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will get to the unanimous consent lan-
guage in a moment, but right now I
want to describe what this is about.
Then I wish to yield to my colleague
from Georgia to add a little bit of the
impact of this issue.

The issue is this: In all 50 States in
America, lawyers have to put clients’
funds into trust accounts. Under the
law, they are not allowed to earn inter-
est on these accounts. Over time, an
arrangement has been worked out
whereby the banks pay interest, but it
does not go to the clients; it goes to
fund civil legal services for those who
cannot afford those services.

This arrangement is in great jeop-
ardy if we do not pass this bill today. I
will expand on that jeopardy in a mo-
ment, but at this point I simply am
going to yield to my colleague from
Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Oregon. This is
very important work, and we are in our
late hour. Sometimes we do our best in
the late hour.

The unintended consequence of the
Dodd-Frank legislation with regard to
IOLTA is it not being extended and we
are going to literally have thousands of
escrow accounts held by law firms and
attorneys, real estate transactions, dis-
pute resolution transactions, and bene-
ficial programs that will have to be
spread among many more banks be-
cause the insurance level, which is now
limited, drops to $250,000. It would
force the transfer of escrow account
money out of any number of banks. At
a time when capital is critical in small
community banks, the unintended con-
sequence might have been to take them
below tier one capital requirements
and put them in a stress situation.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Oregon for his work on this legis-
lation. I thank the Senator from Lou-
isiana, Mr. VITTER, for his consent for
us to bring this forward. I give whole-
hearted support to the unanimous con-
sent request.

I yield back to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
appreciate so much the partnership of
my colleague from Georgia. He has laid
out clearly the impact of a failure to
fix this legislation on our community
banks where lawyers, exercising their
fiduciary responsibilities, would have
to move their trust accounts out of
these special accounts where the inter-
est goes to legal services and legal edu-
cation and into no-interest-bearing ac-
counts so that no one gains from that
movement. In the course of it, they
would be moving funds often from com-
munity banks to other institutions,
imperiling these community banks.

I wish to address the other side of
this issue, which is the important work
these funds do in all 50 States. I will
speak specifically to the State of Or-
egon, but there are parallels because
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all 50 States participate with these ac-
counts.

In Oregon, we have, first, the associa-
tion of Oregon Legal Services Program,
its primary source of civil legal assist-
ance available to low-income Orego-
nians. To give a sense, if a woman is
having a big challenge with domestic
violence, she can get legal aid through
this type of assistance. If a family is
trying to struggle with a mistake on a
foreclosure process so they can save
their home, they can get assistance
through this program. They have 20 of-
fices throughout the State of Oregon to
serve Oregonians living in poverty.

Second 1is the Juvenile Rights
Project. This provides legal services to
children and families through indi-
vidual representation in juvenile court
and school proceedings to help children
who are in extraordinarily difficult cir-
cumstances.

A third is Disability Rights Oregon,
the Oregon Advocacy Center, which as-
sists those who are disabled, who are
victims of abuse or neglect, or have dif-
ficulty acquiring health care or need to
exercise their rights in regard to spe-
cial education. They can turn to the
Oregon Advocacy Center-Disability
Rights of Oregon for help.

In addition, these funds pay for legal-
oriented education for our K-12 stu-
dents. Let me give an example of three
programs in Oregon. These programs
assist 15,000 students in our State.

One is the High School Mock Trial
Competition. This type of mock trial
competition is an enormous learning
exercise for our students in how our
courts function and how the facts of a
case are presented and how the prin-
ciples of law are applied.

Then we have the summer institute
training for teachers so that social
studies teachers can learn more about
the role of law and be more effective in
conveying that vision to our students.

Then I also want to mention the We
The People Program on the Constitu-
tion and Bill of Rights. Here in this
Chamber, we discuss the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights virtually on a
daily basis. Virtually every day on this
floor, we discuss how these founding
documents affect how our laws are ap-
plied and how freedoms are protected
in the United States of America. This
program helps our children learn those
fundamental principles. Sort of the
heart and spirit of the American demo-
cratic world are conveyed through this
We The People Program.

I also wish to commend a whole host
of banks in Oregon that have agreed
not only to pay interest on these law-
yer trust accounts—and IOLTA stands
for interest on lawyer trust accounts—
but to pay 1 percent, which is above
the going rate on most types of trans-
action accounts. They do that because
they benefit from the deposits, and
they know their communities benefit
from these services and these pro-
grams.

This legislation will resolve a prob-
lem in which lawyers, applying their fi-
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duciary responsibilities, would have
had to withdraw their funds from these
accounts and put them in other non-in-
terest-bearing accounts, to no benefit
to anyone and to a great deal of harm
to so many.

