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on health reform. I can truly say I have 
learned a lot from those speeches, 
many of which have helped shape my 
own views on the health reform debate. 

That said, I have also heard some 
speeches that give me cause for con-
cern, as some colleagues seem to have 
prejudged the legislation before it has 
even appeared. 

I have heard about the dangers of a 
British or Canadian-style government- 
run health care system. 

I have been warned about rationing 
and bureaucrats getting between Amer-
icans and their doctors. 

I have listened to stories about pa-
tients from other countries that come 
here to get care they can’t receive in a 
timely manner back in their own coun-
try. 

I have heard over and over about a 
government-run takeover of health 
care. 

I do not doubt the sincerity of my 
colleagues who see potential pitfalls in 
health care reform. But when I hear 
these speeches, I often wonder what 
legislation they are warning us about. 

So far, I have not seen any bill being 
discussed in committee that calls for a 
government-run, single-payer system 
such as Canada or Great Britain. 

I have not seen any legislative text 
that puts restrictions on what treat-
ments doctors can provide or what 
they can discuss with their patients. 

I have not read any language that ra-
tions any sort of health care. 

I hope that the fears about change in 
our health care system do not hurt our 
chances of enacting reform this year. 

I hope the debate over the bill is cen-
tered around what is actually in the 
legislation, not extrapolations about 
provisions in the bill or frightening 
projections of a health care system in 
other countries that are not actually 
being proposed here in Congress. 

I hope that as the debate moves for-
ward, all of us in the Senate will step 
back, take a breath, and remember 
why we need to reform health care. We 
are moving quickly toward a health 
care system that Americans will no 
longer be able to afford. The system is 
quickly hurtling out of control. 

Yes, we do need to keep what works, 
and we need to fix what is broken. 

We need to make certain that Ameri-
cans can get affordable health insur-
ance without worrying about pre-
existing conditions. 

We need to help Americans avoid 
bankruptcy because of out-of-control 
medical bills. 

We need to ensure stability in the 
system so that Americans maintain in-
surance options and their choice of 
doctor. 

Most important, we as a country 
need to take control of our health care 
destiny. We can have a future in which 
Americans can have stable coverage, 
with stable costs and stable quality. Or 
if we do nothing, we will have a future 
of rapidly increasing premiums, uncer-
tain coverage and decreased quality. 

I urge my colleagues to gather their 
collective will, realize what is best for 

our country and do the right thing dur-
ing this historic opportunity by pass-
ing health care reform. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized. 

f 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wanted to 
deliver these remarks on the same sub-
ject of health care earlier in the week. 
I had been back home in Arizona dur-
ing the July recess and had spoken to 
many of my constituents about the 
subject. I didn’t have the opportunity 
to address this subject until today. I 
note that health care is very much on 
their minds. They have been asking a 
lot of questions. My constituents have 
been following the health care debate, 
and the majority I have spoken with 
are very much in favor of reform. 

I think all of us in this body realize 
there are things we have to do to lower 
the cost of health care and ensure ev-
erybody has an opportunity to be cov-
ered. 

I can also tell you they are very con-
cerned about the reforms that have 
been proposed by the President. They 
wonder whether they, in fact, will work 
to their best interests. Cost is an issue 
that has come up repeatedly when I 
have spoken with my constituents. 
They want to know why we have to 
spend so much money in order to—al-
legedly—save money and how much it 
will cost. I tell them it is projected to 
cost at least a trillion dollars. This is 
not a fanciful figure; this is what the 
two bills pending before the Senate are 
being scored at, meaning that the Con-
gressional Budget Office has said that 
is about how much they are going to 
cost. The ultimate price tag could be 
even higher because in the case of one 
of the bills, not everything that is 
going to be in it has already been 
scored by the CBO, and as to the Fi-
nance Committee bill, it is still very 
much a work in progress. 

The usual reaction people have to a 
trillion dollar-plus health care bill is 
that they cannot believe we would 
want to spend that much money or 
that we can’t afford to spend that 
much. They know already that there 
are only two ways the Federal Govern-
ment can pay for such a massive pro-
gram: one, either borrow more money 
or, two, impose new taxes or some com-
bination of the two. Naturally, they 
don’t like either alternative. 

Most Arizonans think Washington 
has already borrowed more money than 
taxpayers can handle, after the Presi-
dent’s $1.2 trillion stimulus bill, the 
$400 billion Omnibus appropriations 
bill, and the $3.4 trillion, 10-year budg-
et. Now we hear talk about adding an 
additional trillion dollars on top of 
that. The folks in Arizona think that is 
just too much. In fact, by the end of 
the fiscal year, our publicly held debt 
will be about 57 percent of our gross do-
mestic product, and deficits of a tril-

lion dollars a year are projected for the 
next decade. We just got the statistics 
for the deficit this year. It is already at 
$1.1 trillion. By the end of the year, it 
could easily be another half-trillion 
dollars above that. This will drive the 
debt to at least 82 percent of the gross 
domestic product by 2019. To give you 
an idea of what that means, the GDP is 
how much money we make as a coun-
try. It would be the same as saying 
that for a family that has an income of 
$100,000, its credit card debt is $89,000. 
Try paying off an $89,000 credit card 
debt on a $100,000 income. The interest 
payments on the debt will soon make 
up the single-largest item in our budg-
et. So, obviously, when we talk about 
spending another trillion dollars we 
don’t have, my constituents are very 
wary of this. They are wary about the 
debt, and, to say the least, they don’t 
think it is fair for Washington to pass 
another trillion-dollar bill, with the 
costs being transferred to our children 
and grandchildren—especially after 
what happened with the stimulus, 
which has, frankly, included a great 
deal of waste and obviously has failed 
to contain unemployment. 

A lot of folks have expressed skep-
ticism that spending another trillion 
dollars is the right way to reduce 
health care costs. Frankly, I agree 
with them. Somebody has to pay the 
trillion dollars. They are also con-
cerned about the new taxes that have 
been proposed to pay for this because, 
in fact, part of this trillion dollars is 
proposed to be paid for through new 
taxes. There have been all kinds of 
ideas proposed, such as a tax on beer, 
soda, juice, and snack food. Those are 
really small items, but they hit people 
right where it counts when they go to 
the grocery store. 

There is also a new value-added tax 
idea. This hits the small business men 
and women, who are especially con-
cerned because of the new taxes that 
some are suggesting they should pay— 
as much as a 10 percentage point in-
crease in the amount of taxes they 
would have to pay. This is important 
because, in our economic downturn 
today, we know it is small businesses 
that are going to create the jobs that 
will bring us out of the recession. This 
would not be just a job killer but an 
economic growth and recovery killer 
with that kind of tax imposed on these 
folks. 

My constituents want to know—and, 
frankly, I want to know—if the Presi-
dent will fulfill his campaign pledge 
not to raise taxes one single dime on 
the middle class and whether he will 
veto any legislation that includes the 
kinds of taxes of which I am speaking 
that would fall directly on families. 
They believe and I believe there ought 
to be a different way to achieve the 
health care we want—in other words, 
without this new round of spending and 
taxes. 

They have heard the President argue 
in his pitches for Washington to change 
our health care system that if we spend 
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all this money on health care now, we 
will somehow save money later. Ameri-
cans have some commonsense ques-
tions about this claim: How will the 
government actually do this? Will their 
health care be rationed? If they are pri-
vately insured, will they be able to 
keep the health care they already 
have? Eighty-five percent of persons 
are already insured and are happy with 
what they have. Yet proposals in the 
pending legislation would cause many 
of them to lose that insurance and go 
onto government programs. That, of 
course, then raises questions like ra-
tioning, as I have discussed many 
times before. 

A Washington-run health care sys-
tem would likely try to suppress costs 
by denying or delaying care. Adminis-
tration officials are already talking 
about using comparative effectiveness 
research for this purpose. This is not a 
fanciful or hypothetical notion. As we 
know, this is exactly what has hap-
pened in countries such as Canada and 
the United Kingdom, two countries 
with government-run health care sys-
tems. In a ‘‘20/20’’ health care segment, 
they reported that Norwood, Ontario, 
holds a lottery each week to give one 
winner a trip to a family doctor. The 
show filmed the town clerk pulling a 
name from a box and calling the name 
of an elated winner. Is that what we 
want in the United States? The average 
emergency room wait in Canada is 23 
hours—if you are even considered sick 
enough to be admitted. In Britain, in 
2007, the government set a goal to re-
duce the average wait time to see a 
physician to fewer than 18 weeks. That 
is 41⁄2 months waiting to see a doctor. 
Do Americans want that? 

That is how government-run health 
care works: You make something free 
and demand soars. To reduce costs, bu-
reaucrats deny or delay treatment or 
tests or procedures they deem too ex-
pensive. The way it works is simple: 
You set a budget of how much you are 
going to spend on health care every 
year. It doesn’t matter how sick your 
folks get; it has to fit within that 
budget. Think about that for your fam-
ily. Say you set a budget and you are 
going to spend no more than $5,000 on 
health care this year. A good friend of 
mine in Arizona had an automobile ac-
cident; it was very serious. He had to 
have his spleen removed. He is still in 
recovery, and it is obviously going to 
cost a lot of money—more than $5,000. 
Well, if he set a budget and said that is 
all he is going to spend, what is he to 
do? Does he not get the treatment he 
needs as a result of that accident? You 
cannot reform health care or reduce 
costs by rationing care to patients. 

One of the things Republicans will in-
sist on is that the way we do the re-
form doesn’t hurt what we already 
have, which is a system that allows 
you to get to the emergency room and 
allows you to see a doctor. You can 
choose your own doctor. If you have in-
surance, you get to keep it. We don’t 
want to take care of the few who are 

unable to get insurance today in a way 
that requires us to change what every-
body else has, if it is already working 
for them. 

It is true that you won’t find the 
words ‘‘ration’’ or ‘‘denial’’ of care or 
‘‘withholding coverage’’ in these bills. 
Obviously, they don’t state it that way. 
But the results are precisely what are 
required by the policies in the bill. The 
results are easily masked by all kinds 
of terminology, but the rules, the 
forms, the legal obligations, and the 
provider reimbursement schemes all 
result in the ability of the government 
to tell you whether something is going 
to be covered, whether you and your 
doctor think it is necessary for your 
care or not. 

