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Some opponents of New START also
contend that the treaty should not be
ratified because tactical nuclear weap-
ons are not covered. But rejection of
this treaty would make future limita-
tions on Russian tactical nuclear arms
far less likely.

Some critics have overvalued the
utility of Russia’s tactical nuclear
weapons and undervalued our deterrent
to them. Only a fraction of these weap-
ons could be delivered significantly be-
yond Russia’s borders. Pursuant to the
INF Treaty, the United States and So-
viet Union long ago destroyed inter-
mediate range and shorter range nu-
clear-armed Dballistic missiles and
ground-launched cruise missiles, which
have a range between 500 and 5,500 kilo-
meters. In fact, most of Russia’s tac-
tical nuclear weapons have very short
ranges, are used for homeland air de-
fense, are devoted to the Chinese bor-
der, or are in storage. A Russian nu-
clear attack on NATO countries is ef-
fectively deterred by NATO conven-
tional superiority, our own tactical nu-
clear forces, French and British nu-
clear arsenals, and TU.S. strategic
forces. In short, Russian tactical nu-
clear weapons do not threaten our stra-
tegic deterrent. Our NATO allies that
flank Russia in Eastern and Northern
Europe understand this and have
strongly endorsed the New START
treaty.

It is important to recognize that the
size differential between Russian and
American tactical nuclear arsenals did
not come to pass because of American
inattention to this point. During the
first Bush administration, our national
command authority, with full partici-
pation by the military, deliberately
made a decision to reduce the number
of tactical nuclear weapons we de-
ployed. They did this irrespective of
Russian actions, because the threat of
massive ground invasion in Europe had
largely evaporated due to the breakup
of the former Soviet Union. In addi-
tion, our conventional capabilities had
improved to the extent that battlefield
nuclear weapons were no longer needed
to defend Western Europe. In this at-
mosphere, maintaining large arsenals
of nuclear artillery shells, landmines,
and short range missile warheads was a
bad bargain for us in terms of cost,
safety, alliance cohesion, and prolifera-
tion risks.

In my judgment Russia should make
a similar decision. The risks to Russia
of maintaining their tactical nuclear
arsenal in its current form are greater
than the potential security benefits
that those weapons might provide.
They have not done this, in part be-
cause of their threat perceptions about
their borders, particularly their border
with China.

An agreement with Russia that re-
duced, accounted for, and improved se-
curity around tactical nuclear arsenals
is in the interest of both nations. Re-
jection of New START makes it un-
likely that a subsequent agreement
concerning tactical nuclear weapons
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will ever be reached. The Resolution of
Ratification encourages the President
to engage the Russian Federation on
establishing measures to improve mu-
tual confidence regarding the account-
ing and security of Russian nonstra-
tegic nuclear weapons.

Finally, I would like to turn to the
nuclear modernization issue.

The New START treaty will not di-
rectly affect the modernization or the
missions of our nuclear weapons lab-
oratories. The treaty explicitly states
that ‘“‘modernization and replacement
of strategic offensive arms may be car-
ried out.” Yet Senate consideration of
New START has intensified a debate on
modernization and the stockpile stew-
ardship programs.

Near the end of the Bush administra-
tion, a consensus developed that our
nuclear weapons complex was at risk
due to years of underfunding. In 2010,
the Senate approved an amendment to
the Defense authorization bill requir-
ing a report to Congress, known as the
1251 report, for a plan to modernize our
nuclear weapons stockpile. The 1251 re-
port submitted by the administration
committed to an investment of ap-
proximately $80 billion over a 10-year
period to sustain and modernize the
United States nuclear weapons com-
plex, which according to Secretary
Gates, was a ‘‘credible” program for
stockpile modernization. Pursuant to
this report, the administration sub-
mitted a fiscal year 2011 request for $7
billion, a nearly 10 percent increase
over fiscal year 2010 levels. The 1251
plan was recently augmented by an ad-
ditional $5 billion in funding. The di-
rectors of our National Laboratories
wrote on December 1 that they were
‘“‘very pleased” with the updated plan,
which provides ‘‘adequate support to
sustain the safety, security, reliability,
and effectiveness of America’s nuclear
deterrent” under New START’s central
limits.

The resolution of ratification passed
by the Foreign Relations Committee
declares a commitment to ensure the
safety, reliability, and performance of
our nuclear forces through a robust
stockpile stewardship program. The
resolution includes a requirement for
the President to submit to Congress a
plan for overcoming any future re-
source shortfall associated with his 10-
year 1251 modernization plan. The reso-
lution also declares a commitment to
modernizing and replacing nuclear
weapons delivery vehicles.

