R&D and demonstration program
to address nuclear or radiological
(‘‘dirty bombs’’) terrorism. Includes
new responsibilities in First Respond-
ers program. Includes a partnership
with Russia and extends assistance to
any country in dealing with either
stray radioactive sources or with a
dirty bomb incident. (Section 3156);

Extends the expired authorization for
training of First Responders. (Section
3155);

Authorizes $40 million to accelerate
the ‘‘blend-down” of Highly Enriched
Uranium. Authorizes new approaches,
in addition to the HEU Deal, to in-
crease the rate at which HEU is modi-
fied to render it incapable of weapons
use. Extends an option to all nations
with HEU to receive compensation in
return for providing their stocks of
HEU now. (Section 3158);

Authorizes $5 million to extend
MPC&A to the international commu-
nity and develops options, working
jointly with Russia, to accelerate con-
version of reactors fueled with HEU.
(Section 3157);

Encourages the Secretary to finalize
an agreement with Russia for pluto-
nium disposition that meets specific
criteria. (Section 3159A);

Authorizes $20 million for the De-
partment to work with the inter-
national community to develop options
for a global program for international
safeguards, nuclear safety and pro-
liferation-resistant nuclear tech-
nologies. Amount includes $56 million
for the Department to increase nuclear
safety work related to sabotage protec-
tion for nuclear power plants and other
nuclear facilities overseas and $10 mil-
lion, led by DOE/NE, for advanced, pro-
liferation resistant fuel cycles. (Sec-
tion 3159B);

Authorizes $15 million to expand pro-
grams supporting the IAEA in
strengthening international nuclear
safeguards. (Section 3159B);

Authorizes $5 million for assisting
nations develop stronger export con-
trols. (Section 3159C);

Requires development of a com-
prehensive ten year plan to develop a
sustainable approach to MPC&A in the
Russian Federation. (Section 3159D);

Requires annual report on coordina-
tion and integration of all U.S. non-
proliferation activities describing pro-
grams, synergies, coordination includ-
ing with private efforts, opportunities
for new joint cooperative programs
with foreign countries, and funding re-
quests integrated across all federal
agencies. Extends reporting require-
ment in FY2002 Defense Authorization
Act to an annual report. (Section
3159E); and

Streamlines contracting by other
agencies with DOE labs for anti-ter-
rorism work. Agencies may elect to
follow the new procedures or may use
standard Work For Others model. (Sec-
tion 3159F).

S6059

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we sim-
ply need a little time on this side to
give it consideration. The chairman
and I have just commenced a discus-
sion on how we will proceed on the bill
today. I would hope in due course we
can indicate to the Senator that it will
be accepted on both sides.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
already sent the bill to the desk. It ob-
viously will not be referred to com-
mittee unless and until it is cleared by
the managers pursuant to the con-
versation we have had.

I would ask that we follow the course
I have just indicated.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, does the
Senator have a copy of the amendment
handy?

Mr. DOMENICI. Surely. I will provide
it to the Senator.

Mr. LEVIN. We are pretty sure this is
the one we already have.

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, it is.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we sup-
port the amendment on this side. We
have cleared it. We are willing to see it
adopted by voice vote.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we now
have clearance on our side. I thank the
chairman. We are ready to move for-
ward on the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be laid aside and the
Domenici-Biden amendment be the
pending business.

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

The pending amendment is laid aside.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1], for himself and Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LUGAR,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. CARNAHAN,
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4009.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join today my good friend
and colleague, Senator DOMENICI, in in-
troducing a vital amendment to the
Department of Defense authorization
bill to reduce the odds that terrorists
or rogue states will acquire the nec-
essary ingredients overseas for nuclear
and radiological terrorism. This
amendment takes important steps to
expand the legal mandate for specific
U.S. nuclear nonproliferation programs
and lays down a marker on the nec-
essary funding levels.
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We have every expectation that, be-
fore this bill emerges from conference,
the additional money will indeed be
made available through both the sup-
plemental fiscal year 2002 appropria-
tions and regular fiscal year 2003 appro-
priations. Senator DOMENICI is to be
both commended and supported for
drafting this amendment, and the un-
derlying bill, S. 2545, from which it is
derived.

This amendment will lead to greater
levels of effort and, I believe, greater
levels of achievement in U.S. nuclear
nonproliferation programs.

For example, it authorizes $40 mil-
lion to accelerate and expand current
international programs to blend down
highly enriched uranium (HEU) needed
to make nuclear bombs, making it less
likely that terrorists or rogue states
will get their hands on lethal nuclear
materials.

It authorizes $35 million to develop
options for a global program for inter-
national safeguards and proliferation-
resistant technologies to ensure that
civilian nuclear reactors in other na-
tions are not illicitly producing signifi-
cant quantities of weapons-grade mate-
rial or are vulnerable to terrorist as-
sault.

This amendment also allocates $30
million in funding for a new research,
development, and demonstration pro-
gram to help respond to nuclear or ra-
diological terrorism. For example, the
program would fund expanded research
into monitors and gauges capable of de-
tecting nuclear and/or radiological ma-
terials, for use at border crossings and
ports of entry. It will help identify and
account for radioactive sources located
abroad. And all of these efforts will be
carried out in cooperation with Russia
and the rest of the international com-
munity.

On May 8 Jose Padilla, an American
citizen working with al-Qaida, was ar-
rested on the charge of planning to at-
tack the United States with a Radio-
logical Dispersion Device, more com-
monly called a ‘‘dirty bomb.”

Padilla is only the first person asso-
ciated with a major terrorist group to
have been caught plotting an attack
using a radiological weapon. It would
be folly to think that he will be either
the last or the most competent and
successful.

The fact that radiological terror is
real and a threat to the nation will
come as no great surprise to the Sen-
ate. On March 6 the Foreign Relations
Committee held a public hearing on
the twin threats of nuclear and radio-
logical terrorism. On March 5 we held a
classified briefing on the same subject,
followed a month later by an even
more detailed classified session for all
Senators.

We assembled the finest scientists
from government, the nuclear weapons
laboratories, public interest groups and
academia to speak of the dangers of
dirty bombs. Without exception they
told us that there was a real possibility
that terrorists could obtain radioactive
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material and blow it up with a conven-
tional bomb, spreading the material for
miles.

But they also agreed on the likely
consequences of a radiation attack on
an American city.