———

INTEREST ON LAWYERS TRUST
ACCOUNTS

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent, as if in legisla-
tive session and as if in morning busi-
ness, that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration of H.R. 6398,
which was received from the House and
is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 6398) to require the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation to fully insure
Interest on Lawyers Trust Accounts.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the bill be
read three times and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate, and any statements related to the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

The bill (H.R. 6398) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
wish to thank the Chair and my col-
league from Georgia who understood
and presented so effectively the impact
on our community banks that are
working hard to get funds out to our
Main Street businesses so we can cre-
ate jobs and put our economy back on
track.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I
commend the Senator from Oregon and
thank him for his help on this impor-
tant issue for people all over the
United States, not just in Oregon and
Georgia but around the country. This
is a great effort, and I commend him on
it.

——

TREATY WITH RUSSIA ON MEAS-
URES FOR FURTHER REDUCTION
AND LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE ARMS—Continued

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I
wish to take an additional minute, if I
might—the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee is on the floor—
to say, in addition to my statement I
made 2 days ago in a speech on the
floor with regard to the START treaty,
that I wish to thank the chairman and
the ranking member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee for the accommo-
dating process from day one in April
until today, where the treaty will ulti-
mately pass on the floor of the Senate.

Legislation is about improving ideas
and making sure the interest of the
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American people and the United States
of America is protected. Through the
work of Senators LUGAR and KERRY, we
have been able to craft amendments to
the resolution of ratification on the
START treaty that ensure missile de-
fense and modernization—the two con-
tentious points on this legislation
which came from the committee—are
not only taken care of, but they are
buttoned down and they are clear. And
I thank the chairman and the ranking
member for their willingness to do so.

I want to let everyone who is listen-
ing and those who will read the reports
of this debate know that this has been
a T-month process, not a 9-day process,
and it has been a detailed process. It
has been the work of the will of the
people of the United States of America,
and the U.S. Senate has worked its
will. When it is ratified today, it will
be a step forward in the future for my
children and grandchildren.

During my campaign when I ran for
reelection this year, I made the fol-
lowing statement: The rest of my life is
about doing everything I can do to see
to it that the lives of my children and
grandchildren are safer, more secure,
and as affluent as my life has been be-
cause of my parents and grandparents.
Today, in this ratification, we are en-
suring that we will be strong in our
strength, we will trust but we will
verify. We will make sure we can fight,
if necessary, but we will also make
sure we are accountable. And most im-
portant of all, with regard to the big-
gest threats we face—terrorism and
loose nuclear materials falling into the
hands of a rogue nation—we will be a
safer country because of this, and I
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber because of it.

I thank the chairman for his time,
and I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. KIRK. Madam President, I rise to
oppose the START treaty because it
recognizes limits on U.S. missile de-
fenses in return for marginal reduc-
tions in the Russian arsenal. At the
moment when the U.S. and allies must
build missile defenses to protect
against Iran, this treaty generates
Russian pressure for America to go
slow or risk Russia’s departure from
the agreement.

If you take the President’s Senate
missile defense letter at face value,
then America would deploy defenses
that will trigger a Russian treaty exit.
I am concerned that to prevent a Rus-
sian treaty withdrawal, the United
States will move slower on building de-
fenses against Iran just when we need
to move faster.

The most important duty of the Fed-
eral Government is to defend Ameri-
cans against foreign attack, and the
most important mission under that
duty is to protect American families
from the most dangerous nations that
could carry out such an attack.

In the mid-20th century, we agreed
that the Soviet Union represented a
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clear and present danger to America.
Our Cold War Presidents—Truman
through Clinton, Republicans and
Democrats—backed policies of a strong
defense, with alliances with our friends
and diplomacy with the Soviets. But
much has changed since the 20th cen-
tury ended over a decade ago. While
the Russians still have an impressive
arsenal, they are shadows of their
former shadow, dropping from 290 mil-
lion people to 140 million people and
from a gross domestic product of $2.6
trillion in 1990 to $2.1 trillion in 2010.
The nuclear national security threat
for the new 21st century moved beyond
Russia to include Iran and North
Korea, soon to be armed with nuclear
weapons and missiles to deliver them.