In closing, it is imperative that we
vote to provide our advice and consent
to the New START treaty.

Most of the basic strategic concerns
that motivated Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations to pursue nu-
clear arms control with Moscow during
the last several decades still exist
today. We are seeking mutual reduc-
tions in nuclear warheads and delivery
vehicles that contribute to stability
and reduce the costs of maintaining
the weapons. We are pursuing trans-
parency of our nuclear arsenals, backed
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up by strong verification measures and
formal consultation methods. We are
attempting to maximize the safety of
our nuclear arsenals and encourage
global cooperation toward non-
proliferation goals. And we are hoping
to solidify U.S.-Russian cooperation on
nuclear security matters, while sus-
taining our knowledge of Russian nu-
clear capabilities and intentions.

Rejecting New START would perma-
nently inhibit our understanding of
Russian nuclear forces, weaken our
nonproliferation diplomacy worldwide,
and potentially reignite expensive
arms competition that would further
strain our national budget.

Bipartisan support for arms control
treaties has been reflected in over-
whelming votes in favor of the INF
Treaty, START I, START II, and the
Moscow Treaty. I believe the merits of
New START should command similar
bipartisan support.

I thank the Chair and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed in morning business for such
time as I may consume.

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

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from California,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, be recognized at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask to
rescind that request.

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

Mr. KERRY. And that at such time
that the other side has had an oppor-
tunity to speak, Senator FEINSTEIN be
recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

———
NEW START TREATY

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this
afternoon, the Senate takes up an issue
that is critical to our Nation’s secu-
rity, and we have an opportunity, in
doing so, to reduce the danger from nu-
clear weapons in very real and very
measurable terms. We have an oppor-
tunity to fulfill our constitutional obli-
gation that requires the Senate to pro-
vide a two-thirds vote of the Members
present who must vote in favor of a
treaty.

The Constitution, by doing that, in-
sists on bipartisanship. It insists on a
breadth of support that is critical to
our foreign policy and to the security
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definitions of our country. That obvi-
ously requires that we put politics
aside and act in the best interests of
our country.

I am confident that in the next days
the Senate will embrace this debate in
the substantive way it deserves to be
embraced, and we look forward to wel-
coming constructive amendments from
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. We will, obviously, give them
time to be able to make those sugges-
tions, and we certainly look forward to
having an important discussion about
the security of our Nation.

We have been working together for a
lot of months now to get us to this
point in time, and I think it is indis-
putable that we have worked in good
faith on our side of the aisle to try to
provide enormous latitude to col-
leagues who have had questions about
this treaty, some of whom have op-
posed this or other treaties from the
beginning but who wanted to engage in
the process.

I think the administration, to their
credit—Secretary Gottemoeller and
others who have negotiated the trea-
ty—has been available throughout the
process. There have been an enormous
number of briefings and discussions,
dialogs, phone calls. There has been a
very open effort, as open, incidentally,
as any I can remember in 25 years in
the Senate—and I have been through
this treaty process with President
Reagan, President Bush, President
Clinton, and others—and I think this
has been as open and as accessible and
as in-depth and, frankly, as accommo-
dating as any of those, if not signifi-
cantly more.

I wish to begin by thanking my col-
league in this effort, my friend and a
longtime knowledgeable advocate on
behalf of nuclear common sense, Sen-
ator LUGAR. We all know he is one of
the world’s foremost experts on the
subject of threat reduction and pro-
liferation reduction. There are very few
Senators who can look out and see a
program that has been as constructive
in reducing the threat to our Nation
that bears their name—the Nunn-
Lugar Threat Reduction Program—and
it has been an honor for me to work
with Senator LUGAR and to have his
wise counsel in this process and, equal-
ly important, to have his courage in
being willing to stand for what he be-
lieves in so deeply and what he knows
will advance the cause of our Nation.

I might comment to my colleagues
that what we are doing in these next
hours and days, providing advice and
consent, is a responsibility that is ob-
viously given only to the Senate. The
Founding Fathers intended that the
Senate be able to rise above the petti-
ness of partisan politics. As our friend
CHRIS DoODD said in his valedictory
speech:

The Senate was designed to be different,
not simply for the sake of variety but be-
cause the Framers believed the Senate could
and should be the venue in which statesmen
would lift America up to meet its unique
challenges.
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‘“‘Statesmen,” that is the word we
need to focus on in these next days.
Too often in recent months—the Amer-
ican people signaled that in the last
election—the Senate has been unable
to lift America to meet its challenges.
Too often we became one of those chal-
lenges, and rather than cooperating or
compromising, we saw blockade after
blockade and an inability to be able to
address a number of issues.