Despite Attorney General John
Ashcroft’s statement from Moscow on
June 10 that a dirty bomb can ‘‘cause
mass death and injury,” the facts are
very different. The Foreign Relations
Committee learned that even the worst
credible radiological attack will not be
catastrophic. Few, if any, Americans
will die from the radiation or even ex-
perience the symptoms of radiation
poisoning. Most, if not all, of the cas-
ualties will come from the conven-
tional explosive used to spread the ra-
dioactive material.

The bottom line on casualties is: A
dirty bomb won’t kill very many peo-
ple.

But a dirty bomb could still be an
economic crime of the first magnitude.
We do not know how to decontaminate
large buildings and large areas to the
degree that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency mandates.

The levels EPA uses in the case of ac-
cidents within a laboratory are ex-
traordinary: clean-up must be so com-
plete that out of 1,000 people living on-
site 24 hours a day for about 40 years,
only 1 additional person would die of
cancer.

We must begin to examine the radi-
ation protection rules in the light of
homeland security in the event of an
attack instead of just applying the
strict environmental guidelines appro-
priate to peacetime.

Our witnesses estimated that if a
small device, containing only a few cu-
ries of cobalt-60 or cesium-137, had been
detonated in lower Manhattan on Sep-
tember 10, 2001, and if existing EPA
rules were applied to the clean-up,
more buildings would have had to be
evacuated, razed, and trucked away to
low-level radioactive waste dumps than
were lost or damaged by the al-Qaida
attack of September 11. That is more
damage, more financial loss, than was
caused when the Twin Towers came
down, but with this difference: almost
nobody would be killed. At most a few
dozen people might get sick.

We must do more to prepare for an
attack, and also to prevent one. Fortu-
nately, we can, in fact, make such an
attack much harder to pull off and
much easier to recover from.

Proper preparation for an attack will
make a world of difference; we need to
begin putting response plans into place
and testing them rigorously, both in
the field and in table-top exercises.

First responders need the tools to
act. You cannot see or smell radiation;
it can only be detected with special in-
struments.

Small radiation detectors are the size
of a pocket pager; larger ones could
easily be built into a squad car.

A network of detectors in fixed loca-
tions could be erected, a few per square
mile, in cities such as Washington or
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Wilmington at a cost of a few million
dollars per city.

Such sensors might provide early
warning of smuggled material on the
roads and information on affected
areas if somebody brings radiological
terror to our cities.

Avoiding panic among the American
people will be an important goal of re-
sponders, and that will require edu-
cation. Claims of probable mass casual-
ties from a radiological attack do an
injustice to the American people. If re-
peated over and over again this doom-
saying will be a self-fulfilling prophecy
spreading panic if an attack actually
does happen.

Should we be attacked by radio-
logical terrorists, there are very simple
things those who have been exposed
can do to reduce their chances of being
a casualty to nearly zero.

The first is to remain calm.

The next is to stay near the point of
exposure long enough for nuclear re-
sponse crews to check for radioactive
contamination.

And the last, the easiest, is to put
your clothes in a plastic bag and then
take a good shower and shampoo. Ra-
dioactive dust washed off the body is
radioactive dust no longer available to
do harm to you.

We need to look to the radioactive
material itself. Radioactive sources
must be kept in responsible hands; but
that is difficult because they are used
throughout industry, for example, to
take x-ray pictures of oil pipelines, and
even to tell if a can of soda is properly
filled.

Radioactive sources are indispen-
sable to modern medicine, where they
are used to treat cancer or to perform
crucial diagnostic tests. We should not
eliminate these sources from our soci-
ety.

We can, however, provide greater pro-
tection for such sources.

Before September 11, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission focused its ef-
forts on safety. It assumed that li-
censed users were responsible users.
Since September 11, the Commission
has begun to reevaluate its rules with
the added assumption that some folks
might seek licenses in order to gain ac-
cess to the material as part of a plot to
attack this country or its allies.

We need tighter rules, and we also
need a bigger Federal effort to track
down and secure missing radioactive
sources. The fact is that sometimes
sources just go astray; they are ‘‘or-
phaned,” in the jargon of that business.
There are very few places where com-
panies can safely dispose of sources
they no longer need.

The Department of Energy ‘‘Off-Site
Source Recovery Program’ is supposed
to take charge of excess sources. But
the administration has cut this vital
program from $5.7 million in fiscal year
2001 to a paltry $2.2 million requested
for fiscal year 2003. Congress should fix
that.

Overseas, the greatest threat is like-
ly to come from the poorly guarded ra-
dioactive materials from the former
Soviet Union.



June 26, 2002

Late in 2001, two containers con-
taining enormous amounts of radio-
active strontium-90 were found by
hunters in the woods of the Republic of
Georgia. The sources were so hot that
they melted the snow for yards around,
leading the three woodsmen to cart
them off to warm their tent. By the
next morning all were sick with radi-
ation poisoning, including severe burns
where they had touched the containers.

Those two radioactive sources were
left over from a Soviet program to
build compact, powerful, and very port-
able electrical generators for use in re-
mote areas. Nobody knows where all of
the Soviet-produced generators wound
up, but wherever they are, they are
very dangerous.

Other countries, including Brazil and
Mexico, have seen old sources stolen,
broken into, melted down to make re-
inforcing bars and patio furniture, with
resulting injuries and deaths to some
of their citizens.

The United States must work
through the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency to ensure the physical
protection and accountability of sig-
nificant radioactive sources through-
out the globe. This will require addi-
tional U.S. voluntary contributions to
the TAEA and may also require addi-
tional non-proliferation assistance to
the states of the former Soviet Union.
After all, that is where the majority of
the unaccounted for hot sources are
thought to have been made.

I commend the administration for
yesterday’s announcement of a new
joint United States-Russian program
to spend $20 million this year to secure
and safeguard radiological materials in
the former Soviet Union. The program
would focus on the radioactive power
generators I mentioned earlier, as well
as a dozen poorly guarded storage areas
for radiological materials. Of course,
the former Soviet Union is not the sole
overseas repository of radioactive
sources attractive to terrorists. But
this program may serve as a model for
future efforts.

So there is plenty for us to do to less-
en the risk and the impact of radio-
logical terrorism. The United States
has begun to contribute to the IAEA’s
Program Against Nuclear Terrorism.
Today’s amendment is a good step in
increasing U.S. assistance in this area.