While the Russians are heavily
armed, they present a relatively stable
face to the outside world. They have
the capability to attack, but they cur-
rently lack the intent. On any given
year, their leaders appear adverse to
risk and unready to commit national
suicide. The same cannot be said for
Iran, North Korea, and other nations
that present a far less rational face to
the international community. Looking
at such potentially irresponsible lead-
ers, it is incumbent on us to go beyond
idealistic diplomacy and mount a de-
fense against an attack which may be
leveled against our people or our allies.
The lives of millions and the cause of
freedom depend on our assessment of
this threat and how we respond.

Recall that nuclear technology rep-
resents the science of the 1930s, missile
technology from the 1960s. Since the
laws of physics cannot be classified,
countries bad and good will all one day
have the means to develop powerful ar-
senals based on the last century’s
science. It is the sacred mission of the
democracies to understand this change,
to measure its danger, and to eliminate
an attack should one of these smaller,
less rational countries attack.

In such an environment, an agree-
ment to limit the nuclear arms of the
United States and Russia is helpful but
does not concern the new danger
emerging against the people of the
West. If we can lower nuclear arms to
levels where we still maintain a dev-
astating counterpunch against a ra-
tional opponent who is uninterested in
national suicide, then a nuclear war
with that country remains unlikely
and the cost of our armaments is re-
duced. If that agreement also causes us
not to build defenses against an irra-
tional opponent who may attack any-
way, then we have committed a griev-
ous national error.

I initially favored the goals of the
START treaty. The treaty is an echo
from the 20th century and had a mar-
ginal utility in improving the defense
of the United States. Unfortunately,
the negotiations to produce this treaty
took a turn that was not well perceived
by the press or public. The Russians
used these negotiations intended to im-
prove the defense of the United States
as a means to preserve their ability to
attack.
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Surprisingly, American negotiators
formalized a link in the protocol be-
tween limiting defenses against missile
attack and maintaining forces to carry
out such a strike. Perversely, this
agreement now stands for two prin-
ciples: No. 1, the United States and
Russia should reduce their nuclear
arms, on which we all agree, and No. 2,
the United States should recognize
policies to maintain the viability of a
Russian attack. This second principle
turns the purpose of the treaty on its
head. It weakens the future defense of
our Nation. The treaty would support a
policy that we must not improve our
defenses to such a degree as to defeat a
Russian attack.

Much of this has had little impact on
actual defense plans regarding Russia.
Russia presents a relatively stable, sta-
tus quo face to the international com-
munity. It also maintains a nuclear
force which would quickly overwhelm
any planned system of defense. But a
policy of limiting missile defense has a
tremendous impact on our ability to
thwart an attack from less responsible
powers, such as Iran or North Korea.
Given the actions of Iranian and North
Korean leaders, I would argue these
countries represent the more impor-
tant danger to the future of the United
States and our allies in this new cen-
tury.

In the 20th century, the argument
about the defense of the Nation against
an attack by missiles took on a divided
and partisan tone. President Reagan
proposed ‘‘missile defense,”” while con-
gressional Democrats opposed ‘‘Star
Wars.”

Much of the disagreement ended in
the late 1980s and 1990s when Iraq at-
tacked Iran and then Israel with mis-
siles.

Over time, careful observers noted
that missile defense was important not
just to the health of Israel but to its
survival.

When Russia attacked Georgia, it
used a great number of missiles to de-
liver blows against that little country.
As this century winds on, more coun-
tries will see these realities of the 21st
century, eventually including the
United States.

The administration’s unsteady mis-
sile defense plans also concern me. I
am concerned about the missile defense
actions taken by the current adminis-
tration. When it took office, it can-
celled plans to enhance the missile de-
fenses of the United States itself that
were based in Alaska and California.
To the great embarrassment of our al-
lies in the Czech Republic and Poland,
it cancelled plans to deploy radars and
two-stage ground-based interceptors
(GBIs). I would note that history has
been unkind to Western leaders that
abandon Poland.

The administration also began an ef-
fort to cancel funding for the ‘‘Arrow
IIT”’ interceptor being jointly developed
with Israel. Thanks to the late Chair-
man of the House Defense Appropria-
tions Committee, Jack Murtha, the ef-
fort to kill Arrow III was reversed and
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full-funding came to the Arrow III pro-
gram despite the President’s early
wishes.

Once the negative reaction of our
hurt Polish allies was known, the ad-
ministration responded with a four-
part plan to calm Europe using sys-
tems inferior to the GBI anti-missiles
originally proposed by the last admin-
istration and current Secretary of de-
fense. The inartfully coined European
“Phased-Adaptive” approach involved
anti-aircraft systems patched together
in a rather ad hoc fashion. We now plan
to begin by sailing U.S. Navy Aegis
cruisers near European coasts followed
by a decade and the possible deploy-
ment of a to-be-built Navy missile in-
terceptor that does not yet exist,
called the ‘“‘Standard Missile 3, block
ITA”.