I have heard some respond by saying 
that at least in the Canadian system 
they may ration care, but everybody 
has access to a doctor. Not true. The 
Fraser Institute, a Canadian think 
tank, released a study this year that 
found that 1.7 million people—out of a 
country of 33 million—were unable to 
see a physician in 2007. That number 
does not include those who have a doc-
tor but are on a waiting list. 

As I said earlier, many of my con-
stituents also worry about losing their 
current coverage if a new Washington- 
run health care system is implemented. 
True, they have heard the President 
say repeatedly that if you have health 
insurance, you get to keep it. But they 
have also heard the other side of the 
story, and I have read at least one of 
the bills—in fact, there are two specific 
provisions—that render this statement 
untrue—that if you have health insur-
ance, you get to keep it. Not true. The 
Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that just part of one of the pro-
posed plans shows that millions of peo-
ple would lose their existing coverage 
and be told to enroll in government 
health care. The Lewin study specifi-
cally mentioned 119 million people who 
would be shifted from their current em-
ployer-provided coverage onto the gov-
ernment plan. 

Many of my constituents also want 
to know if the President would veto 
legislation that has the potential to 
cause Americans to lose the private in-
surance they currently enjoy. 

There is a final concern, and this 
concerns me. It goes to America’s sen-
iors. We have made some very strong 
commitments to our seniors through 
the Medicare Program. Our seniors ob-
viously are more susceptible to needing 
health care. They have a greater num-
ber of health concerns than younger 
Americans. And we have said to them: 
We will, through Medicare, ensure that 
your health concerns will be taken care 
of. They are obviously very concerned 
about rationing if Medicare were some-
how to be cut in order to raise money 
to solve the problem for others in our 
society. That is precisely what at least 
one of these bills proposes to do—cut 
Medicare and take that money and 
apply it to the new costs that we are 
going to be incurring as a result of this 
so-called health care reform. 

Seniors are worried these cuts in 
Medicare will adversely affect their 
ability to get care. They also fret that 
adding the 47 million uninsured Ameri-
cans—which would be just for start-
ers—to health insurance rolls, includ-
ing government insurance rolls, would 
impact the care they now receive by 
crowding the system. In other words, 
leading to wait times, rationing for 
them or even potentially denial of 
care. We must not implement a new 
health care system that would sud-
denly erode the quality of care for 
Medicare beneficiaries. 

My constituents want high-quality, 
patient-centered health care. Most al-
ready have good health insurance for 
themselves. They are concerned about 
its cost. They are also concerned that 
there are some who need to be insured 
who are not. But what they want to 
hear are fresh new ideas about how to 
achieve this result without, in effect, 
throwing the baby out with the 
bathwater; without adversely affecting 
the system that currently takes care of 
them, whether it is seniors being cared 
for in Medicare or it is the vast major-
ity of Americans who are already in-
sured and like the insurance they have. 
They do not want us to rush a costly 
new plan through the Congress. 

I think the President was correct 
when he said: If we don’t do this quick-
ly, we might not do it at all. Well, 
what did he mean by that? In effect, 
what he was saying is that if the Amer-
ican people have a long enough time to 
study and debate exactly what is being 
proposed, they may not like what they 
see. I think that is exactly what is hap-
pening here. 

There is a bill that is going to be 
marked up next week in the House of 
Representatives, and I don’t think the 
American people are going to like what 
they see in that bill. We have a bill 
that has been marked up in the HELP 
Committee in the Senate, and much of 
my criticisms go to that particular 
bill. There is one section in that bill, 
for example, that spends $400 billion 
over 7 years to subsidize health care for 
families making between $66,000 a year 
and 80,000-some dollars a year. Is that 
what we want to cut Medicare to pay 
for? 

As I said, the more Americans under-
stand the details of these bills, the 
more questions I think they are going 
to ask. We owe it to our constituents 
to allow them the time to understand 
it and to ask us those questions. I want 
to be able to go back to Arizona and 
say: All right, here are the three bills— 
or two bills or however many there 
are—and here is what they do. Do you 
like it or not? If not, how would you 
change it? We need the time and the 
ability to get the reaction from our 
constituents if we are going to be true 
to our position as representatives of 
the people. 

So when the President says: If we 
don’t do this quickly, we might not do 
it at all, he is probably right. But it is 
better to get it right; to take our time 
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to do it right and not make mistakes, 
than to rush something through that is 
going to add $1 trillion in new spend-
ing; that is going to potentially impact 
the coverage we already have, poten-
tially impact Medicare for our seniors 
and perhaps not achieve the results we 
want. This is one of the most impor-
tant things this Congress—the Amer-
ican Congress—will have done in years. 
It is complicated, it is hard, and we 
have to get it right. 

One of the first things a physician 
learns in medical school, when con-
fronting a patient to see what is wrong 
with that patient and to begin the 
treatment, is to, first, do no harm. It is 
possible to do harm to a patient. So the 
physician, first of all, is admonished: 
The body is a wonderful thing, it recov-
ers pretty well; don’t do anything to 
harm. The same thing is true with our 
economy and with the policies with re-
spect to health care. There are a lot of 
good things being done in health care— 
physicians are working very hard to 
take good care of us, most people have 
good insurance, seniors rely on Medi-
care. Let’s not do harm to what we 
have in order to take a small segment 
of our population and make sure they 
can get insurance. 

That is the primary position we are 
taking when we say: Let’s don’t rush 
this. Let’s do it right. At the end of the 
day, we can all be proud of the fact 
that we have reformed our health care 
system to reduce, not increase, some of 
the expenses and to ensure that those 
who don’t have insurance can, in fact, 
be covered. 

I said I wished to give these remarks 
earlier in the week, having talked with 
a lot of my constituents in Arizona. I 
also wished, toward the end of this 
week, to comment on the President’s 
trip to Russia. He is going to be return-
ing home soon, and his trip to Russia 
produced some very important an-
nouncements, which I wished to discuss 
today. 

PRESIDENT OBAMA’S VISIT TO RUSSIA 
I am going to switch subjects now 

and discuss the President’s trip to Mos-
cow and his summit with the President 
of Russia. 

The most significant object of that 
summit, as we know, was the discus-
sion of further strategic arms reduc-
tions. I personally believe it is impor-
tant that the verification and con-
fidence-building measures of the 1991 
START agreement not expire without 
some measure to continue them, pos-
sibly including a legally binding re-
placement treaty. I know that is one of 
the purposes of the President’s visit. 
But I am also cognizant of the fact 
that a follow-on to the 1991 START 
agreement does not address the most 
current threats to the United States 
and the West; namely, those posed by 
nuclear proliferation and nuclear ter-
rorism. The two subjects are barely re-
lated. 

For example, the threat from Iran 
and the history of Russian support for 
the Iranian nuclear weapons and bal-

listic missile program is well known. It 
is probably even going on today. This 
should have been at the top of the 
President’s agenda with Russia, if, in 
fact, he is going to address the threats 
that are most currently before us, 
rather than a decades-old arms control 
agreement with Russia. 

Additionally, there is the ongoing 
nuclear weapon ambitions of North 
Korea. Some press reports suggest it 
may be sharing its technology with 
countries such as Syria and Burma. 
Given the well-known willingness of 
these rogue states—and I speak of 
North Korea and Iran—to support ter-
rorism, their unchecked nuclear ambi-
tions will surely hasten the day when 
terrorists are able to acquire nuclear 
weapons. I believe nuclear proliferation 
and nuclear terrorism are the greatest 
threats to our Nation today, and we 
should be focused much more on those 
threats, as I said, than going back and 
negotiating an arms control agreement 
with Russia, which obviously is not a 
current threat to the United States. 

The main focus of the President’s 
trip when he was in Moscow appears to 
have been on the subject of a strategic 
arms reduction treaty with Russia. 
That being the case, the Senate has a 
great responsibility—if the administra-
tion seeks our advice and consent by 
submitting the treaty to us for ratifi-
cation—to understand what the pro-
posal is and to provide our advice to 
the President before it is negotiated 
and, if appropriate, our consent to rat-
ify. Obviously, the Constitution re-
quires this process of advise and con-
sent when it comes to treaty making. 

Here are some of the questions I 
think we need to answer. First of all, 
what does the United States get from 
such a new treaty when it appears that 
the Russians are on their way to reach-
ing the levels of weaponry announced 
without a treaty? They are going to do 
it anyway. 

Second, why has the United States 
bent to Russian demands to take tac-
tical nuclear weapons off the table 
when the Russians have a 10-to-1 ad-
vantage in tactical nuclear weapons 
over the United States and have openly 
talked in their military doctrine about 
using tactical nuclear weapons in con-
flict? 

How will the administration provide 
for the modernization of U.S. nuclear 
forces, including the warheads and the 
complex of infrastructure that sustains 
them and the nuclear weapons delivery 
systems, the bombers and the missiles 
and submarines that must accompany 
any START ratification process? That 
is perhaps the most critical question of 
all. 

A number of these questions and rec-
ommended courses of action have re-
cently been articulated by some of this 
country’s leading experts on arms con-
trol and nonproliferation policy, in-
cluding Ambassador James Woolsey, 
Dr. Fred Ikle, Ambassador John 
Bolton, and many others. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD, at 

the conclusion of my remarks, a docu-
ment entitled ‘‘U.S.-Russian START 
Renewal Negotiations: Guidelines to 
Protect U.S. Interests.’’ 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair. 
I also urge my colleagues to study 

materials recently released by the New 
Deterrent Working Group involved 
with the Center for Security Policy, a 
respected think tank here in Wash-
ington, that has studied these issues 
for years; and also a very objective and 
important guide for how we should ap-
proach our thinking on these negotia-
tions from the Hudson Institute. These 
are outstanding compilations of expert 
opinions for Senators to familiarize 
themselves with as we head into a trea-
ty ratification process. They are too 
lengthy to insert in the RECORD, but I 
am happy to provide these papers to 
any of my colleagues who would like to 
read them. 

Another important question concerns 
missile defense. Just before the sum-
mit, it appeared the White House was 
taking a strong line in refusing to ac-
cept Russian demands to link missile 
defenses with a follow-on treaty. The 
Russians have said: We are not even 
going to talk about the START num-
bers unless we can also talk about U.S. 
missile defense. The Russians don’t 
like it. They would like to have us put 
some limitations on that. The adminis-
tration recognized not only should 
there be no constraint on the develop-
ment of missile defenses, but, more-
over, any treaty—any treaty—that 
limits U.S. missile defenses would be 
dead on arrival in the Senate if we tied 
the two subjects together. 