But I worry far more about some-
thing even worse than radiological ter-
rorism. I worry about terrorists build-
ing or stealing a real atomic bomb. Our
committee learned in chilling detail, in
classified session, just how easy it is to
make a bomb, given only a compara-
tively small amount of highly enriched
uranium-235. In those sessions Senators
were able to see and handle a full-scale
mockup, complete in almost every de-
tail, but using inert material instead of
uranium.

I won’t reveal the design; I don’t
want to give away any information
that could be used against us. But
building that device is easy. It could be
done in a machine shop with ordinary
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lathes and drills and mills without any
need for computer-controlled and ex-
port-controlled dual-use equipment.

And it would fit in the trunk of a
compact car or the back end of a pick-
up.

Those who attended the briefing also
saw a small tactical nuclear weapon,
again a full-scale mockup of a real one
once in the U.S. inventory. With one of
those you don’t need a fancy brief-case
bomb; you can lift it with one hand.

I am not worried about American nu-
clear weapons going missing, but I am
very worried about the tens of thou-
sands built by the Soviet Union. Their
tactical nuclear weapons are no bigger
than ours, and unless Russia’s security
for those weapons is a lot better than
for its chemical weapons, our col-
leagues in the Russian Duma should be
as worried as I am.

Terrorists with an improvised nu-
clear device or a stolen weapon could
kill tens or hundreds of thousands of
people, not a mere handful. A crude nu-
clear weapon set off at Metro Center
would likely kill people near the Cap-
itol complex. A Hiroshima-sized bomb
detonated near the White House would
leave the Capitol in ruins.

And, talk about a dirty bomb, a
small nuclear blast at ground level
would spew out hundreds or thousands
of times more radioactive material
than the biggest dirty bomb imag-
inable. That much fallout would kill
Americans.

We must invest in new technologies
to detect bomb-grade uranium and plu-
tonium. That is not an easy task. Nei-
ther material is particularly radio-
active, at least not compared to ce-
sium-137, cobalt-60, strontium-90 and
iridium-192, the isotopes of choice for a
dirty bomb. Frankly, we do not know
how to detect most bomb-grade fissile
material today; certainly not if the
weapon is shielded a bit, concealed in a
cargo container being whisked through
our ports or stashed in the hold of a
freight aircraft.

None of us knows how long we have
to prepare for nuclear terrorism, but
we know for sure that the terrorists
are shaping their own plans. We, this
body, must act sooner rather than
later: to provide our responders the
tools they need; to secure radioactive
and fissile material, both here and
abroad, to the greatest extent possible;
and to secure our borders against
smugglers who would literally flatten
our cities.

The Baker-Cutler report card on De-
partment of Emnergy non-proliferation
programs with Russia proposed spend-
ing about $30 billion over 8 to 10 years
to secure Russia’s excess plutonium
and bomb-grade uranium, improve se-
curity controls on its nuclear mate-
rials, and downsize its nuclear complex
without leaving its weapons scientists
prey to offers from rogue states or ter-
rorists.

Senator Baker and Mr. Cutler called
this ‘‘the most urgent unmet national
security threat to the United States
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today.” In my view, they were abso-
lutely right. Indeed, we must build on
their recommendations: by adding sup-
port for programs to secure radioactive
sources; and by securing any weapons-
grade material in nuclear reactors
around the world.

This amendment Senator DOMENICI,
I, and our fellow co-sponsors are intro-
ducing today takes some sensible steps
toward these goals. For example, the
new research, development, and dem-
onstration program I mentioned earlier
will help fund efforts to assist other
nations in developing means for the
safe disposal of radioactive materials
and a proper regulatory framework for
licensing control of radioactive
sources.

But we all must recognize that this
amendment is only a first step to ad-
dress a threat of this urgency and mag-
nitude.

Today we spend $7 or $8 billion a year
to guard against the unlikely event of
Iran, Iraq, or North Korea putting a
nuclear weapon on an intercontinental
ballistic missile with a return address,
and firing it at us despite the assur-
ance of overwhelming retaliation. We
need to show the same sense of urgency
in combating the more immediate risk
of a more anonymous nuclear weapon
without that missile.

In the wake of the World Trade Cen-
ter attacks, committees of the House
and Senate are rightly asking whether
more could have been done to detect
and prevent that attack and how we
can do a better job in the future.

What sort of investigation will we
have? How will we rebuild our people’s
trust in government? And what will we
tell our children and grandchildren, if
we fail to do everything we can to pre-
vent terrorists from doing a hundred
times more harm?

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to support amendment No.
4009 to the Defense Authorization Act
introduced by my colleague from New
Mexico.

This legislation is a significant step
forward in the protection of our Nation
from weapons of mass destruction.

Since the end of the cold war, the
United States has taken considerable
steps to reduce the spread of these
weapons.

Senators Domenici and Lugar, along
with former Senator Nunn, have been
true visionaries in this field.

Because of their efforts, we face less
of a threat from the Soviet Union’s nu-
clear legacy than we would have other-
wise.

The Department of Defense’s Cooper-
ative Threat Reduction Program and
the related programs at the Depart-
ment of Energy are truly ‘‘defense by
other means.”

While these far-sighted programs
have been very successful, they were
not designed to address some of the
terrorist threats we now face.

To address these shortcomings, I in-
troduced the Global Nuclear Security
Act. This legislation attacks the prob-
lem in three ways.
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First, it calls on the Departments of
Energy, State, and Defense, to develop
a plan to encourage countries to adhere
to the highest security standards for
all nuclear material.

Second, it requires the DOE to de-
velop a systematic approach to secure
radiological materials outside the
United States that could be used to
create a so-called ‘‘dirty bomb.”’

Third, it directs the DOE, in con-
sultation with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and the International
Atomic Energy Agency, to develop
plans for reducing the threat of ter-
rorist attacks on nuclear power plants
outside the United States.

I was pleased to work with Senators
LANDRIEU, ROBERTS, LEVIN, and WAR-
NER to incorporate this legislation into
the Defense Authorization bill.

Now, I am pleased to join Senator
DOMENICI, and many other colleagues
in supporting legislation that will
build on the accomplishments of our
threat reduction programs and the
Global Nuclear Security Act.