I contacted our Missile Defense Agen-
cy and asked if the originally planned
GBIs for Poland could have stopped an
attack by Iran against the United
States. They answered yes.

We checked if any one of the new
“Phased-Adaptive’” stages could stop a
similar intercontinental attack by Iran
against the U.S. They answered Phase I
could not, Phase II could not, and
Phase III could not.

In fact the only phase that could en-
gage a missile launched by Iran against
the U.S. was not until Phase IV by the
IIB missile that did not yet exist that
would be deployed far later than the
original GBIs proposed.

The problem goes deeper. I asked the
MDA to compare the capabilities of the
originally proposed two-stage GBIs to
hit an Iranian missile against the fu-
ture final Phase IV SM-3 JIB. The
MDA replied with this graph. It shows
that the original, longer range GBIs
would have a full 4-minute window to
hit and destroy an incoming Iranian
missile bound for New York City. The
SM-3 IIB, which has a shorter range,
would have only 3 minutes. In short,
the administration’s new proposed mis-
sile has 25 percent less time to defeat
an incoming Iranian attack than the
originally proposed missile. No wonder
our Polish allies supported the original
plan.

I worry that some of these changes
were made to curry favor with the Rus-
sians. I am concerned that the pre-
amble to the START treaty would be
used to reduce or block the efforts of
the Congress to upgrade the defenses of
the United States. In short, I am wor-
ried that while this treaty reduces the
smaller threat of attack by Russia, it
creates a Russian block for plans to
eliminate the larger threat from Iran.
The Russians clearly stated that if we
mount defenses that could defeat their
attack, they would pull out of the trea-
ty. The problem is that to eliminate
the threat from Iran and North Korea,
we will have to do so. In this case,
what is the value of the treaty? It
clearly helps the Russians but if it
blocks or delays our effort to protect
against Iran, does it help us? I am also
concerned with other aspects of this
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treaty, like an end to full-time compli-
ance monitoring inside Russia.

There are also details of the treaty
itself that concern me. Under previous
treaties, the United States had a full-
time monitoring presence in Votkinsk.
This was eliminated. We will no longer
have full-time monitors in Russia.

Also, an end to telemetry from new
Russian missiles. Under previous trea-
ties, the United States and Russia
shared all the information transmitted
by their test missiles in flight, called
telemetry. While our spy satellites,
planes and ships can gather some of
this information, there is nothing like
getting it straight from the missile’s
mouth. Telemetry is key to under-
standing the capability of a new mis-
sile, especially its maneuvers to drop
off one or more nuclear warheads.

Under this new treaty, this data was
lost. The Russians will not provide te-
lemetry from their new missiles under
this treaty. Their only obligation is to
share telemetry from five missile
flights a year and they will likely pick
old missiles to do this.

We are told we lost the capability to
collect the telemetry of new Russian
missiles because while the Russians are
developing many new models, we are
not. Given that telemetry would report
mainly on new Russian developments
and not American, our negotiators
gave up.

They should not have given up. The
collection of telemetry from new Rus-
sian missiles had long been enshrined
in arms control treaties. This prece-
dent was well established and should
have been continued.

There are inspections, but only 18 per
year. We are told that the new treaty
will offer the unprecedented inspection
of actual missile warheads. This is
true. Under the old treaties, we simply
counted the number of missiles the
Russians had using our spy satellites
and assumed each missile was packed
with as many warheads as the missile’s
flight tests and telemetry showed.

Now we will get to inspect actual
missiles—but only 18 per year. The
Russians have hundreds. At the rate
the treaty allows, the full inspection of
the Russian arsenal of 800 launchers
would take over 40 years.

I asked administration officials how
many hours notice the Russians would
have before Americans conducted an
actual warhead inspection. In all cases,
they would have 24 hours or more no-
tice that the Americans were coming.
After extensive briefings on Russian
cheating against previous arms control
treaties—most flagrantly the treaty
banning biological weapons—it should
give you pause that the United States
gave up collecting telemetry on the
flight of every Russian missile in re-
turn for the inspection of 10 missiles
per year and that only after a full day’s
notice.

We are also told that this treaty is
needed to improve Russian inter-
national behavior. In my view, a treaty
should only be signed to reward good
behavior, not to encourage it later.
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I was most inclined to support the in-
tent of this treaty to improve relations
between the United States and Russia
on the subject of collapsing the Iranian
regime and its nuclear weapons pro-
gram. Undoubtedly, the administration
earned good marks in getting the Rus-
sians to cancel the delivery of one key
piece of air defense equipment—an
anti-aircraft missile battery called the
S-300—to Iran. This was an unqualified
success.