As Senator DODD said: What deter-
mines whether this institution works
is whether the 100 of us can work to-
gether.

So with the New START treaty, we
have the opportunity to do that and to
demonstrate our leadership to the
world. I would say to my colleagues
that just 2 days ago the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee had the privilege of
welcoming the entire United Nations
Security Council, which came to Wash-
ington with our Ambassador, Dr. Susan
Rice. Much on their minds was this
question of: Could the Senate rise?
Would the Senate accomplish this im-
portant goal, which has meaning not
just to us but to them because they
have joined with us in resolution 1929
in order to put pressure on Iran, not to
mention the long-term efforts we have
made with respect to North Korea.

So what we do is going to be an ex-
pression of our opportunity, of our
ability to be able to provide leadership
to the American people.

Let me clarify one thing at the out-
set of this discussion. We have enough
time to do this treaty. To anybody who
wants to come out here and claim: Oh,
no, we do not have time; we cannot do
it; it is right before Christmas, and so
forth, let me just remind people the
original START agreement, which was
passed back in 1992, was a far more dra-
matic treaty than the New START.

The original START treaty was for-
mulated in the aftermath of the demise
of the Soviet Union. There was huge
uncertainty in Russia at that point in
time. The Soviet Union had just col-
lapsed. Yet despite all the uncertainty,
despite the complexity of going from
some 10,000 nuclear warheads down to
6,000, the full Senate needed only 5
days of floor time in order to approve
the treaty by a vote of 93 to 6.

The START II treaty, which followed
it about 4 years later, took only 2 days
on the floor of the Senate. It was ap-
proved 87 to 4.

The Moscow Treaty, which actually
resulted in the next further big reduc-
tion—because START II was ratified by
the Senate but not approved by Russia
because of what had happened with the
ABM Treaty, the unilateral pullout of
the United States; so in their pique at
that, it was not ratified—but we man-
aged to go to the Moscow Treaty, and
it resulted in further reductions to
some 1,700 to 2,200 weapons, a very dra-
matic reduction. That treaty, which
did not have any verification measures
in it at all-—no verification—that trea-
ty took only 2 days on the floor of the
Senate, and it was approved 95 to 0.
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So we have time to do this treaty. If
we approach it seriously, if we do not
have delay amendments and delay
amendments, I believe we have an op-
portunity to embrace the fact that this
New START treaty is a commonsense
agreement in the next step to reduce
down to 1,550 warheads and to enhance
stability between two countries that
together between them possess some 90
percent of the world’s nuclear weapons.

It will limit Russia over the next 10
years to those 1,650 deployed warheads,
700 deployed delivery vehicles, and 800
launchers. It will give us flexibility in
deploying our own arsenal. We have
huge flexibility in deciding what we
put on land, what we put in the air, and
what we put at sea. At the same time,
it will allow us to eliminate surplus
weapons that have no place in today’s
strategic environment. New START’s
verification provisions are going to
deepen our understanding of Russia’s
nuclear forces.

For the past 40 years, the United
States, often at the instigation of Re-
publican Presidents, has used arms
control with Russia to increase the
transparency and the predictability of
both our nuclear arsenals, and this has
built trust between our two countries.
It has reduced the chances of an acci-
dent. It stabilized our relationship dur-
ing times of crisis. It has provided for
greater communication and greater un-
derstanding and, as everybody knows,
in making military decisions and stra-
tegic decisions, one’s understanding of
the legitimacy of a particular threat
and the immediacy of that threat and
knowing what the intentions and ac-
tions of a potential adversary might be
is critical to being able to make wise
judgments about what reaction might
best be entertained.

Frankly, that trust is exactly why
President George H.W. Bush signed the
START I and the START II treaties.
That is why these treaties passed the
Senate with overwhelming bipartisan
support.

New START simply stands on the
shoulders of those two START agree-
ments. It is not new. There are a few
new components of it, a few twists in
terms of the verification, other things,
but they are not fundamentally new.
They also stand on the trust and the
fact of the legitimate enforcement of
that treaty over all the years that
START has been in effect.