This past week, I joined Senators 
WICKER, JOHANNS, MCCAIN, HATCH, 
LIEBERMAN, BEN NELSON, and BEGICH in 
sending a letter to the President in 
which we confirmed that ‘‘linking mis-
sile defense plans to offensive force ne-
gotiations runs contrary to American 
strategic interests and would under-
mine our security.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter to which I just referred. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 2, 2009. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In anticipation of 
your upcoming visit to the Russian Federa-
tion, we write to express our concern about 
recent comments by Russian leaders sug-
gesting limitations on U.S. missile defense 
plans in Europe as a prerequisite for agree-
ing to a successor to the Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty (START). We urge you to not 
combine discussions about U.S. missile de-
fense efforts and the ongoing START nego-
tiations. 

Speaking on May 20, Russian Foreign Min-
ister Sergey Lavrov said that an agreement 
on a START replacement would be ‘‘impos-
sible . . . without taking into account the 
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situation in the missile defense sphere.’’ 
Russian President Dmitry Medvedev also 
noted during an April speech that ‘‘(a)nother 
aspect of security is the relationship be-
tween offensive and defensive weapons.’’ 
Prime Minister Vladimir Putin likewise sug-
gested a quid pro quo between START and 
missile defense during a visit to Japan on 
May 10, when he said that ‘‘Russia will link 
missile defense to strategic offensive arma-
ments.’’ 

We feel strongly that linking missile de-
fense plans to offensive force negotiations in 
this way runs contrary to America’s stra-
tegic interests and would undermine our se-
curity. As you have noted, the planned Euro-
pean missile defense system is limited in 
scope to defend the United States and its al-
lies against the rising threat posed by Ira-
nian long-range ballistic missiles, but it 
poses no threat to Russia’s strategic mis-
siles. 

We support your determination to bring 
into force a follow-on agreement to START 
prior to its lapse on December 5th of this 
year. However, we will be reluctant to sup-
port any agreement that is explicitly condi-
tioned on U.S. abandonment of missile de-
fenses in Europe or otherwise linked to a 
U.S. decision to curtail or abandon those de-
fenses. 

Given that negotiations for a follow-on 
treaty to START are being conducted on a 
relatively short timeline, we believe that the 
paramount goal this year is to ensure that 
the verification and confidence building 
measures from the 1991 START treaty do not 
lapse. 

The United States and the Russian Federa-
tion will need to find ways to cooperate on 
many issues in the coming years and we hope 
that your representatives bear in mind the 
broader strategic context in which these ne-
gotiations with Moscow are taking place. 

Sincerely, 
James M. Inhofe, Joseph I. Lieberman, 

Jon Kyl, Ben Nelson, John S. McCain, 
Mark Begich, Jeff Sessions, Mike 
Johanns, Roger Wicker, Orrin Hatch, 
United States Senators. 

Mr. KYL. Notwithstanding what I 
have said, buried in the joint under-
standing—which has now been made 
public—reached by President Obama 
and Medvedev is inclusion of the fol-
lowing language suggesting an acces-
sion to the Russian demand to include 
missile defense in the follow-on treaty: 

A provision on the interrelationships of 
strategic offensive and strategic defensive 
arms. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the Joint Understanding be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. KYL. This last statement is a 

dangerous connection to make and one 
the administration must not negotiate. 
U.S. missile defenses exist to protect 
against ballistic missile threats by 
rogue regimes and the threat of acci-
dental or unauthorized launches. They 
are not about Russia. Consequently, we 
should not allow Russia to attempt to 
limit our defenses, and that is what I 
fear these words from the Joint Under-
standing may allow to occur. Such a 
linkage in the START agreement will 
be rejected by Members of the Senate. 

I would also like to call attention to 
a curious statement by the President 
which was quoted in this past Sunday’s 
New York Times: 

It’s naive for us to think that we can grow 
our nuclear stockpiles, the Russians con-
tinue to grow their nuclear stockpiles, and 
our allies grow their nuclear stockpiles, and 
that in that environment we’re going to be 
able to pressure countries like Iran and 
North Korea not to pursue nuclear weapons 
themselves. 

The fact is, the United States has not 
been growing or even modernizing its 
nuclear stockpile. Why did the Presi-
dent make such a false statement? Yes, 
the Russians are growing theirs, at 
least modernizing it. Britain and 
France are modernizing their stock-
piles, though not growing them, as far 
as I have seen in the press. India, Paki-
stan, and North Korea are all growing 
their stockpiles; and, of course, we are 
all familiar with Iran’s actions. All of 
this has occurred in the absence of the 
United States growing its stockpile. 
What the President said is not true. In 
fact, it has all occurred while the 
United States has undertaken substan-
tial nuclear force reductions. We 
haven’t modernized our nuclear weap-
ons, and we haven’t conducted an un-
derground nuclear test for 17 years. 
One would think this history would put 
to rest the naive assumption that the 
U.S. movement toward disarmament 
will be reciprocated by other nations, 
including those that threaten our na-
tional security. 

I would also like to submit for the 
RECORD a Wall Street Journal op-ed 
written by Steve Rademaker, former 
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Security and Nonproliferation 
in the last administration. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks that letter. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Rademaker correctly 

observes: 
The critics are not impressed that by 2012 

the U.S. will have reduced its deployed stra-
tegic warheads by 80 percent. They will not 
be satisfied if the U.S. reduces by 99 percent. 
So long as there is one nuclear weapon re-
maining in the U.S. inventory, he says, they 
will point to this as the root cause of nuclear 
proliferation. 

As I indicated a few moments ago, 
there are real concerns facing the Sen-
ate at this time as we consider the 
START follow-on treaty. It is impera-
tive that the President understand the 
true situation as he negotiates with his 
Russian counterparts. 

This is all the more important as we 
begin to understand the highly signifi-
cant reductions the administration ap-
parently wants to negotiate in a fol-
low-on agreement. According to the 
Joint Understanding from which I 
quoted before, the President plans to 
reach an agreement that represents a 
significant departure from current 
force levels. 

I note that the 1,700 to 2,200 deployed 
strategic nuclear force level—actually 
on the high end of that range—was con-
sidered the minimum force level re-
quired for deterrence and assurance 
just last year when the Departments of 
Energy and Defense issued an unclassi-
fied white paper, ‘‘National Security 
and Nuclear Weapons in the 21st Cen-
tury.’’ 

Given yesterday’s announcement, I 
am curious to understand how esti-
mates of necessary force levels could 
have changed so dramatically in the 10 
months since that paper was issued. I 
am also very concerned about the im-
plications for our triad and for our con-
ventional arms modernization, if we 
lock in a launcher limit at anything 
close to 500. 

The triad is the combination of our 
strategic bomber force, our interconti-
nental ballistic missiles based on land 
in silos, and ICBMs in submarines. 
Those are the three parts of our stra-
tegic triad. If we were to reduce the 
numbers as dramatically low as this 
paper would indicate, it is very clear 
the triad would be jeopardized; that is 
to say, not all elements of it would 
have the weaponry to be part of our 
strategic deterrent. 

Moreover, these numbers would sug-
gest that parts of this triad can be used 
for conventional purposes. Bombers 
can drop high explosive bombs. They 
don’t just drop nuclear weapons. A mis-
sile—we have a lot of cruise missiles 
that send high-explosive warheads to 
their destination. It doesn’t have to be 
a nuclear warhead. If we reduce the 
number of delivery systems down below 
a certain level, we not only impact our 
strategic nuclear deterrent but also 
our conventional deterrent and conven-
tional capability. 

This may be very advantageous for 
Russia. In fact, Russia is headed to a 
low level anyway because of their econ-
omy. But I believe it is a grave risk for 
the United States and our allies. I 
think these are issues that will war-
rant the highest level of scrutiny by 
the Senate. We can’t be rushed in our 
work. These are very important exis-
tential questions. 

I note that the Senate had over 425 
days between the signature on the 
START I agreement and the eventual 
ratification of that treaty. There were 
1,119 days between the signing and rati-
fication of START II. And the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention allowed the 
Senate 1,563 days of review, delibera-
tion, and debate. The last successful 
arms control treaty with the Russians, 
the Strategic Offensive Reductions 
Treaty, or SORT, permitted the Senate 
287 days to review. 

I say again, there is no need for a 
rush. As the Wall Street Journal re-
ported yesterday, July 8: 

The White House Coordinator for Weapons 
of Mass Destruction, Security and Arms Con-
trol, Gary Samore, said on Sunday that the 
Administration may have to enact certain 
provisions of a treaty by executive order and 
on a ‘provisional basis’ to meet the Decem-
ber deadline. 
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Clearly, there are options available 

to ensure that the Senate has all the 
time it needs to thoughtfully consider 
a treaty and to make sure a nuclear 
weapons modernization program is in 
place and funded before the Senate pro-
ceeds to ratification of the START fol-
low-on. 

Mr. President, according to press re-
ports, Russian President Medvedev has 
indicated that his nation would like to 
reduce the number of strategic launch-
ers several times below the number 
currently permitted under START. 
This is reflected in the launcher limits 
outlined in the Joint Understanding. 

This sounds good, but it is unclear 
that Russia is actually giving anything 
up. 

In recent testimony before the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Dr. 
Keith Payne, a former official of the 
Defense Department and a member of 
the bipartisan Congressional Commis-
sion on the Strategic Posture, cau-
tioned ‘‘We should be very careful 
about moving toward lower launcher 
numbers because it would provide sig-
nificant advantages for the Russian 
Federation, but significant disadvan-
tages for U.S. strategy.’’ 

As Dr. Payne noted in his testimony, 
Russia’s strategic ICBMs, SLBMs and 
bombers will drop dramatically with or 
without a new arms control agreement. 

Specifically, Dr. Payne stated: ‘‘with-
in 8 or 9 years, the number of Russian 
strategic launchers will have dropped 
from approximately 680 launchers 
(some of which already are not oper-
ational) to approximately 270 launchers 
simply as a result of aging of their sys-
tems and the pace of their moderniza-
tion program. In contrast, the service 
life of existing U.S. systems extends 
several decades.’’ 

Dr. Payne continues: ‘‘Despite spend-
ing up to 25% of the Russian military 
budget on the strategic forces, Russia’s 
strategic nuclear forces will decline 
steeply with or without arms control.’’ 

Consequently, Russia isn’t giving up 
anything by agreeing to these reduc-
tions. At the same time, reductions in 
delivery vehicles could have con-
sequences for the U.S., in terms of 
prompt global strike capabilities nd 
conventional strike modernization. 