Unfortunately, there are many more
failures where the press paid little
note. We believe the Russians are still
delivering other pieces of air defense
equipment to the Iranians. That is why
the Russians insisted on exempting
such deliveries from the new U.N. sanc-
tions against Iran. Russian equipment
will likely be used to defend Iran’s nu-
clear sites, the very programs we are
most worried about that violate Iran’s
commitment to the U.N. Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty.

What is most surprising is the ac-
tions of the Russians since the negotia-
tion of this treaty. They know we, the
Europeans and Israelis are most wor-
ried about the nuclear program of Iran.
Despite these well-publicized concerns
and numerous U.N. resolutions against
the Iranian nuclear program, the Rus-
sians chose this year and this country
to provide nuclear fuel to the Iranian
reactor at Bushehr. As that Russian re-
actor begins operation, plutonium pro-
duction will begin inside Iran. While
the Russians promise that the Iranians
will not be able to use this plutonium
in Iranian bombs, can we be assured
that these promises will be honored?
Would not it have been better to never
begin plutonium production in Iran at
all?

I am also concerned about new ideas
coming from the administration on
missile defense and the Russians. Long
ago, President Clinton proposed U.S-
Russian cooperation in space. That co-
operation led to a dependence so that
soon, the U.S. will lack any way to
launch astronauts. We cannot send our
own astronauts to our own space sta-
tion without the permission of the Rus-
sians.

In discussions regarding this treaty, I
learned that the administration is now
planning to bring the Russians inside
the missile defenses of NATO. Russia is
the very nation that used missiles to
attack Georgia—a country applying for
membership in NATO. I am sure the
Georgians would be uncomfortable at
best seeing Russians manage the mis-
sile defense of their little nation.

The U.S. offer to bring the Russians
into NATO’s missile defenses was em-
bodied in an offer at the recent NATO
conference in Lisbon. Nearly all Ameri-
cans are fully aware of Russian spying
against the United States military for
the last 70 years. We know that Russia
has one of the most active cyber-at-
tack networks on the planet operating
against U.S. networks. It would seem
that a proposal to bring the Russians
into the missile defense system of
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NATO would introduce powerful new
opportunities for espionage against us,
as well as a greater understanding of
our defense capabilities and weak-
nesses.

Imagine a Russian officer in a NATO
missile defense center. He will soon
learn when our system is alerted, how
it processes information, what our re-
sponse times are and the estimated ac-
curacy of our interceptors. These are
the things he would learn during his
first week inside our operations center.
We can only imagine what else he
would learn over the coming years.

Remember that the warning informa-
tion from NATO is critical to the de-
fense of the United States. If the Rus-
sians managed to spoof or block crit-
ical NATO missile warning data, then
U.S. commanders defending our home-
land would become weaker, not strong-
er due to Russian presence in NATO
missile defense centers.

Recall that missile combat is the ul-
timate ‘‘come as you are’ affair. In a
struggle between continents, the battle
will be joined within 30 minutes. When
submarine or medium-range missiles
are employed, battle can start in as lit-
tle as 10 minutes. If we have Russians
in the system who found American
weaknesses or deployed problems, U.S.
commanders will have only minutes to
diagnose and fix those problems before
the gravest consequences befall our
people and allies.

The next Congress will favor missile
defense programs to a far greater de-
gree than this one. I plan to encourage
this body and especially the House
with legislation to deny funding for
any effort to bring Russians into the
missile defenses of NATO or the United
States.

I respect the opinions of Senators on
both sides of this question. It is my
judgment that safety of the American
people is better off if we work to elimi-
nate the new dangers of the 21st cen-
tury rather than focus on the old
agreements of the 20th century. In my
view, the growing dangers of Iran and
North Korea threaten the American
people most. Therefore, the missile de-
fense programs of the United States
and our allies take precedence over an
agreement whose protocol limits our
defenses by acknowledging the need to
preserve the ability of Russia to attack
the United States.

While most of us were born in the
20th century and we loved black and
white TV, the ‘“Ed Sullivan Show” and
the ‘‘Honeymooners,”” we recognize
that time has passed and we must
adapt to the new world of the Internet,
Ipad and Ichat. The 20th century doc-
trine of nuclear Mutually Assured De-
struction against the Soviet Union is
part of our past and not part of a fu-
ture involving Taepo Dong II missiles
from North Korea and Shahab IIT mis-
siles from Iran.