So we are not Dbeginning from
scratch. We have a 1992 until today
record of cooperation and of knowledge
and increased security that has come
to us because of the prior agreements.
That is, frankly, why I was so pleased
President Bush—George Herbert Walk-
er Bush—last week, issued a statement
urging the Senate to ratify this treaty.

In addition to stabilizing the United
States-Russia nuclear relationship,
New START has a profound impact on
our ability to be able to work to try to
stop the spread of nuclear weapons in
states such as Iran. I might point out
that in the 7 months since President
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Obama signed this agreement, Russia
has already exhibited a greater cooper-
ative attitude in working with the
United States on a number of things,
not the least of which is in supporting
harsher sanctions against Iran, and
they have suspended the sale of the S-
300 air defense system to Tehran. That
is critical.

We were struggling a couple years
ago to try to strengthen the sanctions
against Iran. There is not a Member of
this body who did not articulate, at
one point or another, the need to move
to the Iran Sanctions Act. We finally
did that, but we did not have a partner-
ship. Neither China nor Russia, who are
permanent members of the Security
Council, were joining in that effort, so
we could not get the United Nations
even to move.

Now we have, and there is nobody
who has watched the evolution of this
restart with Russia who does not un-
derstand that cooperation has been en-
hanced by our signing of this treaty.
To not ratify it now would be a very se-
rious blow to that cooperative effort
and, in fact, according to many ex-
perts, could ignite an opposite reaction
that would move us back into the
kinds of arms race we have struggled
so long to get out from under. So the
fact is, we need to understand that re-
lationship.

I might add, I think Steve Forbes, in
Forbes magazine, wrote an article just
the other day urging the Senate to rat-
ify START because he said it does not
just have an implication in terms of
the security component of it, the nu-
clear side, it has a very strong eco-
nomic component. He is arguing for
greater economic engagement between
Russia and the United States and Rus-
sia and the West. He said the restart
relationship is critical to that in-
creased commerce, to that increased
economic strengthening between our
countries. I hope my colleagues will
look carefully at a strong conservative
voice such as his that urges the ratifi-
cation of this treaty.

In addition to the Russian compo-
nent of the relationship, New START
will help us keep nuclear weapons out
of the hands of terrorists. One of the
greatest fears of our security commu-
nity is that terrorists may not nec-
essarily get what we strictly call a nu-
clear bomb, but they may be able to
get nuclear material through back
channels and through the black market
because it has not been adequately
guarded and because we have not re-
duced the numbers of missiles and the
amount of material and so they could
get a hold of some of that material and
make what is called a dirty bomb; that
is, a bomb that does not go off in nu-
clear reaction but which, because of
the nuclear material that explodes
with it, has a very broad toxic impact
on a very large community. That is a
legitimate concern and one of the rea-
sons why we drive so hard to reduce the
nuclear actors in the world.

The original START agreement was,
frankly, the foundation of the Nunn-
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Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction
Program. That is, simply put, the most
successful nonproliferation effort of
the last 20 years. As James Baker,
former Secretary of the Treasury and
Secretary of State, said:

I really don’t think Nunn-Lugar would
have been nearly as successful as it was if
the Russians had lacked the legally binding
assurance of parallel U.S. reductions through
the START treaty.

So the New START is going to
strengthen our ability to continue to
secure loose nuclear materials, and
without New START, absolutely, to a
certainty, that ability to contain those
materials will be weakened.

In short, New START is going to help
us address the lingering dangers of the
old nuclear age while giving us impor-
tant tools to be able to combat the
threats of the new nuclear age, and the
sooner we approve it the safer we will
become.

That is why there is such an out-
pouring of support for this treaty.
Every single living former Secretary of
State, Republican and Democrat, sup-
ports this treaty. So do five former
Secretaries of Defense and the Chair
and the Vice Chair of the 9/11 Commis-
sion. So do seven former commanders
of our nuclear forces and the entirety
of our uniformed military, including
Admiral Mullen and the service chiefs,
and our current nuclear commander.
All support this treaty as well. It is dif-
ficult to imagine an agreement with
that kind of backing from so many in-
dividuals who contributed so much to
our Nation’s security, almost all of
whom know a lot more about each of
these arguments than any Senator—
myself, everybody here. They have
been in the middle of this, and over the
last weeks every single one of them has
spoken out in favor of this treaty.