Dr. Payne also wrote about these 
facts in a recent Wall Street Journal 
piece, and I ask unanimous consent to 
print it in the RECORD as well. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 4.) 
Mr. KYL. Additionally, in order to 

get a follow-on START agreement with 
Russia—one that appears to be much 
more to Russia’s advantage than ours— 
we have also decided we will not seek 
to get the Russians to give up a very 
real advantage they possess: their tac-
tical nuclear weapons, also known as 
nonstrategic nuclear weapons. 

While the United States and Russia 
have a rough equivalence in their stra-
tegic nuclear weapons, there is a sig-

nificant imbalance in tactical nuclear 
weapons that favors Russia. 

This imbalance is exacerbated by the 
fact that Russia maintains an active 
nuclear weapons production complex, 
while the United States does not. 

According to the recently concluded 
report of the bipartisan Perry-Schles-
inger Commission, there is a growing 
asymmetry between United States and 
Russian nuclear weapons capabilities 
thanks to a longstanding problem 
whereby the Russian Federation has 
maintained far greater numbers of tac-
tical nuclear weapons than the United 
States. 

According to the commission, the 
Russians have approximately 3,800 of 
these weapons, while the United States 
has only a few hundred. 

And according to a recent CRS re-
port, the Russians may have as many 
as 8,000. 

Despite this asymmetry, we are told 
that the forthcoming START follow-on 
will not deal with Russian tactical nu-
clear weapons, at Russian demand. 

Yet, it is clear that our allies who 
rely on our extended deterrent are in-
creasingly concerned. 

For example, the Perry-Schlesinger 
report stated: ‘‘The combination of new 
warhead designs, the estimated produc-
tion capability for new nuclear war-
heads, and precision delivery systems 
such as the Iskander short-range tac-
tical ballistic missile (known as the 
SS–26 in the West), open up new possi-
bilities for Russian efforts to threaten 
to use nuclear weapons to influence re-
gional conflicts.’’ 

And according to that report, ‘‘The 
United States should not cede to Rus-
sia a posture of superiority in the name 
of deemphasizing nuclear weapons in 
U.S. military strategy. There seems no 
near-term prospect of such a result in 
the balance of operationally deployed 
strategic nuclear weapons. But that 
balance does not exist in nonstrategic 
nuclear forces, where Russia enjoys a 
sizeable numerical advantage. As noted 
above, it stores thousands of these 
weapons in apparent support of pos-
sible military operations west of the 
Urals. The United States deploys a 
small fraction of that number in sup-
port of nuclear sharing agreements in 
NATO. Precise numbers for the U.S. de-
ployments are classified but their total 
is only about five percent of the total 
at the height of the Cold War. Strict 
U.S.-Russian equivalence in NSNF 
numbers is unnecessary. But the cur-
rent imbalance is stark and worrisome 
to some U.S. allies in Central Europe. 
If and as reductions continue in the 
number of operationally deployed stra-
tegic nuclear weapons, this imbalance 
will become more apparent and allies 
less assured.’’ 

It is therefore inexplicable to me 
that we will not be negotiating with 
the Russians about reductions in those 
nuclear forces. 

Moreover, I am concerned by sugges-
tions that discussions of these forces 
will have to wait for the ‘‘next treaty’’ 

which may not ever arrive. In the 
meantime, this follow-on agreement 
may lock in a significant disadvantage 
for the United States and our allies. 

In recent months, it has become clear 
that the state of our nuclear deterrent 
is in need of serious attention. 

As high an authority as Secretary of 
Defense Robert Gates warned: ‘‘At a 
certain point, it will become impos-
sible to keep extending the life of our 
arsenal, especially in light of our test-
ing moratorium. It also makes it hard-
er to reduce existing stockpiles, be-
cause eventually we won’t have as 
much confidence in the efficacy of the 
weapons we do have.’’ 

Secretary Gates continued this argu-
ment when he said: ‘‘To be blunt, there 
is absolutely no way we can maintain a 
credible deterrent and reduce the num-
ber of weapons in our stockpile without 
either resorting to testing our stock-
pile or pursuing a modernization pro-
gram.’’ 

This is a statement of significant im-
port. Secretary Gates has warned that 
without a modernization program, such 
as the Reliable Replacement Warhead 
RRW, which Congress rejected during 
the last administration, we will be un-
able to reduce the number of weapons 
we maintain. 

In fact, we are not even certain we 
can modernize without testing, but we 
would be a lot closer to knowing the 
answer to that question if Congress had 
approved the RRW studies. 

As the Perry-Schlesinger Commis-
sion noted, our nuclear weapons and 
their delivery platforms are long over-
due for a needed modernization pro-
gram and will continue to experience 
safety, reliability and credibility prob-
lems until that modernization is in 
place. 

In fact, even in its Interim Report, 
the commission stated: ‘‘High con-
fidence in stockpile reliability not only 
is important for maintaining deter-
rence, it is also vital for making sub-
stantial reductions in the size of our 
stockpile.’’ 

Thus, it should not be surprising that 
the commission made the following 
findings and recommendations that are 
of such importance that I want to read 
them into the Record in their entirety: 

i. For the indefinite future, the United 
States must maintain a viable nuclear deter-
rent. The other NPT- recognized nuclear- 
weapon states have put in place comprehen-
sive programs to modernize their forces to 
meet new international circumstances. 

ii. The Stockpile Stewardship Program has 
had some remarkable achievements. But in 
recent years, the level of funding provided to 
support these safeguards has been inad-
equate. 

iii. The Life Extension Program has to 
date been effective in dealing with the prob-
lem of modernizing the arsenal. But it is be-
coming increasingly difficult to continue 
within the constraints of a rigid adherence 
to original materials and design as the 
stockpile continues to age. 

iv. As the reductions have proceeded over 
the period since the end of the Cold War, the 
potential to deal with technical surprise has 
been reduced, as the diversity of types of 
weapons in the stockpile has shrunk. 
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v. The infrastructure that supports two 

thirds of the strategic deterrent triad—the 
SLBMs and ICBMs is not being sustained. 

Mr. President, it is clear that not 
only is a modernization program for 
our nuclear weapons, the complex that 
supports it, and the delivery systems 
associated with it long overdue, it is 
also inextricably linked to safely re-
ducing our nuclear arsenal further and 
must be considered by the Senate si-
multaneously to, if not before, the 
START follow-on is submitted. 

Such a modernization program 
should take into account issues raised 
by the Nuclear Weapons Council in its 
December 24, 2008, letter to the NNSA 
administrator. 

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
letter in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See exhibit 5.) 
Mr. KYL. It should also take into ac-

count the commission’s recommenda-
tions, which noted that as long as mod-
ernization takes place within current 
policies regarding testing and military 
characteristics, there should be no po-
litical controversy. 

The administration should request a 
modernization program that in its first 
year includes: increases to stockpile 
surveillance; LEP studies for W76 and 
B61 that add safety, reliability and 
credibility; increases to directed stock-
pile work; certification and safety at 
the Nevada Test Site; accelerated fund-
ing of the Los Alamos CMRR facility 
and the Y–12 UPF; and, increases to ad-
vanced computing platform and code 
work. 

Mr. President, lastly, I wish to dis-
cuss an important but so far over-
looked component of the pending arms 
control discussions, namely Russia’s 
history of violating its obligations. 

The unclassified version of the 2005 
State Department Report on Adher-
ence to and Compliance with Arms 
Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar-
mament Agreements and Commit-
ments makes clear, and not for the 
first time, that Russia has not lived up 
to all of its agreements under the 1991 
START agreement. 

Dr. Payne noted this in his recent 
testimony, and I quote, ‘‘in my opin-
ion, the most important of these viola-
tions has been discussed openly in Rus-
sian publications. It is the Russian 
testing of the SS–27 ICBM with MIRVs 
in direct violation of START. The SS– 
27 is listed as a single-warhead ICBM 
and can only be tested and deployed 
with a single warhead under START. 
Russian Sources place the number of 
MIRVs on this forthcoming missile at 4 
or more.’’ 

These are not the only such issues re-
garding the Russians compliance with 
START. I ask unanimous consent that 
the START section of the unclassified 
Compliance Report be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See Exhibit 6.) 
Mr. KYL. Additionally, the Commis-

sion on the Strategic Posture noted 
that the Russians are in violation of 
their commitments concerning tactical 
nuclear weapons under the 1990–91 
Presidential Nuclear Initiatives. 

I remind my colleagues these are the same 
tactical nuclear weapons that Russia refuses 
to discuss in the follow-on treaty, a demand 
the administration seems to have accepted. 

Clearly, if the United States is going 
to negotiate a successor to the 1991 
START agreement with the Russians, 
we must have a way to reconcile past 
compliance failures and ensure that fu-
ture violations, if any, are resolved in 
a timely manner. 

As I have articulated, there are sig-
nificant issues that the Senate will 
have to follow closely and scrutinize as 
a part of the process of advice and con-
sent. 

This is a two-way process of con-
sultation between the administration 
and the Senate. 

I remind my colleagues and the ad-
ministration, it is more important that 
this be done right than quickly. 

Arrangements can be made to ensure 
that the provisions of START that 
enjoy almost universal support in this 
body do not expire, as administration 
officials have freely admitted. 

I urge the administration to continue 
consulting regularly with the Senate, 
including the National Security Work-
ing Group that I cochair with my col-
league from West Virginia, Senator 
BYRD. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

U.S.-RUSSIAN START RENEWAL NEGOTIA-
TIONS—GUIDELINES TO PROTECT U.S. INTER-
ESTS 

Recognize that the U.S. nuclear deterrent 
force is a key element in the defense of the 
United States and of our allies and friends. 

U.S. nuclear umbrella is crucial non-pro-
liferation tool. The U.S. nuclear umbrella is 
perhaps the most important nonproliferation 
tool we possess, as many of our allies and 
friends rely on our deterrent force. Absent a 
U.S. nuclear deterrent seen to be credible, ef-
fective and safe, those nations would have to 
consider developing their own nuclear weap-
ons. 

Analyze first, then negotiate. The U.S. De-
fense Department should complete a proper 
Nuclear Posture Review, as mandated by 
Congress, before the U.S. concludes a new 
treaty with Russia on further nuclear weap-
ons reductions. 