I would urge the administration to
devote the time and attention of our
able diplomats to ending the Iranian
nuclear program rather than this
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agreement that, while laudable in its
very modest goals, went awry at the
negotiating table.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, on
April 8, 2009, President Obama and
President Medvedev concluded negotia-
tions, which had begun under President
Bush, and signed the New START trea-
ty. This new treaty is a key part of the
reset of the U.S.-Russian relationship.
Even though the Cold War ended 20
years ago, this relationship has been
unclear; Russia is not an adversary but
neither is it an ally. There have been
divides and disagreements even though
we share many common goals and in-
terests. President Obama is rightly in-
tent on moving the relationship in a
more positive direction. Ratification of
the New START treaty is an important
part of this process.

On May 13 of this year, President
Obama submitted the New START
treaty to the Senate. In carrying out
its responsibility the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, the Senate
Armed Service Committee and the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence
held a total of 20 hearings and 4 brief-
ings. Seven hearings and three brief-
ings were held by the Armed Services
Committee. Even before the new treaty
was submitted to the Senate, the De-
partment of State provided the Senate
National Security Working Group mul-
tiple briefings on the status of and
issues discussed during negotiations.

It is now time for the Senate to pro-
vide its consent to ratification. As Ad-
miral Mullen, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, said about the
START treaty on December 12, ‘‘this is
a national security issue of great sig-
nificance and the sooner we get it done
the better.”” The Director of National
Intelligence is also eager to get this
treaty finished and restore the insight
into Russian nuclear forces that this
treaty will provide and that is so im-
portant for the intelligence commu-
nity. Director Clapper said, ‘‘the soon-
er, the better. From an intelligence
perspective, we are better off with the
Treaty than without it.”” Retired Gen-
eral Brent Scowcroft, the National Se-
curity Adviser for both Presidents Ger-
ald Ford and George H.W. Bush, and a
supporter of the Treaty, said, ‘‘to play
politics with what is the fundamental
national interest is pretty scary stuff.”

Some have suggested that this new
treaty should not be taken up in this
lameduck session of the 111th Congress.
I couldn’t disagree more. Almost as
soon as this session of Congress began,
the President announced his intent to
complete negotiations on the new stra-
tegic arms agreement to replace the
START I treaty. Various Senate com-
mittees of this Congress and the Sen-
ate National Security Working Group
of this Congress were briefed on numer-
ous occasions by the negotiating team
on the new treaty. This Congress got
the updates on the progress and the
issues and this Congress provided guid-
ance along the way. The committees of
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this Congress held 20 hearings and
briefings on this new treaty. This Con-
gress hosted several all-Member brief-
ings including one such session with
the Director of National Intelligence,
James Clapper, to get his views on the
importance of the treaty. The next
Congress will not have the benefit of
all that work and insight. It is in fact
the obligation and the duty of this
Congress to take up this treaty.

When President Obama submitted
the START treaty to the Senate for
consideration he made six key points.

The treaty will enhance the national
security of the United States.

The treaty mandates mutual reduc-
tions and limitations on the world’s
two largest nuclear arsenals.

The treaty will promote trans-
parency and predictability in the fu-
ture strategic relationships of Russia
and the United States.

The treaty will enable each party to
the treaty to verify that the other
party is complying with its obligations
through a regime of onsite inspections,
notifications, comprehensive and con-
tinuing data exchanges, and provisions
for unimpeded use of national tech-
nical means.

The treaty includes detailed proce-
dures for elimination or conversion of
treaty accountable items, and

The treaty provides for the exchange
of certain telemetric information on
ballistic missile launches.

Equally important to this discussion
is what the START treaty does not
cover.

It does not limit U.S. missile defense
plans and programs.

It does not limit U.S. conventional
prompt global strike programs.

It does not provide authority within
the treaty to modify the terms and
conditions of the treaty without the
advice and consent of the Senate.

It does not constrain in any way the
ability of the United States to mod-
ernize the nuclear weapons complex,
modernize, maintain, or replace stra-
tegic delivery systems, or the ability
to ensure that the stockpile of U.S. nu-
clear weapons remains safe, secure, and
reliable.

It also does not cover nonstrategic
nuclear weapons—often referred to as
tactical nuclear weapons. The START
treaty covers, as have all previous nu-
clear arms reduction treaties, strategic
offensive nuclear arms. Dealing with
tactical nuclear weapons is certainly
an area of arms control that needs to
be addressed but has proved elusive to
previous administrations, Democratic
and Republican. It remains to be ad-
dressed.