Some have suggested we shouldn’t
rush to do this, but I have to tell my
colleagues, only in the Senate would a
year and a half be a rush. We started
working on this treaty a year and a
half ago. Senators have had unbeliev-
able opportunity to be able to do this.
I think the question is not why would
we try to do it now, it is why would we
not try to do it now. For what reason
within the four corners of the actual
treaty—not talking about moderniza-
tion; that is not in the four corners of
the treaty—notwithstanding that, the
administration has allowed delay after
delay after delay in order to help work
with Senator KYL and provide adequate
increases in modernization, so much so
that the modernization is way above
what it was under President Bush or
any prior administration. But that is
not in the four corners of the treaty.
That is something you do because you
want to maintain America’s nuclear
force, and we all want to do that,
which is why we have worked hard to
be able to provide that funding.

I believe the importance here is to
recognize it has been more than a year
since the original START treaty and
its verification provisions expired. It
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has been more than 1 year since we had
inspectors on the ground in Russia
without access to their nuclear facili-
ties. Every day for the past year our
knowledge of their arsenal or whatever
they are doing begins to diminish, one
step, one small amount at a time, cu-
mulatively over time, which is why our
entire national intelligence commu-
nity has come out and said this treaty,
in fact, will advance America’s secu-
rity and assist us to be able to know
what Russia is doing.

Let me point out 2 weeks ago James
Clapper, the Director of National Intel-
ligence, urged us to ratify the New
START and he said: ‘I think the ear-
lier, the sooner, the better.” That is
our National Intelligence Director.

Others have tried to suggest again
that this is a squeeze in the last days
here, but let me say respectfully I have
already given the timeframe. START
took 5 days; START II, 2 days; Moscow,
2 days. So if we work diligently, there
is nothing to stop us from finishing
this in the time we have. We just have
to stay here and make it clear we are
going to stay here, and the President
wants us to, and HARRY REID has said
we will, until we get this done. The
fact is that starting in June of 2009,
over a year ago—a year and a half
ago—the Foreign Relations Committee
was briefed at least five times during
the talks with the Russians. We met
downstairs in the secure facilities with
the negotiators while they were negoti-
ating. We met with them before they
negotiated. We gave them parameters
we thought they needed to embrace in
order to facilitate passage through the
Senate. We met with them while they
were negotiating at least five times—
Senators from the Armed Services
Committee, Senators from the Intel-
ligence Committee, Senators from the
Senate’s National Security Working
Group, which I cochair along with Sen-
ator KyL. Whenever Senator KYL want-
ed to meet with that group, we called a
meeting with that group. We met and
called in Rose Guttemoeller and others
and we sat and talked. The Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence did its work. In
the end, if you count them, more than
60 Senators were able to follow the ne-
gotiations in detail over a 1-year pe-
riod. Senators also had additional op-
portunities to meet with the negoti-
ating team and a delegation of Sen-
ators even traveled to Geneva, which
the administration helped to make
happen in order to meet with the nego-
tiators while the negotiations were
going on.

So even though the New START was
formally submitted to the Senate in
May, the fact is Congress knew a lot
about this treaty before it was even
signed. The President made certain we
were continually being briefed and that
the input of the Senate was taken into
account in the context of those nego-
tiations. No other Senate—not next
year’s Senate—could come back here
and replicate what this Senate has
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gone through in preparing for this trea-
ty. We can’t replicate those negotia-
tions. They are over. They can’t go
back and give advice to the negotiators
at the beginning. That is done. We did
that. It is our responsibility to stand
up and complete the task on this be-
cause we have put a year and a half’s
work into it. We have done the prepa-
ration. We have the knowledge. It is
our responsibility.

The fact is over the last 7 months,
this Senate has even become more im-
mersed in the treaty. We have had
briefings. Documents have been sub-
mitted. Nearly 1,000 formal questions
were submitted to the administration
and they have been answered. We have
volumes of these questions, all of
which were asked by Senators, com-
pletely within their rights, totally ap-
propriate in the ratification process.
We welcome it. I think it has produced
a better record and a stronger product.

The Foreign Relations Committee
conducted 12 open and classified hear-
ings. We heard from more than 20 wit-
nesses. The Armed Services Committee
and the Intelligence Committee held
more than eight hearings and classified
briefings of their own. We heard from
Robert Gates, the Secretary of Defense;
from ADM Mike Mullen, the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; GEN Kevin
Chilton, the Commander of the Stra-
tegic Command; LTG Patrick O’Reilly,
the Director of the Missile Defense
Agency, who incidentally repeated
what every single person involved in
this, from Secretary Gates all the way
through the strategic command, has
said:

This treaty does nothing to negatively im-
pact America’s ability, or to even impact it
in a way that prevents us from doing exactly
what we want with respect to missile de-
fense.