This amendment would broaden and
extend several existing threat reduc-
tion programs.

Among its many provisions, it calls
for the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration to increase research ef-
forts to identify technologies directed
at protecting us from weapons of mass
destruction.

It echoes my call for the NNSA to
produce a plan, and to move quickly on
that plan, for expanding the nuclear
material protection and control pro-
gram outside of the former Soviet
Union, and focusing on protection and
control of material that could be used
to create “‘dirty bombs.”

This amendment also seeks to accel-
erate the disposal of highly enriched
uranium and plutonium found around
the world through a variety of meth-
ods.

Senator DOMENICI’S amendment
greatly complements the Global Nu-
clear Security Act.

And the combination of these two
pieces of legislation makes this De-
fense Authorization bill stronger. Not
only are we authorizing the Adminis-
tration to develop strategies for curb-
ing the spread of dangerous materials,
but we are mandating swift action to
implement these plans.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico.

The amendment (No. 4009) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber. I believe the cross section of Sen-
ators cosponsoring the amendment in-
dicates the broad support for it.

There is nothing more important
than the United States doing its ut-
most in this era of nonproliferation,
where we do everything we can to
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make sure that terrorists now, and in
the future, have the most difficult time
getting their hands on weapons of mass
destruction.

There is even a significant American
effort in this amendment with ref-
erence to ‘‘dirty’’ bombs. The Senators
and staff who have reviewed it think it
gives America and the world a better
chance of finding out where the compo-
nents are before things happen, and
sets up guidelines and criteria so that
many different discernment points are
available but not just in the United
States.

So after a lot of work on this amend-
ment by many, I thank the Senate for
adopting it. I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend and congratulate Senator
DOMENICI. He has been very active in
the fight against proliferation. This
gives the DOE important additional ca-
pability and authority to help us win
the war against proliferation. This is a
very important contribution to the
nonproliferation effort. I was proud to
cosponsor this amendment. Again, I
commend the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join
the chairman in that commendation.

Regarding the Domenici amendment,
I move to reconsider the vote at this
time.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the De-
fense authorization bill has been
brought to the floor by the chairman
and ranking member, two Senators for
whom I have high regard—Senator
LEVIN and Senator WARNER. They have
done a masterful job for many years
dealing with defense issues. I applaud
them for their work and think they do
this country a great service.

Having said all that, I wish to speak
about a number of issues related to
this Defense authorization bill. This is
a time, obviously, when the President
has called for and the Congress will re-
spond with an increase in funding for
our Nation’s defenses. We are at war.
We have a war against terrorists, and
clearly we are going to need some addi-
tional funds to prosecute that war. The
President has asked for the funds, and
we will provide them.

Following the attack on this country
on September 11 of last year, the men
and women of our Armed Forces were
called on once again to travel far from
home and serve in our Armed Forces to
defend our country’s interests and our
liberties.
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I have in recent months visited, as
some of my colleagues have, our men
and women in the Armed Forces who
serve in central Asia. I have been to a
former Soviet airbase in Uzbekistan. I
have been to Baghram airbase in Af-
ghanistan. I have been to see the
troops in other of the countries sur-
rounding that area of central Asia.

I have visited many defense installa-
tions during my time as a member of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, but I have never before
seen the kind of pride that I saw in the
eyes of the men and women who serve
our country post 9/11, serving our coun-
try in difficult conditions, in places far
from home.

At an old Soviet airbase in Uzbek-
istan, I saw soldiers living in tents,
walking through mud and snow up to
their ankles and preparing to be in-
volved in actions and operations in Af-
ghanistan. I could see in their eyes and
hear in their voices the pride they have
in serving this country in this difficult
and important time.

I salute those men and women who
are in the Armed Forces today who are
doing dangerous work all around the
world in prosecuting this war against
terrorism.

The question for the Congress is not
whether we will increase funding for
our defense needs—we will—the ques-
tion is exactly how do we use that
money in a way that represents an ef-
fective investment in this country’s
strength and in this country’s defense.

It is the case in this area, just as it
is in other areas, that simply throwing
money hoping some of it will stick will
not necessarily improve this country’s
defense. So if there are areas where we
just cast money about hoping enough
of it makes some kind of a difference
so we can say we made a difference, I
think we do not serve the taxpayers
very well in that circumstance. That
brings me to the question of national
missile defense.

I know there is disagreement about
that subject. For some time there has
been an appetite in the Senate to dra-
matically increase funds for national
missile defense so we can deploy very
quickly a national missile defense sys-
tem.

Mr. President, from time to time I
have shown my colleagues some items
that I keep here in my desk. The items
are a piece of a backfire bomber wing
that was sawed off a Soviet bomber not
too many years ago. In addition to
that, I have copper wiring from a So-
viet submarine. We got this copper wir-
ing from a Soviet submarine, a Russian
submarine, by grinding up the wiring
under the Pentagon’s Nunn-Lugar Co-
operative Threat Reduction Program.

The Nunn-Lugar program allows us
to destroy our one-time adversary’s
weapons without firing at them. We
reached arms control agreements and
the US and the Soviet Union agreed to
reduced nuclear warheads and delivery
systems. Then we used the Nunn-Lugar
program to help countries of the
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former Soviet Union actually destroy
there excess weapons because they
could not afford to do so themselves.
Because of the Nunn-Lugar program
there is not one missile with a nuclear
warhead left in the Ukraine,
Kazakhstan or Belarus, and there are
lots fewer in Russia.

In Russia, and in the old Soviet
Union, we have large circular metal
saws cutting the wings off Backfire
bombers. We did not shoot them down.
We just sawed the wings off, and we
paid for it because we were destroying
the weapons of a former adversary and
reducing nuclear weapons and reducing
delivery systems.

That is one way to defend this coun-
try: Get rid of nuclear weapons and de-
livery systems around the world, re-
duce the stockpile of weapons have
threatened this country—the missiles
with nuclear warheads that used to be
targeted on American cities. On one
plot in the Ukraine where there existed
an SS-20 missile that was aimed at an
American city, there now exists sun-
flowers. I showed a picture of the sun-
flowers one day. There used to be a
missile buried underground with a nu-
clear warhead aimed at America. It is
now simply dirt with sunflowers. The
silo is gone. It is destroyed. The missile
is gone. It is destroyed. And the nu-
clear weapon is dismantled. That
makes good sense. That is a defense
program that has given us enormous
rewards.