Limit Russian advantage in ‘‘tactical’’ nu-
clear weapons—A new U.S.-Russian agree-
ment should aim to reduce the current Rus-
sian superiority over the U.S. in numbers of 
‘‘tactical’’ nuclear weapons. Russia has ap-
proximately ten times the number of such 
weapons in the U.S. arsenal. 

Address before U.S. leverage shrinks—The 
U.S. will have less leverage to address this 
issue once a START renewal agreement has 
been concluded. 

Recognize the significance of Russia’s 
large advantage in ‘‘tactical’’ nuclear weap-
ons. The distinction between strategic and 
tactical nuclear weapons is an artifact of the 

Cold War that facilitated arms control 
agreements on very high levels of nuclear 
forces. 

Today, the size of nuclear arsenals is much 
smaller and the importance of large numbers 
of smaller-yield weapons is much greater. 

To U.S. allies and friends, all nuclear 
weapons are strategic. 

An agreement that preserves the large im-
balance in total numbers of deployed nuclear 
weapons in Russia’s favor will, over time, af-
fect the views of U.S. allies and friends on 
the reliability of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. 

U.S. policy for decades—in administrations 
of both parties—has been to maintain a nu-
clear capability second to none. That policy 
would be undermined by an agreement that 
further reduces strategic weapons while leav-
ing so-called non-strategic weapons unlim-
ited. 

Recognize existence of risks in strategic 
reductions below current levels—There is no 
compelling reason for the U.S. and Russia to 
reduce deployed strategic nuclear warheads 
below the current range of 1700–2200, as set in 
the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty 
(SORT). This level of offensive strategic nu-
clear arms, the lowest in decades, was based 
on analysis that took into account the dan-
gers and uncertainties of the security envi-
ronment. Quickly reducing to an arbitrary 
number like 1500, does not take into account 
these risks. 

Don’t pay for what’s free—According to 
credible Russian sources, Russia’s strategic 
nuclear weapons will be reduced by approxi-
mately 60% over the next decade in any 
event—with or without a START renewal 
treaty—due to the aging or planned mod-
ernization of systems. The United States 
should not make concessions for the purpose 
of inducing Russia to make reductions that 
will occur anyway. 

Certain reductions may be harmful— 
Whether a reduction below the 1700–2200 
range is prudent depends on a number of con-
siderations, especially preserving deterrence 
and taking account of all potential adver-
saries. 

Preserve deterrence and extended deter-
rence—Any reductions should allow the U.S. 
to preserve not only deterrence of threats di-
rectly against the U.S. but also extended de-
terrence—for allies and partners who depend 
on the U.S. to deter potential nuclear ag-
gressors. 

Effect on triad—In particular, any reduc-
tions should allow the U.S. to maintain a ro-
bust nuclear triad of land-based, sea-based 
and bomber-delivered weapons. 

Importance of triad—It is important to 
maintain the triad, lest the survivability and 
flexibility of the U.S. strategic posture be 
undermined. 

Consider all potential adversaries—In as-
sessing the sufficiency of the U.S. deterrent, 
the potential nuclear capabilities of all pos-
sible adversaries of the U.S. and of allies and 
partners who depend on that deterrent 
should be considered, not just the capabili-
ties of Russia. 

Don’t incentivize proliferation—The U.S. 
nuclear posture should not be constrained to 
the point that other current or potential nu-
clear powers come to believe they can create 
a nuclear arsenal that would give them sig-
nificant strategic leverage against the U.S. 

In any case, exercise caution in limiting 
delivery systems—In the interest of stability 
and flexibility, the U.S. should not agree to 
reduce the number of delivery systems in a 
way that would increase the vulnerability of 
our deterrent (including our extended deter-
rent that protects U.S. allies and partners). 

Don’t incentivize MIRVs—For the same 
reasons, a new agreement should not re-
strain or penalize ‘‘de-MIRVing’’—that is, 
converting multiple-warhead missiles into 
single-warhead missiles. 
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Severe limits on the number of delivery 

systems create pressure for the parties to 
arm missiles with multiple warheads. 

Preserve U.S. ability to modernize for safe-
ty and reliability—Any agreement should 
preserve the right of the U.S. to develop new 
warheads to be able to react to unforeseen 
circumstances. 

A crucial requirement: A comprehensive 
modernization plan—The Senate should not 
consent to any treaty until the Administra-
tion has proposed to Congress a satisfactory, 
comprehensive modernization plan that ful-
fills the modernization recommendations of 
the bipartisan Congressional Commission on 
the Strategic Posture of the United States, 
especially the maintenance of a safe, reliable 
and credible U.S. nuclear deterrent, includ-
ing an extended deterrent for the protection 
of U.S. allies and partners. 

Don’t constrain missile defense—A new 
U.S.-Russian arms control agreement should 
not constrain the U.S. ability to develop and 
deploy missile defenses. 

Don’t constrain advanced conventional 
weapons—A new U.S.-Russian agreement 
should not constrain or penalize (1) U.S. de-
velopment of advanced conventional—that 
is, non-nuclear weapons, including those ca-
pable of strategic strike, or (2) U.S. deploy-
ment of such weapons to replace nuclear 
weapons. 

Take account of unpredictability of tech-
nology developments—We cannot now pre-
dict what conventional weapons develop-
ments may be possible. 

Consider effects on programs of the fu-
ture—Thus, the effect of a given treaty limi-
tation cannot be measured only by how it 
would impact programs already on the 
books. 

Address Russian compliance problems—De-
vise a mechanism that ensures treaty viola-
tions are investigated and parties to an 
agreement adhere to their obligations. 

From the outset, the Russians have failed 
to comply fully with their obligations. 

For example, according to an August 2005 
U.S. State Department report, Russia has 
prevented U.S. inspectors from verifying 
warhead limits on certain ICBMs. 

Update START verification—A key U.S. 
objective in an agreement with Russia 
should be to update START verification pro-
visions to take account of new cir-
cumstances and fix problems. 

Verification regime extendable—Obama 
administration officials have a sense of ur-
gency because the START Treaty expires in 
December 2009 and they want to ensure that 
the treaty’s verification regime does not 
lapse. But the US and Russia can agree to ex-
tend the verification regime without having 
to rush to reach agreement on further weap-
ons reductions. 

Endorsed by: 
John Bolton, Ambassador to United Na-

tions, Under Secretary of State for Arms 
Control and International Security (G.W. 
Bush); 

Seth Cropsey, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Special Operations and Low- 
Intensity Conflict (G.H.W. Bush); 

Jack David, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Combating Weapons of Mass De-
struction and Negotiations Policy (G.W. 
Bush); 

Paula DeSutter, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Verification, Compliance and Im-
plementation (G.W. Bush); 

Michael M. Dunn, Lieutenant General, 
U.S.A.F. (ret.); President, National Defense 
University; 

Eric Edelman, Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy (G.W. Bush) 

Douglas J. Feith, Under Secretary of De-
fense for Policy (G.W. Bush); 

Fred C. Iklé, Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy (Reagan); Director, Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (Ford); 

Robert Joseph, Under Secretary of State 
for Arms Control and International Security 
(G.W. Bush); 

Stephen Rademaker, Assistant Secretary 
of State for International Security and Non-
proliferation (G.W. Bush); 

Abram N. Shulsky, Director, Strategic 
Arms Control Policy, Office of Secretary of 
Defense; Secretary of Defense Representa-
tive to Defense and Space Talks (Reagan); 

James Woolsey, Director, Central Intel-
ligence Agency (Clinton). 

EXHIBIT 2 

JOINT UNDERSTANDING 

The President of the United States of 
America and the President of the Russian 
Federation have decided on further reduc-
tions and limitations of their nations’ stra-
tegic offensive arms and on concluding at an 
early date a new legally binding agreement 
to replace the current START Treaty, and 
directed that the new treaty contain, inter 
alia, the following elements: 

1. A provision to the effect that each Party 
will reduce and limit its strategic offensive 
arms so that seven years after entry into 
force of the treaty and thereafter, the limits 
will be in the range of 500–1100 for strategic 
delivery vehicles, and in the range of 1500– 
1675 for their associated warheads. 

The specific numbers to be recorded in the 
treaty for these limits will be agreed 
through further negotiations. 

2. Provisions for calculating these limits. 
3. Provisions on definitions, data ex-

changes, notifications, eliminations, inspec-
tions and verification procedures, as well as 
confidence building and transparency meas-
ures, as adapted, simplified, and made less 
costly, as appropriate, in comparison to the 
START Treaty. 

4. A provision to the effect that each Party 
will determine for itself the composition and 
structure of its strategic offensive arms. 

5. A provision on the interrelationship of 
strategic offensive and strategic defensive 
arms. 

6. A provision on the impact of interconti-
nental ballistic missiles and submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles in a non-nuclear 
configuration on strategic stability. 

7. A provision on basing strategic offensive 
arms exclusively on the national territory of 
each Party. 

8. Establishment of an implementation 
body to resolve questions related to treaty 
implementation. 

9. A provision to the effect that the treaty 
will not apply to existing patterns of co-
operation in the area of strategic offensive 
arms between a Party and a third state. 

10. A duration of the treaty of ten years, 
unless it is superseded before that time by a 
subsequent treaty on the reduction of stra-
tegic offensive arms. 

The Presidents direct their negotiators to 
finish their work on the treaty at an early 
date so that they may sign and submit it for 
ratification in their respective countries. 

Signed at Moscow, this sixth day of July, 
2009, in duplicate, in the English and Russian 
languages. 

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 

FOR THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION: 

EXHIBIT 3 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 7, 2007] 

BLAME AMERICA FIRST 

(By Stephen Rademaker) 

Two groups with diametrically opposed 
agendas have for years argued that the likes 
of Iran and North Korea will not be deterred 
in their quest for nuclear weapons so long as 
the U.S. and the other nuclear powers are ig-
noring their obligation under the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) to give up 

their nuclear arsenals. Apologists for the 
proliferators, who care not at all about nu-
clear disarmament, and arms control activ-
ists, to whom there is no higher priority 
than nuclear disarmament, have long agreed 
about this and little else. 

Jimmy Carter spoke for the latter group 
when he wrote, in an op-ed in the Wash-
ington Post a while back, ‘‘The United 
States is the major culprit in this erosion of 
the NPT.’’ The key to ending nuclear pro-
liferation, according to Mr. Carter and the 
many others who share this point of view, is 
for the U.S. to demonstrate leadership by 
moving decisively to eliminate its nuclear 
weapons. This perspective is likely to be 
heard more frequently as international ef-
forts to constrain the nuclear ambitions of 
Iran and North Korea appear to falter. 