The START III treaty was to have
covered these weapons but when the
START II treaty, which was signed by
President George H.W. Bush and Rus-
sian President Boris Yeltsin in 1993,
was not ratified, any hope of address-
ing tactical nuclear weapons in a
START III treaty died along with the
START II treaty. 17 years later Presi-
dent Obama is trying to get nuclear
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arms reductions back on track, by re-
suming discussions with Russia and
signing the START treaty. Hopefully,
entry into force of this START treaty
will allow the United States and Russia
to discuss an agreement on tactical nu-
clear weapons. While getting an agree-
ment to limit tactical nuclear weapons
will be very difficult, without ratifica-
tion of the New START treaty, it will
be impossible.

Because this treaty does not require
any significant reductions in either
U.S. nuclear weapons or delivery sys-
tems, it is a fairly modest treaty.

The so-called Moscow Treaty, which
was signed in 2002 by President George
W. Bush and Russian President Boris
Yeltsin, limited both Russia and the
United States to a range of operation-
ally deployed nuclear warheads by the
year 2012. Under the Moscow Treaty,
each side could have between 1700 and
2200 total operationally deployed nu-
clear weapons. Russia has already met
this goal and the United States is very
close. Under the START treaty, each
side will have no more than 1550 de-
ployed nuclear weapons, a reduction of
just 150 weapons below the Moscow
Treaty. The START treaty does not
limit the number of nondeployed nu-
clear weapons, an issue of importance
to the Commander of the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command, GEN. Kevin Chilton.

The limits in this treaty were agreed
to after careful analysis by U.S. mili-
tary leadership, particularly GEN
Kevin Chilton, the Commander of the
U.S. Strategic Command and the man
responsible for these strategic systems.

At a hearing before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on July 20, 2010, GEN
Chilton stated that the force levels in
the treaty meet the current guidance
for deterrence for the United States.
That guidance was laid out by Presi-
dent George W. Bush

The options we provided in this process fo-
cused on ensuring America’s ability to con-
tinue to deter potential adversaries, assure
our allies, and sustain strategic stability for
as long as nuclear weapons exist. This rig-
orous approach, rooted in deterrence strat-
egy and assessment of potential adversary
capabilities, supports both the agreed-upon
limits in New START and recommendations
in the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR).

The strategic deployed forces allowed
under the treaty will ensure the reten-
tion of the nuclear triad—all three de-
livery 1legs of the triad, bombers,
SLBMs, and ICBMs. On that point GEN
Chilton was very clear, saying ‘“We will
retain a triad of strategic nuclear de-
livery systems.”’

Secretary of Defense Gates has also
been very clear that the nuclear triad
will be maintained. In an op-ed in May
in the Wall Street Journal, Secretary
Gates said the New START treaty
“preserves the U.S. nuclear arsenal as
a vital pillar of our nation’s and our al-
lies’ security posture. Under this trea-
ty the U.S. will maintain our powerful
nuclear triad ... and we retain the
ability to change our force mix as we
see fit.”

Some have said that the United
States will have to make significant
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reductions to reach the force levels
under the treaty and that the Russians
will have to make no reductions. Ac-
cording to GEN Chilton this argument
is a distraction. At an Armed Services
Committee hearing GEN Chilton com-
mented on the lower level of Russian
forces and said:

New START limits the number of Russian
ballistic missile warheads that can target
the United States, missiles that pose the
most prompt threat to our forces and our na-
tion. Regardless of whether Russia would
have kept its missile force levels within
those limits without a New START Treaty,
upon ratification they would now be required
to do so.

While the START treaty will also not
require significant reductions in the
number of U.S. strategic delivery sys-
tems, there will be some reductions but
not for 7 years. More importantly the
START treaty will provide certainty
for both Russia and the United States
as to the size of the deployed nuclear
force of the other. This is particularly
important to the United States because
Russia is now below the proposed deliv-
ery system limits of the START trea-
ty, but has plans to build the number
of strategic delivery systems. It is very
much in the interest of the United
States to have a cap on that build-up.
An unrestrained build up would quick-
ly bring back the ghosts and burden-
some costs of the Cold War.

Under this new treaty, Russia and
the United States will each have a
total of 800 deployed and nondeployed
ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and
heavy bombers equipped for nuclear ar-
maments, and 700 deployed ICBMs, de-
ployed SLBMs and deployed heavy
bombers equipped for nuclear arma-
ments. The treaty does not limit non-
deployed nuclear warheads, non-
deployed ICBMs, nondeployed SLBMs,
or heavy bombers that are not
equipped for nuclear armaments. This
is particularly important for the B-1B
bomber fleet, as those airframes have
not been in nuclear service for many
yvears and will not be counted under the
START treaty when simple modifica-
tions are completed.