That is one part of defending our
country: working on arms control and
arms reduction agreements and on
threat reduction programs that help
pay for the destruction of delivery sys-
tems and nuclear weapons. That has
been enormously successful.

Another approach is developing and
building new weapon systems, most of
which I support. Take the F-22 fighter,
for example. We now know with respect
to the gulf war a decade ago and with
respect to the war in Afghanistan
against the Taliban and the al-Qaida
terrorists that if you control the skies,
you can control virtually everything.

The F-22, for example, is expensive,
but it is the next generation of fighters
that will allow us to control the skies,
and I support it. I think it makes
sense. We must develop and fund those
advanced systems that allow us any-
where in the world to defend liberty
and give our Armed Forces the latest
weapons technology in defense of
America. That brings me to the ques-
tion of national missile defense.

Missile defense has been a desire by
many for a long while. Would we like
to have kind of a catcher’s mitt of
sorts by which if someone shoots a mis-
sile at our country we can catch it be-
fore it gets here, stop it, and destroy
it? I think everyone in this Chamber
believes that would be advantageous.
Of course, the technology does not
exist at this point. It is the equivalent
of hitting a bullet with a bullet. It is a
technology we have spent billions of
dollars trying to develop, but it does
not yet exist.
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Some say let’s keep throwing money
after it as quickly as we can possibly
throw money at it. I say, no, let’s in-
vest substantial amounts of money in
research and development, but lets not
spend more than is justified.

The chairman of the committee au-
thorizes $6.8 billion in this authoriza-
tion bill—that is ‘“‘billion’” with a “‘b”’—
to continue the activities on national
missile defense. That is roughly $800
million short of what the administra-
tion asked for, and that is what the
Senate is now debating.

It seems to me, when we take a look
at the threats to this country, we
should get ourselves a meter. What is
the threat meter? With what are we
threatened? One threat is that a ter-
rorist, a rogue state, or a terrorist
group would get access to an inter-
continental ballistic missile, put a nu-
clear warhead on it, and shoot it at
America.

We have had that threat for a long
while with respect to other countries.
We lived for 40 years with the Soviet
Union having literally thousands of
missiles with nuclear warheads aimed
at America’s cities. Why did they not
use those missiles? Because they knew
if they sent one missile with a nuclear
warhead into this country, we would
vaporize their country because we had
a deterrent capability with so many
missiles and so many warheads that
anyone who attacked our country
would immediately be vaporized.

Nuclear exchange is an exchange no
other adversary, under any condition,
could win. They knew that. We knew
that. It was called mutually assured
destruction.

Some say that does not work with
terrorists, it does not work with rogue
nations. So we must create a national
missile defense system.

Now I speak with at least some small
amount of authority in this Chamber
because I come from the only State in
the United States that had an anti-
ballistic missile system built in it.

In the year 1972, following years of
funding, this country built one anti-
ballistic missile site. It was built in
Nekoma, ND, a very small community
in northeastern North Dakota. If one
drives there today, they will see a huge
concrete pyramid, and they will see
other buildings that are now in moth-
balls.

In 1972, we had the one and only anti-
ballistic missile site in the United
States of America. Within 30 days of its
activation, it was mothballed. It cost
billions, was operational for 30 days,
and it was mothballed.

Now, that was a different technology
from the one we are discussing now.
Back then they decided what we will do
is if someone shoots missiles at us we
will send up an interceptor missile
with a nuclear warhead and we will ex-
plode that nuclear warhead up in the
heavens somewhere and we will destroy
everything that is coming in. It was a
very different technology.

The United States decided that nu-
clear technology really is not some-

S6063

thing that would be workable. So now
the research since 1972 has been on
technology to try to find a way to hit
a bullet with a bullet. We have spent
billions and billions of dollars to do so.

The question today for the Congress
is, Do we want to spend another $800
million above that which the author-
izing committee has authorized? Some
say we need that. Others say, no, that
is throwing money around, and it is not
an effective investment and can be
more effectively used in other areas. I
mentioned that one threat on the
threat meter is an incoming interconti-
nental ballistic missile with a nuclear
warhead that is sent to us by a ter-
rorist, a terrorist group, or a rogue na-
tion. That is perhaps the least likely
threat, if we have a threat meter, that
we face.

Perhaps more likely would be a ter-
rorist, a terrorist group, or a rogue na-
tion getting access to a cruise missile,
which would be perhaps easier to get
access to. It is the size of a couple of
100-pound propane tanks with a nuclear
warhead. It flies very low to the
ground, not very fast, following the
terrain. It is more likely a terrorist
might get access to a cruise missile
than to an ICBM.

Would the national missile defense
system, once we get it built, protect us
against a terrorist’s or a rogue state’s
cruise missile? No, it would not.

So we are planning to spend billion
and billions on a national missile de-
fense to defend against ICBMs that
even if it works, and it is highly sus-
pect whether the technology does exist
today, will not help defend us from the
more likely threat posed by cruise mis-
siles.

Then what about the rest of the
threat meter? Let me describe the
threat meter these days since Sep-
tember 11. The threat meter shows that
we are much more likely to face a
threat that comes in at 2 miles an hour
rather than something that comes
through at 12,000 miles an hour. Let me
describe what that is.

A suspected terrorist in the Middle
East about last October or November
put himself in a container and had
himself loaded onto a container ship. A
container ship has all of these con-
tainers. They look like the box that an
18-wheel truck hauls behind it. So con-
tainer ships come into the ports of this
country, they have all these containers
stacked on board, and a suspected ter-
rorist put himself in a container, got
himself nailed in a container.

He had a supply of water on board. He
had a GPS. He had a radio. He had a
wireless computer. He had a bed. He
had a toilet. He put himself in a con-
tainer and put himself on a container
ship to ship himself to Canada.

We have 5.7 million containers come
into this country to our ports every
single year; 100,000 of them are in-
spected, which leaves 5.6 million that
are not.

I saw a container one day at a port I
visited. They had opened up the back of
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this container, picked one at random
out of the ship. I said, what is in that
container? They opened the door for
me and they said that is frozen broccoli
from Poland.

I said, that is interesting. Do you
know anything about what is in that
frozen broccoli? We see bags in the
back. Do we know what is in the mid-
dle of this truck or this container?