We also heard from the directors of
the Nation’s nuclear laboratories, the
intelligence officials who are charged
with monitoring the threats to the
United States, and we heard, as I men-
tioned previously several times, from
the negotiators of the agreement. We
heard from officials who served in the
Nixon administration, Ford, Carter,
Reagan, Bush, Bush 41, Clinton, Bush
43. We heard from officials in every one
of those administrations, and you
know what. Overwhelmingly, they told
us we should ratify the New START.

As I said, some of the strongest sup-
port for this treaty comes from the
military. On June 16 I chaired a hear-
ing on the U.S. nuclear posture, mod-
ernization of our nuclear weapons com-
plex and our missile defense plans.
General Chilton, Commander of the
U.S. Strategic Command, who is re-
sponsible for overseeing our nuclear de-
terrent, explained why the military
supports the New START. He said:

If we don’t get the treaty, A, the Russians
are not constrained in their development of
force structure; and B, we have no insight
into what they are doing. So it is the worst
of both possible worlds.

That is the head of our Strategic
Command telling us if you don’t ratify
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this treaty, it is the worst of both pos-
sible worlds.

This treaty may have been nego-
tiated by a Democratic President, but
some of the strongest support for this
treaty comes from Republicans. Two
weeks ago, five former Republican Sec-
retaries of State—five—Henry Kis-
singer, George Shultz, James Baker,
Lawrence Eagleburger, and Colin Pow-
ell—wrote an article saying they sup-
port ratification of New START be-
cause it embraces Republican prin-
ciples such as strong verification. Last
week, Condoleezza Rice published an
op-ed which said that the New START
treaty deserves Dbipartisan support
when the Senate decides to vote on it.
As Secretary Rice wrote, approving
this treaty is part of our effort to ‘‘stop
the world’s most dangerous weapons
from going to the world’s most dan-
gerous regimes.”’

So if some think we haven’t somehow
considered this treaty carefully, I en-
courage them to revisit the voluminous
record that has been produced over the
last year and a half, and I look forward
to reviewing it here as we debate New
START in the coming days.

In the end, I am confident we are
going to approve this treaty just as the
Senate approved the original START
treaty in 1992. At that time there were
also Senators who insisted on delay.
There were Senators who suggested
that serious questions remained unan-
swered. That is their privilege. There
were Senators who drafted dozens and
dozens of amendments. But in the end,
within 5 days, the Senate came to-
gether to approve the treaty 93 to 6.

So what is important that we pay at-
tention to as we look at the big picture
here and to the national imperative,
the security imperative behind this
treaty and what our military leaders
and civilian leaders are urging us to
think about, both past and present?
Well, if you pay attention to the facts,
you can come to only one conclusion,
and that is we have to ratify this trea-
ty.

Some of our colleagues have said
they could support the treaty if we ad-
dressed certain issues in a resolution of
ratification. Well, again, I hope they
are listening. We have addressed the
issues they raised in the resolution of
ratification. I think many people may
not even be aware of how much we
have put into the resolution of ratifica-
tion and how much we have done over
the last 7 months to respond to the
concerns raised during the consider-
ation of the treaty.

The draft resolution is 28 pages long.
It contains 13 conditions, 3 under-
standings, 10 declarations, and the con-
ditions will require action by the exec-
utive branch. The understandings are
formally communicated to the Rus-
sians, and the declarations express
clear language of what we in the Sen-
ate expect to happen in the next years.
That is the distinction between each of
those categories.

This resolution currently addresses
every serious topic we have addressed
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over the course of the last 7 months.
For example, on the issue of missile de-
fense, our military has repeatedly and
unequivocally assured us that the New
START does nothing to constrain our
missile defense plans. The Secretary of
Defense says it does nothing to con-
strain our missile defense plans. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
says it does nothing to constrain our
missile defense plans. The commander
of our nuclear forces says it does noth-
ing to constrain our defense plans. In-
deed, the man who probably knows
more about these plans in the greatest
detail—much more than any Senator—
LTG O’Reilly, the head of the Missile
Defense Agency, testified that in many
ways, the treaty reduces constraints on
our missile defense testing. Get that.
The head of missile defense says this
treaty reduces the constraints on our
missile defense testing.