There are, however, two basic flaws in the 
suggestion that nuclear proliferation is root-
ed in U.S. nuclear policy. First, the reasons 
why Iran, North Korea and other would-be 
proliferators seek nuclear weapons have 
nothing to do with Washington’s nuclear pol-
icy. Second, the claim that the U.S. is dis-
regarding its legal obligations under the 
NPT does not withstand scrutiny. 

To recognize that the motivations of to-
day’s nuclear proliferators have nothing to 
do with U.S. nuclear policy, it is necessary 
only to consider one question: Would Iran’s 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad or North Korea’s 
Kim Jong Il be any less interested in having 
nuclear weapons if the U.S. gave up its nu-
clear weapons? In both cases, the answer is 
clearly no. 

President Ahmadinejad, by his own state-
ments, is bent on dominating the Middle 
East and destroying the state of Israel. Nu-
clear weapons afford a shortcut to the real-
ization of these objectives and therefore the 
Iranian regime wants them. Whether or not 
the U.S. has nuclear weapons is irrelevant to 
this calculus. Mr. Ahmadinejad may occa-
sionally find it a convenient talking point to 
draw comparisons with the nuclear programs 
of other countries, but there is little doubt 
his policy would be the same even in the ab-
sence of that talking point. 

In the case of North Korea, the pursuit of 
nuclear weapons appears to stem from Kim 
Jong Il’s hunger for prestige and power. All 
indications are that Kim would be even more 
interested in having nuclear weapons if he 
thought he could be the only leader on Earth 
to possess them. 

Those who argue that the U.S. has dis-
regarded its nuclear disarmament obliga-
tions under the NPT are quick to make cat-
egorical assertions about the treaty’s re-
quirements, but almost never quote the per-
tinent language of the NPT, for the simple 
reason that it provides no support for their 
claims. The key provision, Article VI of the 
treaty, consists of only one sentence: ‘‘Each 
of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to 
pursue negotiations in good faith on effec-
tive measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nu-
clear disarmament, and on a Treaty on gen-
eral and complete disarmament under strict 
and effective international control.’’ 

It is impossible to discern from this lan-
guage a binding legal obligation on the U.S. 
and the other four nuclear-weapon states to 
give up nuclear weapons. The operative legal 
requirement is to ‘‘pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating 
. . . to nuclear disarmament. . . .’’ 

The U.S. has not only negotiated on such 
matters for more than three decades, but it 
has signed and implemented a series of arms 
control agreements beginning in 1972 that 
have ended the nuclear arms race and sub-
stantially reduced the U.S. nuclear inven-
tory. When the latest arms control agree-
ment with Russia expires in 2012, the U.S. 
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will have reduced by about 80% the number 
of strategic nuclear warheads deployed at 
the height of the Cold War. 

Significantly, the obligations of Article VI 
apply not just to the five countries allowed 
by the treaty to have nuclear weapons, but 
to all parties to the NPT. Article VI clearly 
links the obligation to negotiate on nuclear 
disarmament with an obligation on the part 
of all NPT parties to negotiate ‘‘a Treaty on 
general and complete disarmament.’’ 

The treaty also does not assume that nu-
clear disarmament must be a prerequisite to 
general and complete disarmament. To the 
contrary, one of the treaty’s introductory 
paragraphs spells out the expectation of the 
parties that actual ‘‘elimination from na-
tional arsenals of nuclear weapons’’ would 
take place not prior to, but ‘‘pursuant to a 
Treaty on general and complete disar-
mament.’’ 

Those who in essence agree with the views 
of a Noam Chomsky that ‘‘The United States 
has led the way in refusal to abide by the Ar-
ticle VI obligations,’’ notwithstanding more 
than 30 years of nuclear arms control, need 
to explain why they are not similarly exer-
cised by the failure of all other NPT states 
to satisfy their Article VI obligations. In 
particular, they need to explain why the U.S. 
must do more to comply with Article VI’s 
nuclear disarmament provisions, in the ab-
sence of even token steps by anyone else to 
comply with that Article’s general and com-
plete disarmament requirements. 

Because the language of Article VI does 
not actually say what proponents of nuclear 
disarmament want it to say, they have 
worked for decades to reinterpret it. They 
have, for example, promoted declarations by 
international conferences reformulating the 
requirements of Article VI, and then argued 
that these reformulations are legally binding 
on the U.S., without approval by the U.S. 
Senate. These efforts have succeeded to a re-
markable degree, at least as measured by 
popular conceptions of the NPT’s nuclear- 
disarmament requirements. 

And so the critics are not impressed that 
by 2012 the U.S. will have reduced its de-
ployed strategic nuclear warheads by 80%. 
They will not be satisfied if the U.S. reduces 
by 99%. So long as there is one nuclear weap-
on remaining in the U.S. inventory, they will 
point to this as a root cause of nuclear pro-
liferation. 

Few serious students of nuclear strategy 
believe that the stockpiles of the nuclear 
weapon states can be reduced to zero in the 
foreseeable future. Fortunately our reliance 
on nuclear weapons has been declining, and 
the U.S. should continue to eliminate unnec-
essary nuclear weapons based on considered 
judgments about our national security re-
quirements. But we should not base such de-
cisions about our nuclear force structure on 
wishful thinking that we can earn the good-
will of nuclear proliferators and other critics 
whose agendas are advanced by blaming 
America for nuclear proliferation. 

EXHIBIT 4 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 8, 2009] 

ARMS CONTROL AMNESIA 

(By Keith B. Payne) 

Three hours after arriving at the Kremlin 
yesterday, President Barack Obama signed a 
preliminary agreement on a new nuclear 
arms-control treaty with Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev. The agreement—a clear 
road map for a new strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty (START)—commits the U.S. and 
Russia to cut their nuclear weapons to the 
lowest levels since the early years of the 
Cold War. 

Mr. Obama praised the agreement as a step 
forward, away from the ‘‘suspicion and ri-

valry of the past,’’ while Mr. Medvedev 
hailed it as a ‘‘reasonable compromise.’’ In 
fact, given the range of force levels it per-
mits, this agreement has the potential to 
compromise U.S. security—depending on 
what happens next. 

In the first place, locking in specific reduc-
tions for U.S. forces prior to the conclusion 
of the ongoing Nuclear Posture Review is 
putting the cart before the horse. The Obama 
administration’s team at the Pentagon is 
currently examining U.S. strategic force re-
quirements. Before specific limits are set on 
U.S. forces, it should complete the review. 
Strategic requirements should drive force 
numbers; arms-control numbers should not 
dictate strategy. 

Second, the new agreement not only calls 
for reductions in the number of nuclear war-
heads (to between 1,500 and 1,675), but for 
cuts in the number of strategic force launch-
ers. Under the 1991 START I Treaty, each 
side was limited to 1,600 launchers. Yester-
day’s agreement calls for each side to be lim-
ited to between 500 and 1,100 launchers each. 

According to open Russian sources, it was 
Russia that pushed for the lower limit of 500 
launchers in negotiations. In the weeks lead-
ing up to this summit, it also has been open-
ly stated that Moscow would like the num-
ber of deployed intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched mis-
siles (SLBMS), and strategic bombers to be 
reduced ‘‘several times’’ below the current 
limit of 1,600. Moving toward very low num-
bers of launchers is a smart position for Rus-
sia, but not for the U.S. 

Why? Because the number of deployed Rus-
sian strategic ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers 
will drop dramatically simply as a result of 
their aging. In other words, a large number 
of Russian launchers will be removed from 
service with or without a new arms-control 
agreement. 

The Obama administration will undoubt-
edly come under heavy pressure to move to 
the low end of the 500–1,100 limit on launch-
ers in order to match Russian reductions. 
But it need not and should not do so. Based 
solely on open Russian sources, by 2017–2018 
Russia will likely have fewer than half of the 
approximately 680 operational launchers it 
has today. With a gross domestic product 
less than that of California, Russia is con-
fronting the dilemma of how to maintain 
parity with the U.S. while retiring its many 
aged strategic forces. 

Mr. Medvedev’s solution is to negotiate, in-
viting the U.S. to make real cuts, while Rus-
sia eliminates nothing that it wouldn’t re-
tire in any event. 

This isn’t just my conclusion—it’s the con-
clusion of many Russian officials and com-
mentators. Russian Gen. Nikolay Solovtsov, 
commander of the Strategic Missile Troops, 
was recently quoted by Moscow Interfax- 
AVN Online as saying that ‘‘not a single 
Russian launcher’’ with ‘‘remaining service 
life’’ will be withdrawn under a new agree-
ment. Noted Russian journalist Pavel 
Felgengauer observed in Novaya Gazeta that 
Russian leaders ‘‘have demanded of the 
Americans unilateral concessions on all 
points, offering practically nothing in ex-
change.’’ Precisely. 

Beyond the bad negotiating principle of 
giving up something for nothing, there will 
be serious downsides if the U.S. actually re-
duces its strategic launchers as much as 
Moscow wishes. The bipartisan Congres-
sional Strategic Posture Commission—head-
ed by former secretaries of defense William 
J. Perry and James R. Schlesinger—con-
cluded that the U.S. could make reductions 
‘‘if this were done while also preserving the 
resilience and survivability of U.S. forces.’’ 
Having very low numbers of launchers would 
make the U.S. more vulnerable to desta-

bilizing first-strike dangers, and would re-
duce or eliminate the U.S. ability to adapt 
its nuclear deterrent to an increasingly di-
verse set of post-Cold War nuclear and bio-
logical weapons threats. 

Accepting low launcher numbers would 
also encourage placing more warheads on the 
remaining ICBMs—i.e., ‘‘MIRVing,’’ or add-
ing multiple independently targeted war-
heads on a single missile. This is what the 
Russians openly say they are planning to do. 
Yet the U.S. has long sought to move away 
from MIRVed ICBMs as part of START, be-
cause heavy MIRVing can make each ICBM a 
more tempting target. One measure of U.S. 
success will be in resisting the Russian claim 
that severely reducing launcher numbers is 
somehow necessary and ‘‘stabilizing.’’ It 
would be neither. 