Well, no.

Do we know the conditions under
which it was grown?

No.

Do we know much about it?

No.

That was one container with frozen
broccoli from Poland. We get 5.7 mil-
lion containers coming into this coun-
try’s ports every year, and 5.6 million
are not inspected. When they pull up to
the dock of an American port, they are
pulling up at 2 to 3 miles an hour with
a big ship. That is a much more likely
delivery vehicle for a weapon of mass
destruction than a terrorist getting
ahold of an ICBM and putting a nuclear
tip on the top of it.

So what are we doing about that? Is
there anyone who suggests we ought to
spend the money so we have some sat-
isfaction and some feeling that we are
going to protect ourselves against a
weapon of mass destruction in a con-
tainer on a container ship that comes
up to a dock in Los Angeles or New
Jersey or some other port in this coun-
try at 2 miles an hour, and then is load-
ed on a bank of tires and is pulled by a
truck across the country and then sits
in a lot somewhere outside a factory or
outside a key installation, perhaps a
nuclear power plant?

Is anybody going to do anything
about that?

How much money are we going to
spend on that? We are told we do not
have enough money to solve that prob-
lem. So now we are debating $800 mil-
lion on the issue of national missile de-
fense. The authorizing committee says
let’s spend $6.8 billion, and others, in-
cluding the President, say no we need
to boost that by $800 million.

I look at the threat meter and I say,
what are the threats and what are we
doing to respond to those threats? Do
we have enough to deal with the threat
of the 5.7 million containers that come
into our ports every year with the pros-
pect that one of those containers might
come into one of those ports with a
weapon of mass destruction, sent to us
by a terrorist? Everyone knows that it
is far easier to do that than to find ac-
cess to an ICBM with a nuclear weap-
on.

Before I close let me say a few words
about the recent nuclear arms agree-
ments with Russia. I give to the Presi-
dent my compliments that he is deal-
ing with the right subject. When you
reach an agreement with Russia with
respect to nuclear weapons, that is the
right subject. But it is not enough to
have a new agreement to simply put
nuclear weapons in storage nuclear
weapons and to allow their delivery
systems to be kept intact.
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We need to be the world’s leader, to
try to stop the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. And we need to be the world’s
leader in trying to achieve meaningful
reductions in nuclear weapons and de-
livery vehicles.

Frankly, agreements just to put
weapons in storage do not reduce the
threat. There are over 30,000 nuclear
weapons in this world, and if one nu-
clear weapon is missing, just one, we
have a very serious problem. If just one
nuclear weapon gets in the wrong
hands, we have a very serious problem.
If just one additional country becomes
a country that is part of the club that
has nuclear weapons, this country is
less safe and this world is less safe. It
is our responsibility, this country’s re-
sponsibility, to lead in the area of arms
control and arms reductions.

We need to do two things. I spoke
about one today—and I compliment
Senator WARNER and Senator LEVIN—
we do need to increase our funding for
national defense. But we need to do
that in the right way that produces
muscle and strength for this country.
That is one area.

Second, it is just as important we be
as aggressive in this country in pursuit
of a world leadership role because it is
our job and our role to reduce the
spread of nuclear weapons, stop the
spread of nuclear weapons, and reduce
the number of nuclear weapons in this
world. If September 11 tells us any-
thing, it ought to tell us that.

Mr. President, the murder of thou-
sands of innocent Americans by terror-
ists who want to do additional harm to
this country should alert everyone
once again that we must be a world
leader in stopping the spread of nuclear
weapons. That means we must be the
world leader in not just mothballing or
warehousing weapons, but also in re-
ducing the stockpiles of nuclear weap-
ons.

As we work our way through these
discussions about defense, national
missile defense, arms reductions and
arms control treaties, I hope this coun-
try understands its special obligation
and also its opportunity to be a leader
in something that will make a big dif-
ference for this country’s future and
for the future of the world.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. I inquire of the distin-
guished majority whip, in the period of
time until the chairman and I have a
consensus as to how to proceed, could
Senators be recognized for the purpose
of just debate on the question related
to this bill?

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
Virginia, I had a long conversation
with the manager of the bill, the chair-
man of the committee. Probably about
12:30 we would be ready to offer the sec-
ond-degree amendments. Staff is work-
ing as we speak.

It is my understanding that the two
managers of the bill have a number of
amendments that could be cleared. It
would be appropriate to do that if at
all possible. The more time that goes
by, the more difficult it is.
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Mr. DORGAN. I am unable to hear. I
would like to understand what the pro-
cedure is.

Mr. REID. Senator LEVIN indicated
he will offer his amendment about
12:30, a second-degree amendment.
That is the next order of business.

In the meantime, the comanagers
will clear a number of amendments
they and their staffs have worked on
the last several hours. And the Senator
from Virginia asked when they com-
pleted that, prior to the time that Sen-
ator LEVIN was available to offer the
second-degree amendment, would it be
appropriate for others to speak on the
bill. Senator LEVIN, I am sure, agrees it
is totally appropriate. I want to make
sure it is cleared. If he would want to
speak, there is nothing wrong with
that.

Mr. WARNER. I think that is con-
structive. We are anxious to proceed to
the extent we have amendments which
are cleared. Subject to the chairman’s
desire, we can proceed to clear those.
Senators would be free to discuss any
portion of the pending bill. I think
they so desire.

There would be an understanding, we
will put it in unanimous consent form,
that no further amendments can be of-
fered until, say, the hour of 12:30.

Mr. REID. I believe the unanimous
consent request now in effect covers
that.

Mr. WARNER. We will make certain.

Mr. REID. I ask the chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
amendments are in order to the Warner
amendment prior to filing the Levin
second-degree amendment.

Mr. WARNER. That is our under-
standing.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that in the time be-
tween now and when I lay down the
second-degree amendment to Senator
WARNER’s amendment, others be recog-
nized to speak or we clear amendments
between now and that time. Is that in
order for a unanimous consent request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consent
is not required for that.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Defense Authorization
Act. I begin by congratulating and
thanking Senators WARNER and LEVIN
for their leadership on this important
issue to ensure that our military men
and women have the resources and
tools to get the important job done of
protecting America’s homeland and our
interests abroad.