He also testified that the Russians
signed the treaty full knowing that we
are committed to the phased adaptive
approach in Europe. He said:

I have briefed the Russians personally in
Moscow on every aspect of our missile de-
fense development. I believe they understand
what it is and that those plans for develop-
ment are not limited by this treaty.

Now, if the head of our missile de-
fense sees no problem with this treaty,
I don’t understand the concerns being
expressed. But if a Senator is still wor-
ried about the New START missile de-
fense treaty, notwithstanding his com-
ments, then they ought to read condi-
tion 5, understanding 1, and declara-
tions 1 and 2, all of which speak di-
rectly to that issue.

We have also addressed the issue of
what resources are needed in order to
sustain our nuclear deterrence and
modernize our nuclear weapons infra-
structure. This is not an issue that
falls within the four corners of the
treaty, as I mentioned. But as a matter
of good faith, in an effort to sort of ac-
celerate the ability of people to sup-
port this treaty, every step of the way
the administration, in good faith, has
worked to provide Senator KYL and
others with the full knowledge of how
that program is going to go forward
from their point of view.

Obviously, the administration
doesn’t control what a Republican
House is going to do next year. I don’t
know. But Senator INOUYE has given
his assurances. Senator FEINSTEIN has
given her assurances. We have shown a
good-faith effort to guarantee that
there is knowledge of the funding going
forward—the 1251 program, which lays
out the spending going forward and has
been made available ahead of schedule,
in a good-faith effort to try to make
certain every base is covered.

The Obama administration proposed
spending $80 billion over the next 10
years. That is a 15-percent increase
over the baseline budget, even after ac-
counting for inflation. It would have
been much more an amount than was
spent during the Bush administration.
Notwithstanding that commitment,
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still last month some Senators ex-
pressed further concerns. So guess
what. The administration responded
even further and put up an additional
$56 billion over the next 10 years. In re-
sponse, the directors of our three nu-
clear weapons laboratories sent me a
letter saying they were ‘‘very pleased
with the new plan,” and they said:

We believe that the proposed budgets pro-
vide adequate support to sustain the safety,
security, reliability, and effectiveness of
America’s nuclear deterrent within the limit
of the 1,550 deployed strategic warheads dis-
tinguished by the new START Treaty with
adequate confidence and acceptable risk.

Last week, the person responsible for
running our nuclear weapons complex,
who was originally appointed by
George W. Bush, told the Wall Street
Journal:

I can say with certainty that our nuclear
infrastructure has never received the level of
support we have today.

That is a ringing endorsement, Mr.
President, one that is completely per-
suasive—or ought to be—to any reason-
able mind with respect to this issue. If
Senators are still concerned, then I
suggest they go see condition 9 of the
resolution of ratification. It says if any
of this funding doesn’t materialize in
the coming years, the President is re-
quired to report to Congress as to how
he or she will respond to that shortfall.

Every other issue that has been
raised is also addressed in the resolu-
tion as well. If you are worried about
modernizing our strategic delivery ve-
hicles, declaration 13 gets at that con-
cern. Conventional prompt global
strike capabilities—look at conditions
6 and 7, understanding 3, and declara-
tion 3.

Tactical nuclear weapons are like-
wise covered in the resolution.
Verifying Russian compliance is also
covered. Even the concern raised about
rail mobile missiles has been addressed
in the resolution of ratification.

Obviously, there is room for someone
else to come in and say you need to do
this or that; not everything has been
covered. We completely remain open to
any reasonable and legitimate efforts
to improve on or guarantee some safe-
guard that somehow is not included in
a way that it can be without obviously
trying to scuttle the treaty itself.

I have reached out to colleagues. We
have had terrific conversations. I
thank my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle who have sat with us in a
lot of efforts and inquired and helped
us to navigate this process. But make
no mistake, we are not going to amend
the treaty itself. We are willing to ac-
cept resolutions that don’t kill the
treaty, but we are not going to get into
some process after all that has been
said and done by all of the different bi-
partisan voices that have inspected
this treaty and found it one that we
should ratify.

Mr. President, I have been through
all the folks who signed and endorsed
it, et cetera. I simply say I hope in the
next hours we will have a healthy de-
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bate. I hope we can also work out—ev-
erybody knows the holiday is upon us—
I hope we can work out reasonable
time periods on amendments. We are
certainly not going to prolong debate. I
think most Senators have a sense of
where they feel on most of these issues.