Third, the new agreement appears to defer 
the matter of so-called tactical nuclear 
weapons. Russia has some 4,000 tactical nu-
clear weapons and many thousands more in 
reserve; U.S. officials have said that Russia 
has an astounding 10 to 1 numerical advan-
tage. These weapons are of greatest concern 
with regard to the potential for nuclear war, 
and they should be our focus for arms reduc-
tion. The Perry-Schlesinger commission re-
port identified Russian tactical nuclear 
weapons as an ‘‘urgent’’ problem. Yet at this 
point, they appear to be off the table. 

The administration may hope to negotiate 
reductions in tactical nuclear weapons later. 
But Russia has rejected this in the past, and 
nothing seems to have changed. As Gen. 
Vladimir Dvorkin of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences said recently in Moscow Interfax- 
AVN Online, ‘‘A treaty on the limitation and 
reduction of tactical nuclear weapons looks 
absolutely unrealistic.’’ If the U.S. hopes to 
address this real problem, it must maintain 
negotiating leverage in the form of strategic 
launchers and weapons. 

Fourth, Mr. Medvedev was quoted recently 
in RIA Novosti as saying that strategic re-
ductions are possible only if the U.S. allevi-
ates Russian concerns about ‘‘U.S. plans to 
create a global missile defense.’’ There will 
surely be domestic and international pres-
sure on the U.S. to limit missile defense to 
facilitate Russian reductions under the new 
treaty. But the U.S. need for missile defense 
has little to do with Russia. And the value of 
missile defense could not be clearer given re-
cent North Korean belligerence. The Rus-
sians are demanding this linkage, at least in 
part to kill our missile defense site in Eu-
rope intended to defend against Iranian mis-
siles. Another measure of U.S. success will 
be to avoid such linkages. 

In short, Russian leaders hope to control or 
eliminate many elements of U.S. military 
power in exchange for strategic force reduc-
tions they will have to make anyway. U.S. 
leaders should not agree to pay Russia many 
times over for essentially an empty box. 

Finally, Russian violations of its existing 
arms-control commitments must be ad-
dressed along with any new commitments. 
According to an August 2005 State Depart-
ment report, Russia has violated START 
verification and other arms-control commit-
ments in multiple ways. One significant vio-
lation has even been discussed openly in Rus-
sian publications—the testing of the SS–27 
ICBM with MIRVs in direct violation of 
START I. 

President Obama should recall Winston 
Churchill’s warning: ‘‘Be careful above all 
things not to let go of the atomic weapon 
until you are sure and more than sure that 
other means of preserving peace are in your 
hands.’’ There is no need for the U.S. to ac-
cept Russian demands for missile-defense 
linkage, or deep reductions in the number of 
our ICBMs, SLBMs and bombers, to realize 
much lower numbers of Russian strategic 
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systems. There is also no basis for expecting 
Russian goodwill if we do so. 

EXHIBIT 5 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND DE-

PARTMENT OF ENERGY NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS COUNCIL, 

Washington, DC, December 24, 2008. 
Hon. THOMAS P. D’AGOSTINO, 
Administrator, National Nuclear Security Ad-

ministration, Department of Energy, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. D’AGOSTINO: The Department of 
Defense (DoD) and the National Nuclear Se-
curity Administration (NNSA), have joint re-
sponsibility to maintain a safe, secure, and 
reliable nuclear weapons stockpile and sup-
porting infrastructure to provide the United 
States a credible nuclear deterrent. I under-
stand that NNSA is implementing Records of 
Decision (RODs), in connection with the re-
cently completed Supplemental Pro-
grammatic Environmental Impact State-
ment (SPEIS), regarding the future U.S. nu-
clear weapons complex. Our staffs have been 
working together to address the detailed 
issues associated with the SPEIS decisions, 
including specific requirements the nuclear 
weapons complex must achieve to enable 
stockpile and infrastructure transformation. 

The U.S. nuclear deterrent continues to 
serve as the ultimate guarantor of U.S. secu-
rity and our security commitments to allies. 
The required size and composition of the nu-
clear weapons stockpile is dependent on the 
global security environment and the ability 
to respond to unanticipated technical prob-
lems. We cannot know with certainty the fu-
ture global security environment, nor can we 
predict the nature or extent of potential 
problems with warheads or delivery systems. 
These factors argue for a flexible nuclear 
weapons infrastructure capable of responding 
to future geopolitical or technical chal-
lenges. 

To minimize stockpile size and reduce the 
likelihood that a return to underground nu-
clear testing will be needed in the future, 
DoD will require a warhead with modern 
safety, security, and use control features. In 
addition, DoD will continue to rely on life 
extension of legacy warheads and therefore 
requires an infrastructure capable of devel-
oping and producing these warheads. Of crit-
ical importance, and independent of future 
stockpile planning, our nuclear infrastruc-
ture must ensure that our future stockpile 
is: 

Safe and Secure: To the degree feasible, re-
furbished or replacement warheads will in-
corporate enhanced safety features such as: 
insensitive high explosives, multipoint safe-
ty, meet all other safety-related Military 
Characteristics, and be protected against 
theft and sabotage including the possibility 
of unauthorized or accidental detonation. 

Reliable: U.S. nuclear forces must be able 
to hold at risk those critical capabilities of 
our potential enemies that are defined by 
presidential guidance. Increased performance 
margins should be pursued in weapon refur-
bishment or replacement programs, ensuring 
with high confidence that our nuclear weap-
ons are reliable and credible while reducing 
the likelihood of a return to underground nu-
clear testing. 

Adaptable: The NNSA should employ, to 
the maximum extent possible in refurbished 
or replacement weapons, modular designs 
that are interoperable between multiple de-
livery platforms. 

In light of these standards and the need to 
achieve and modernize a responsive nuclear 
infrastructure, the DoD recommends the 
NNSA RODs regarding the future of the nu-
clear weapons complex take into account the 
following: 

Independent of the size of the future nu-
clear weapons stockpile, provide a plutonium 
research, development, and manufacturing 
capability that will ensure (1) continued ex-

cellence in plutonium research, (2) an ability 
to conduct surveillance of plutonium pits, 
and (3) a capacity to deliver newly manufac-
tured pits with actual production rates de-
termined by NNSA that, when coupled with 
full exercise of analytical chemistry and 
other quality control processes, will dem-
onstrate key capabilities and meet stockpile 
requirements. As stated in the March 2008 
‘‘National Security and Nuclear Weapons in 
the 21st Century’’ paper signed by Secre-
taries Gates and Bodman, planned pit pro-
duction facilities should be capable of pro-
viding an estimated maximum capacity of 
50–80 pits per year. Near-term planning for 
pit manufacturing capacity should be exe-
cuted in a way that does not foreclose appro-
priate adjustments in capacity if necessary 
in the future. 

Provide an infrastructure to produce, with 
sufficient capacity, uranium and other com-
ponents of nuclear warhead canned sub-
assemblies, and to support surveillance and 
dismantlement activities. 

Maintain the ability to produce tritium in 
quantities sufficient to support the stock-
pile. 

Maintain the ability to conduct surveil-
lance of all components of nuclear warheads 
so that potential reliability issues can be 
quickly identified, allowing responsive cor-
rection. 

Provide sufficient capacity for warhead as-
sembly and disassembly that takes into ac-
count upcoming warhead life extension pro-
grams, the potential introduction of replace-
ment warheads with enhanced surety fea-
tures, and the capability to address future 
and emerging requirements, while at the 
same time addressing the growing number of 
warheads slated for dismantlement resulting 
from recent stockpile reductions directed by 
the President. 

Complete and sustain the research and de-
velopment, scientific, computational and ex-
perimental facilities and capabilities, includ-
ing warhead design, engineering and produc-
tion skills needed to support the future 
stockpile. 

Ensure a 24–36 month preparedness to con-
duct, as may be required, an underground 
nuclear test to help resolve a safety or tech-
nical problem in the stockpile. 

As you implement the RODs regarding the 
future complex, I trust that you will fully 
consider these requirements and request that 
you update the Nuclear Weapons Council on 
progress at an upcoming meeting. 

——— ——— 
(For John J. Young, Jr., Chairman). 

EXHIBIT 6 

BUREAU OF 
VERIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE, 

Washington, DC, August 30, 2005. 
ADHERENCE TO AND COMPLIANCE WITH ARMS 

CONTROL, NONPROLIFERATION, AND DISAR-
MAMENT AGREEMENTS AND COMMITMENTS 
B. THE STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TREATY 

(START) 
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Ukraine 

are in compliance with the START strategic 
offensive arms (SOA) central limits. Both 
the United States and Russia met the 
START seven-year reduction final ceilings of 
1,600 delivery vehicles and 6,000 attributed 
warheads by the December 4, 2001, deadline. 
By December 2001, these four Former Soviet 
Union (FSU) successor states had reduced 
their aggregate forces to 1,136 deployed 
launchers, 5,518 deployed warheads, and 4,894 
deployed ballistic missile warheads, as de-
fined by Article II of the Treaty, and all 
strategic weapons had been removed or 
eliminated from the territories of Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Kazakhstan. Additionally, 
START required the four FSU successor 
states to eliminate at least 154 heavy ICBM 
(SS–18)silo launchers by December 2001. In 
the original MOU, dated September 1, 1990, 

the Soviet Union declared 308 SS–18 heavy 
ICBM silo launchers. As of November 30, 2001, 
a total of 158 SS–18 silo launchers had been 
eliminated—104 in Kazakhstan and 54 in Rus-
sia—leaving a total of 150 deployed heavy 
ICBMs. 

Notwithstanding the overall success of 
START implementation, a significant num-
ber of longstanding compliance issues that 
have been raised in the START Treaty’s 
Joint Compliance and Inspection Commis-
sion (JCIC) remain unresolved. The Parties 
continue to work through diplomatic chan-
nels and in the JCIC to ensure smooth imple-
mentation of the Treaty and effective resolu-
tion of compliance issues and questions. 

The United States raised six new compli-
ance issues during the period of this report. 
The United States considers four of these to 
have been closed. However, several pre-
vious—often long-standing—compliance 
issues remain unresolved. A number of these 
issues, some of which originated as early as 
the first year of Treaty implementation, 
highlight the different interpretations of the 
Parties about how to implement the complex 
inspection and verification provisions of the 
START Treaty. 

ICBM ISSUES 

Inability to Confirm during Reentry Vehi-
cle Inspections (RVOSIs) that the Number of 
Attributed ICBM Warheads Has Not Been Ex-
ceeded. During RVOSIs of deployed Russian 
ICBMs, U.S. inspectors have been hampered, 
in some cases, from ascertaining whether the 
missile had a front section, or that the front 
section contained no more reentry vehicles 
(RVs) than the number of warheads attrib-
uted to a missile of the declared type under 
the Treaty. 