I would also like to thank a colleague
of ours who was called away. That is
Senator MCcCCAIN, from Arizona. He
bears the scars of battle, having served
our Nation in the military. There is no
one more dedicated to the defense of
America than Senator MCCAIN. He was
instrumental in the provisions of this
bill that will make it possible for more
young Americans to serve our Nation
in the military. It is ironic that at this
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time when we face greater national se-
curity challenges than at any time in a
generation, so few Americans, particu-
larly young Americans, have served
our country in uniform.

Senator McCAIN and I would like to
change that by opening up greater ave-
nues for Americans to serve in the
military to protect this country, to at-
tract America’s best and brightest to
military service. There are provisions
in this bill that will do exactly that.

Specifically, we establish a shorter
track for military service: 15 months of
active duty following basic training
with the balance of the service to be
served in other capacities. In exchange
for this, we will relieve up to $18,000 of
student loans for each man or woman
who has served in the military and
goes on to higher education or has
studied in higher education previously.
In addition, we provide full 1-year GI
benefits following leaving the military
and two-thirds of GI benefits for up to
36 months following Ileaving active
service.

This, colleagues, will serve as a pow-
erful incentive for those in our society
who want to get a higher education to
first or subsequently serve in the U.S.
military and the cause of protecting
America.

At a time when a college degree is so
important to success in the private sec-
tor, we believe it is equally important
not only for our society as a whole but
for the military particularly to attract
more men and women with a back-
ground in college and higher education
in the defense of our Nation. These pro-
visions will accomplish exactly that.

In addition, I am hopeful we can use
the national service provisions in-
cluded in this bill as an additional mo-
tivation and incentive to attract more
Americans to serving our country in ci-
vilian capacities as well.

The amendment of Senator MCCAIN
and I will accomplish exactly that. We
will extend the AmeriCorps provisions
a full fivefold, from 50,000 to 250,000
Americans each and every year, so that
every 4-year period 1 million of our
citizens, particularly young people,
will have served our Nation in capac-
ities that are important, and half of
those new AmeriCorps members will be
serving America in a homeland defense
capacity.

At a time when we need to secure our
infrastructure, ports, airways, and rail-
ways, at a time when we need to pro-
tect our country against biological and
other threats, it is important we do so
to the extent we can using highly
trained and motivated volunteers. It
will not only help to instill the ethic of
service but protect our country in tan-
gible ways in a manner that is most
cost effective.

We seek to reach out and enlist more
senior citizens in the cause of putting
something back in our society. On the
cusp of the baby boom generation be-
ginning their retirement, we will have
more Americans living longer,
healthier lives than ever before, with
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more energy and resources to put back
into this country. We think senior citi-
zens have a lot to offer America and
will seize this opportunity to serve our
country if we give it to them, as I be-
lieve we must.

We seek to challenge young people
involved in our work/study programs to
give back to the country that has made
their higher education possible. Cur-
rently, only 7 percent of those involved
in work/study are required to be in-
volved in public service. Senator
McCAIN and I seek to expand that to a
full 25 percent over the course of the
next 9 years, ensuring a corps of young
Americans who are not only getting a
higher education but, in the process,
building and rebuilding the country
that has helped to make that higher
education possible.

In all these capacities, we seek to
harness the good intentions that have
arisen from 9-11—the surge in patriot-
ism, the desire to put something back
in this country, to harness those inten-
tions and to channel them into con-
crete action that will improve America
for generations to come. This Defense
Authorization Act will do that in
terms of encouraging more young
Americans to serve in uniform in ways
that will tangibly protect this country
from military aggression.

At the same time, we seek to enact
the Call To Service Act, to channel
more energy into civil service as well,
to help students learn, to help senior
citizens lead independent, productive
lives out of their homes, and to meet
the other challenges that will make
our country not only safe militarily
but make our Nation more decent,
more compassionate, more just; to re-
member the challenges we face at
home and meet them, just as our brave
military young men and women are
meeting the security challenges we
face abroad.

In summary, the call to service,
whether in the military or in the civil-
ian sector, is in the finest of American
traditions. It was Thomas Jefferson
who once said, in reflecting upon the
accomplishments of his own life:

I would much prefer to be remembered for
what I have been privileged to do for others
than for what others have so kindly done for
me.

This spirit of national service could
not be more timely, colleagues. The
eyes of the world are upon us today,
and they are asking: Does this genera-
tion of Americans have what it takes
to sacrifice, even for a moment, even in
part, the ease and comfort to which we
have been accustomed, in the cause of
championing and protecting the ideals
we claim to cherish? I believe we can.
I believe we must.

I thank Senators Warner and Levin
for including the military components
of our service legislation within this
authorization act. I think it will do a
lot to strengthen the military in years
to come and will strengthen the fabric
of society as more Americans, and par-
ticularly young Americans, will have
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had the experience of serving in uni-
form, with all that that means in form-
ing their own citizenship in future
years. At the same time, I urge my col-
leagues to carefully consider and sup-
port our Call To Service Act, which
would do exactly the same in the civil-
ian sector, strengthening America in
ways that are beyond measure.

I thank my colleagues and yield the
floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, re-
cently, ABC canceled country music
singer Toby Keith from its July Fourth
TV special. They did not want him to
sing his song about the September 11
attacks. ‘‘Courtesy of the Red, White &
Blue (The Angry American).”

BEarlier, a similar thing happened
with PBS and Charlie Daniels.

This is a disgrace and the rankest
kind of hypocrisy from these advocates
of free speech.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the lyrics of these two patriotic
songs by Toby Keith and Charlie Dan-
iels be entered into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. And just for good measure, 1
also ask to include the lyrics of an-
other great patriotic country song
from my generation, ‘‘Fightin’ Side of
Me,” by Merle Haggard.

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

COURTESY OF THE RED, WHITE AND BLUE
(ANGRY AMERICAN)
(By Toby Keith)

American girls and Americans guys

Will always stand up and salute

Will always recognize

When we see Old Glory flying

There’s a lot of men dead

So we can sleep in peace at night

When we lay down our head

My Daddy served in the army

Where he lost his right eye

But he flew a flag out in our yard

Till the day that he died

He wanted my Mother, my Brother,

My Sister and me

To grow up and live happy

In the land of the free

Now this nation that I love

Is falling under attack

A mighty sucker punch came flying in

From somewhere in the back

As soon as we could see clearly

Through our big black eye

Man we 1lit up your world

Like the Fourth of July

Chorus:

Hey, Uncle Sam put your name

At the top of his list

And the Statue of Liberty

Started shaking her fist

And the eagle will fly

And it’s going to be hell

When you hear Mother Freedom
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Start ringing her bell

And it will feel like the whole wide world
Is raining down on you

Brought to you courtesy

Of the Red, White and Blue

Oh, justice will be served

And the battle will rage

This big dog will fight

When you rattle his cage

You’ll be sorry that you messed
With the U.S. of A.