We look forward to working with our
colleagues in a very constructive way
to try to expedite the process for our
colleagues. We have other business be-
fore the Senate, as well, and we are
cognizant of that.

This is truly a moment where we can
increase America’s hand in several of
the greatest challenges we face on the
planet. First and foremost, obviously,
if we are truly committed to a non-
nuclear Iran, if the United States can
turn away from reducing weapons with
Russia in a way that sends a message
to them about our bona fides and clean
hands in this effort, it would be a trag-
edy if we didn’t take this opportunity
in order to strengthen the President’s
and the West’s and the U.N.’s hands in
trying to deal with this increasingly
threatening issue.

I hope our colleagues will warmly
rise to that challenge in the Senate.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

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

——————

BOEMRE PAPUA, NEW GUINEA
VISIT

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss an issue that is very important
to Louisianians and folks along the
gulf coast and very important to the
entire country, which is continuing the
de facto moratorium—the
“permatorium’ is what many folks
have called it—in terms of drilling, en-
ergy production in the Gulf of Mexico.

There is one particular headline I
want to point out in this context that
is very frustrating and baffling. If it
weren’t so serious, it would be comical.
Over the last several months, Louisian-
ians have grown increasingly frus-
trated with the Interior Department in
particular—and in particular, what
used to be called MMS but is now the
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcement or
BOEMRE. Louisianians have come to
pronounce that ‘“‘bummer.”” That is be-
cause that agency hasn’t been doing its
work to issue permits to get Americans
back to work to produce American en-
ergy.

Related to that, earlier this week I
publicly announced a hold on Dr. Scott
Doney to be chief scientist at NOAA
until Interior and BOEMRE show that
it is capable of responding to a letter I
had sent it about this ‘‘permatorium,”
the sad state of affairs, and until they
are willing to explain to Congress find-
ings in an IG report I had requested
back in June.

Since June of this year, not a single
new exploration plan or deepwater per-
mit to drill has been approved by these
bureaucracies—not a single one—idling
billions of dollars of assets and forcing
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companies to cut their 2011 investment
in the gulf to one-third of what it was

a year ago.
Time and again we have heard from
BOEMRE and Interior Secretary

Salazar that they don’t have enough
people to issue permits. They need
more staff and they need to dedicate
resources. They need more money and
they need to focus on this permitting
program. I have also been told that In-
terior needs more money—specifically
$100 million additional.

In light of all these claims, all of
these requests—more people and more
money—and in light of the enormous
frustration we feel in Louisiana and in
the gulf, I want to get to this little
newspaper headline I referenced a few
minutes ago. It came out yesterday,
and it reads: “BOEMRE Team Returns
from Papua, New Guinea Visit After
Sharing Technical Expertise with Offi-
cials.”

It reads:

Experts from the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement
(BOEMRE) recently completed a technical
assistance workshop on offshore oil and gas
regulatory programs for the Government of
Papua, New Guinea. The workshop was spon-
sored by the U.S. Department of State’s En-
ergy Governance and Capacity Initiative.

This is the same Interior Department
that can’t get a single exploration
plan, not a single deepwater permit to
drill out the door; the same Interior
Department and BOEMRE that claims
they need more money to hire more
staff to get this job done.

Apparently, they have plenty lati-
tude and staff and money for a 3-day
workshop in Papua, New Guinea, to
discuss offshore permitting, which they
can’t get done in the United States.

I think we need to take a little time
to explain to the Government of Papua,
New Guinea, that the last thing in the
world they want to do, assuming they
are interested in creating jobs at home
through a workable permitting process,
is to talk to these folks. These are the
same folks who can’t get a single deep-
water permit or a single exploration
plan out the door.

As I said, this would be comical ex-
cept it is not because it is dead serious,
and it is losing American jobs and it is
exporting economic activity from our
country overseas.

The Interior Department is crushing
domestic energy production that is de-
stroying good-paying jobs, losing rev-
enue for the Treasury, and making
America more energy insecure. If I can
give one simple recommendation to
BOEMRE this holiday season in regard
to expediting the permitting process,
maybe they should keep their staff
planted in their seats at home. Maybe
they should pass on the next trip to
Papua, New Guinea, and the next work-
shop with our partners around the
globe. Maybe they should focus on get-
ting the first exploration plan and the
first new deepwater permit out the
door. Maybe they should get that job
done and put Americans back to work
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