The purpose of an RVOSI, as set forth in 
paragraph 6 of Article XI of the Treaty, is to 
confirm that a ballistic missile contains no 
more RVs than the number of warheads at-
tributed to a missile of that type. 

The RVOSI procedures are referenced in 
paragraph 16 of Section IX of the Inspection 
Protocol and contained in Annex 3 to the In-
spection Protocol. Paragraph 11 of Annex 3 
allows the inspected Party to cover RVs. In-
spectors have a right to view these covers 
and to measure hard covers prior to their 
placement on the RVs. The covers are then 
installed on the RVs before the inspectors 
view the front section. Under the Treaty, 
such covers must not hamper inspectors in 
ascertaining that the front section contains 
no more RVs than the number of warheads 
attributed to a missile of that type. Russian 
RV covers, in some instances, are too large; 
consequently, they fail to meet this require-
ment. 

During certain RVOSIs, Russia did not 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the U.S. 
inspection team that additional covered ob-
jects located on the front section, and de-
clared by Russia not to be RVs, were not 
RVs. Although START does not differentiate 
between nuclear and non-nuclear RVs, Rus-
sia’s willingness to use radiation detection 
equipment (RDE) during such RVOSIs to es-
tablish that the extra objects were not nu-
clear has been useful for resolving some, but 
not all, U.S. concerns. 

FINDING. Russian RV covers, and their 
method of emplacement, have in some cases 
hampered U.S. inspectors from ascertaining 
that the front section of the missiles con-
tains no more RVs than the number of war-
heads attributed to a missile of that type 
under the Treaty. Russian cooperation in the 
use of RDE and other measures has been 
helpful in addressing some, but not all, of 
the difficulties encountered by U.S. inspec-
tors. 
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Russian Road-Mobile Launchers’ ‘‘Break- 

in.’’ Russia has failed to declare certain 
road-mobile launchers of ICBMs when they 
first leave their production facility, as re-
quired by the Treaty. Russia has moved 
some of these launchers to an undeclared 
‘‘break-in’’ area located over 60 miles from 
the production facility without declaring 
that they have left the production facility 
and are accountable under the Treaty. 

Pursuant to paragraph 6(b) of Article III of 
the Treaty, a mobile launcher of ICBMs be-
comes subject to the Treaty limitations 
when it first leaves a production facility. 
Not later than five days following the first 
exit of such a newly produced non-deployed 
road-mobile launcher, and its entry into 
Treaty accountability, Section I of the Noti-
fication Protocol requires the Party pro-
ducing the new Treaty-accountable item to 
provide a notification of this change in data. 
Except for transits, Parties are proscribed 
from locating non-deployed mobile launchers 
outside the boundaries of the START-de-
clared facilities identified in subparagraph 
9(b) of Article IV of the Treaty. 

FINDING. Russia continues to violate 
START provisions relevant to these obliga-
tions. 

Deployed SS–25 Road-Mobile Launchers 
Based Outside Their Designated Restricted 
Areas. Russia based some deployed SS–25 
road-mobile launchers outside their declared 
restricted areas (RAs) at two road-mobile 
ICBM bases while these RAs were under con-
struction. The United States and Russia con-
cluded a temporary, interim policy arrange-
ment regarding the conduct of inspections 
and cooperative measures at the facilities 
where the launchers were housed during the 
period of construction. This arrangement 
permitted U.S. inspectors to conduct data 
update inspections and RVOSIs that they 
had not previously been able to perform, and 
allowed Russia to cooperate fully with pro-
viding cooperative measures access for the 
launchers that were previously unavailable. 
All of these road-mobile ICBMs and their 
launchers have since been transferred from 
their bases, and their declared RAs have 
been eliminated as START facilities. 

FINDING. Notwithstanding the interim 
policy arrangement, Russia’s practice of lo-
cating deployed SS–25 road-mobile launchers 
outside their declared RAs for long periods of 
time constituted basing in a manner that 
violated the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 9 
of Article VI of the Treaty. This practice has 
ceased and the United States considers this 
issue closed. 

Denial of the Right to Measure Certain De-
ployed ICBM Launch Canisters on Mobile 
Launchers. U.S. inspectors have been pre-
vented from exercising the Treaty right to 
measure certain ICBM launch canisters on 
mobile launchers, both deployed and non-de-
ployed, that are encountered during data up-
date inspections to confirm data regarding 
the type of item of inspection. Russia, for in-
stance, has prevented U.S. inspectors from 
measuring launch canisters for SS–24 ICBMs 
contained in rail-mobile launchers that are 
located within the boundaries of an inspec-
tion site. Similar concerns have arisen with 
regard to launch canisters for SS–25 and SS– 
27 mobile ICBMs located on road-mobile 
launchers. With regard to launch canisters 
for these latter types, Russia and the United 
States have agreed upon a policy arrange-
ment to address this issue, though it has not 
yet been implemented for the SS–27 ICBM. 

Subparagraph 20(a) of Section VI of the In-
spection Protocol identifies ICBM launch 
canisters as one of the items of inspection 
for data update inspections. In accordance 
with the procedures in Annex 1 to the Inspec-
tion Protocol, inspectors have the right to 
confirm the number and, if applicable, the 

types of items of inspection that are speci-
fied for the facility to be inspected and de-
clared for the inspection site, and the right 
to confirm the absence of any other item of 
inspection at the inspection site. Pursuant 
to paragraph 6 of Annex 1, inspectors may 
view and measure the dimensions of a launch 
canister declared to contain an item of in-
spection to confirm it is of the declared type. 

FINDING. Russia prevented U.S. inspec-
tors from exercising their Treaty right to 
measure launch canisters for SS–24 ICBMs 
contained in rail-mobile launchers that are 
located within the boundaries of an inspec-
tion site, in contravention of paragraphs 1 
and 6 of Annex 1 to the Inspection Protocol. 
With regard to launch canisters for SS–25 
and SS–27 ICBMs located on road-mobile 
launchers, the Parties have agreed upon a 
policy arrangement to address this issue, but 
it has not yet been implemented for the SS– 
27 ICBM. 

TELEMETRY ISSUES 
As part of the START verification regime, 

the Parties are obligated to notify each 
other of missile flight tests and to exchange 
telemetry tapes, tape summaries, interpre-
tive data, and acceleration profiles for each 
flight test of a START-accountable ICBM or 
SLBM. The United States has raised several 
concerns regarding Russia’s failure to pro-
vide all Treaty-required telemetry materials 
for some START-accountable flight tests in 
violation of paragraphs 4 and 5 of Article X 
of the Treaty, and paragraph 1 of Section I 
and paragraphs 1 and 2 of Section II of the 
Telemetry Protocol. 

FINDING. Russia has in some instances 
failed to comply with Treaty requirements 
regarding the provision of telemetry infor-
mation on missile flight testing pursuant to 
Article X of the START Treaty and Sections 
I and II of the Telemetry Protocol. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Arizona for his 
courtesy. I enjoyed hearing his re-
marks. No Senator on either side of the 
aisle has been a more consistent 
spokesman on military preparedness 
than Senator KYL has been over the 
years. His concern about our nuclear 
stockpile is well known and very im-
portant. I hope all Americans will pay 
close attention to what he had to say. 

I ask unanimous consent to speak for 
up to 20 minutes in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

CHECKS AND BALANCES 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, our 
job in the Senate is to debate. We are 
said to be the greatest deliberative 
body in the world. The great conflicts 
in our country come here so that we 
can resolve them. After 6 months of 
President Obama’s administration, 
Americans admire him, like him, like 
his family, and appreciate his serious-
ness of purpose. But Americans are be-
ginning to see some significant dif-
ferences of opinion between the kind of 
country the Democrats are imagining 
for our Nation and the kind of country 
Republicans and many independents 
are imagining. There is concern in Ten-
nessee, as well as around the country, 
about the lack of checks and balances 

on too much debt and too many Wash-
ington takeovers. 

In terms of debt, we see the Presi-
dent’s proposals for debt for the next 10 
years are nearly three times as much 
as all of the money the United States 
spent in World War II. As far as Wash-
ington takeovers, it seems to be a 
weekly running reality show. First the 
banks; then the insurance companies; 
then the student loans; then the car 
companies even, according to recent 
legislation; your farm pond, according 
to some Federal legislation; and now 
maybe even health care. 

But people have a right to say to us 
on this side of the aisle: What would 
you Republicans do? You can’t just 
point with alarm—although that is 
part of our job. What would Repub-
licans do? 

I wanted to mention three areas 
where Republicans have a different 
opinion than the current administra-
tion and where we hope we might per-
suade the American people and many 
Democrats and even the President to 
join us on a different path for the coun-
try. The first has to do with the Gov-
ernment’s ownership of General Mo-
tors. We want to give the stock back to 
the people who paid for it, the tax-
payers. The second has to do with 
health care. We want to begin at the 
other end of the discussion. We want to 
start with the 250 million Americans 
who already have health care and make 
sure they can afford it. After we are 
through making sure of that, that they 
can afford their government, because 
they can’t afford these trillion-dollar 
additions to health care we keep hear-
ing about. 

Third, on clean energy, we want 
clean energy as well as the President 
does. But we also want energy that 
Americans can afford. We know cheap 
energy is key to our economic success. 
We want jobs to be made. We want cars 
to be made in Michigan and Ohio and 
Tennessee and not Mexico or Japan. We 
have a plan for clean energy that is low 
cost, that will reduce utility bills and 
keep jobs here which would compare 
with the Waxman-Markey climate 
change bill passed by the House and 
headed our way. 

I would like to talk about each of 
those three very briefly. First, General 
Motors. I congratulate the new GM for 
emerging from bankruptcy today. Gen-
eral Motors has meant a great deal to 
our country and a great deal to our 
State, Tennessee. When General Mo-
tors decided nearly 25 years ago to put 
the Saturn plant in Tennessee, we had 
very few auto jobs. Nissan had already 
made a decision to come to our State. 
That was a pioneering decision because 
most auto plants were in the Midwest. 
Today there are a dozen such auto 
plants, including the General Motors 
plant in Spring Hill. In Tennessee, in-
stead of having a few auto jobs, a third 
of our manufacturing jobs are auto 
jobs. 

So we are grateful to General Motors 
for its decision 24 years ago, and we 
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