Cause we’ll put a boot in your ass
It’s the American way

Chorus:

Of the Red, White and Blue

Of my Red, White and Blue

THE LAST FALLEN HERO
(By the Charlie Daniels Band)

Oh the cowards came by morning and at-
tacked without a warning

Leaving flames and death and chaos in our
streets

In the middle of this fiery hell brave heroes
fell

In the skies of Pennsylvania on a plane
bound for destruction

With the devil and his angels at the wheel

They never reached their target on the
ground

Brave heroes brought it down

Chorus:

This is a righteous cause so without doubt or
pause

I will do what my country asks of me

Make any sacrifice

We’ll pay whatever price

So the children of tomorrow can be free

Lead on red, white and blue

And we will follow you until we win the final
victory

God help us do our best we will not slack or
rest

Till the last fallen hero rests in peace

Now the winds of war are blowing and there’s
no way of knowing

Where this bloody path we’re traveling will
lead

We must follow till the end

Or face it all again

And make no mistake about it, write it,
preach it, talk it, shout it

Across the mountains and the deserts and
the seas

The blood of innocence and shame

Will not be shed in vain

Chorus:

This is a righteous cause so without doubt or
pause

I will do what my country asks of me

Make any sacrifice

We’ll pay whatever price

So the children of tomorrow can be free

Lead on red, white and blue

And we will follow you until we win the final
victory

God help us do our best we will not slack or
rest

Till the last fallen hero rests in peace

God help us do our best we will not slack nor
rest
Till the last fallen hero rests in peace

FIGHTIN’ SIDE OF ME: MERLE HAGGARD
(Written by Merle Haggard)

I hear people talkin’ bad,

About the way we have to live here in this
country,

Harpin’ on the wars we fight,

An’ gripin’ 'bout the way things oughta be.

An’ I don’t mind ‘em switchin’ sides,

An’ standin’ up for things they believe in.

When they’re runnin’ down my country,
man,

They’re walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.
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Yeah, walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

Runnin’ down the way of life,

Our fightin’ men have fought and died to
keep.

If you don’t love it, leave it:

Let this song I'm singin’ be a warnin’.

If you’re runnin’ down my country, man,

You’re walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

I read about some squirrely guy,

Who claims, he just don’t believe in fightin’.

An’ I wonder just how long,

The rest of us can count on bein’ free.

They love our milk an’ honey,

But they preach about some other way of
livin’.

When they’re runnin’ down my country,
hoss,

They’re walking on the fightin’ side of me.

Yeah, walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

Runnin’ down the way of life,

Our fightin’ men have fought and died to
keep.

If you don’t love it, leave it:

Let this song I'm singin’ be a warnin’.

If you’re runnin’ down my country, man,

You’re walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

Yeah, walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

Runnin’ down the way of life,

Our fightin’ men have fought and died to
keep.

If you don’t love it, leave it:

Let this song I'm singin’ be a warnin’.

If you’re runnin’ down my country, man,

You’re walkin’ on the fightin’ side of me.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4046 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4007

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I send
a second-degree amendment to the
desk and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 4046 to
amendment No. 4007:

On page 3, strike subsection (c) and insert
the following:

“(c) PRIORITY FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS.—In
the expenditure of additional funds made
available by a lower rate of inflation, the top
priority shall be the use of such funds for De-
partment of Defense activities for protecting
the American people at home and abroad by
combating terrorism at home and abroad.”

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, just
very briefly—I know the majority lead-
er wants to be recognized if he returns
to the floor—the amendment of the
Senator from Virginia specifies two
purposes for additional funds which
would become available as a result of
an adjustment to the inflation factor, a
recalculation of the inflation factor.

The Senator from Virginia has been
assured that at least $814 million will
become available. He made that rep-
resentation to us yesterday. Based on
that representation, he has offered an
amendment which provides that the
money be spent for one of two specified
purposes. These are the purposes, I em-
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phasize, that are set forth in the War-
ner amendment: whichever of the fol-
lowing purposes the President deter-
mines the money should be spent for—
‘(1) Research, development, test, and
evaluation for ballistic missile defense
programs of the Department of De-
fense.”” The second purpose specified in
the Warner amendment is: ‘‘Activities
of the Department of Defense for com-
bating terrorism at home and abroad.”

What the second-degree amendment
provides is that combating terrorism
at home and abroad is the highest pri-
ority for allocating these funds. Pro-
tecting the American people in this
way, under the second-degree amend-
ment, should be the top priority for
these funds.

We have all said that over and over
again, that combating terrorism is now
our No. 1 priority. And these funds,
which will be made available as a re-
sult of the readjustment of inflation,
should be dedicated, in our judgement,
to that purpose.

The amendment does not preclude
the President from spending additional
funds on missile defense should he de-
termine that is a higher priority. This
amendment does not preclude the
President from reaching that judg-
ment. It expresses our judgment that,
of those two specified purposes in the
underlying amendment, combating ter-
rorism is the top priority to protect
the American people at home and
abroad.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank the chairman for providing this
amendment at this time, precisely at
the stroke of 12:30. We will have the op-
portunity to examine it.

You have basically reached the point
where you are saying that the Presi-
dent wants to follow the law. And if
this were adopted, it is my under-
standing it is not the intention of the
second-degree amendment, the pro-
posers of it, to in any way abrogate the
flexibility to allocate these funds be-
tween the two stated purposes in my
amendment—namely, missile defense
and homeland security—in any way. In
other words, he retains full flexibility
to do so. Am I correct in that?

When we talked yesterday that was
the purport of the amendment the dis-
tinguished chairman was proffering
yesterday. I presume this amendment
continues your representation that the
purpose of the amendment was not in
any way to abrogate his flexibility to
allocate between the two specific pur-
poses as stated in the underlying
amendment?

Mr. LEVIN. 