This START treaty brings a practical
approach to strategic systems and
counts real delivery systems and real
warheads. Over the years, the old
START I treaty had resulted in exag-
gerated nuclear force numbers. For in-
stance, under the old START I treaty,
the four Ohio class submarines that
have been converted to conventional
use, were still counted as 96 deployed
SLBMs and 768 deployed nuclear war-
heads. These exaggerated force struc-
ture levels have led to uncertainties for
military planners and increased costs
for the United States. Under this trea-
ty they will not be counted.

One of the additional benefits of this
START treaty is that the treaty pro-
vides a clear mechanism to remove sys-
tems from being counted under the
treaty. The ability to clearly and eas-
ily remove systems, such as heavy
bombers from under the treaty, is also
of great importance to General
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Chilton, the Commander of the U.S.
Strategic Command.

For example the United States cur-
rently has 76 B-52 bombers and 18 B-2
bombers, a total of 94 nuclear capable
bombers. Under the current plan for
implementing the treaty there will be
up to 60 nuclear capable bombers. The
remaining 34 can be converted to con-
ventional only capability and will no
longer count under the treaty. They do
not have to be destroyed. I think this
fact is often misunderstood and there
may be an impression that the 34
bombers will have to be destroyed
under the treaty. That is not the case.

This past May, Secretary of Defense
Gates wrote an op-ed in the Wall Street
Journal. Drawing on his long history
and involvement with strategic arms
control agreements, which dates back
to 1970, Secretary Gates said that the
question is always the same for each
treaty: ‘‘Is the United States better off
with an agreement or without it?”
With respect to the START Treaty
Secretary Gates’ answer to the ques-
tion is unequivocal: ‘“‘The TUnited
States is far better off with this Treaty
than without it.”

That is also the issue now before the
Senate. Is the United States better off
with this START treaty? The 20 hear-
ings and 4 briefings have clearly dem-
onstrated that it is.

In that same op-ed, Secretary Gates
emphasized the current state of affairs
that has existed since the end of De-
cember 2009 when the START I treaty
expired. Since that time, there has
been no verification and inspection re-
gime, no visibility into the Russian
strategic programs, and no limits on
delivery vehicles. As the Secretary
said:

Since the expiration of the old START
Treaty in December 2009, the U.S. has had
none of these safeguards. The new treaty will
put them back in place, strengthen many of
them, and create a verification regime that
will provide for greater transparency and
predictability between our two countries, to
include substantial visibility into the devel-
opment of Russian nuclear forces.

This rigorous inspection and
verification regime, which when cou-
pled with our national technical
means, will allow this treaty to be
monitored and verified. Nevertheless
there has been an argument made that
Russia cheated on the START 1 treaty
and therefore we shouldn’t ratify the
new treaty. According to the State De-
partment that is simply not the case.

In testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee in July, Assistant Sec-
retary of State Rose Gottemoeller said,
regarding the State Department’s 2010
Treaty Compliance Report:

I want to point out that Russia was in
compliance with START’s central limits
during the Treaty’s life span. Moreover, the
majority of compliance issues raised under
START were satisfactorily resolved. Most re-
flected differing interpretations on how to
implement START’s complex inspection and
verification regime.

The old START I treaty was a com-
plicated and complex treaty, many of
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the lessons learned from the inspec-
tions during the course of that treaty
have been incorporated into the new
treaty. There were issues on both sides.
According to the 2010 Treaty Compli-
ance Report:

The United States stated on several occa-
sions to our Treaty partners that the United
States was compliant with the Treaty; how-
ever as might be expected under a
verification regime as complex as START,
the United States and Russia developed a dif-
ference of views with regard to how the sides
implemented certain Treaty requirements.

This is not the same as cheating.

Our senior military leaders believe
the new treaty can be monitored and
verified and that if Russia did cheat
there is high confidence that any
cheating could be detected before such
cheating rose to a level of military sig-
nificance. General Chilton said during
testimony before the Armed Services
Committee, “New START will reestab-
lish a strategic nuclear arms control
verification regime that provides ac-
cess to Russian nuclear forces and a
measure of predictability in Russian
force deployments over the life of the
treaty.”

In a discussion on the ability to de-
tect cheating I asked General Chilton,
“In other words, the verification provi-
sions give you confidence that Russia
cannot achieve a militarily significant
advantage undetected?”’ General
Chilton said: ‘“Yes, that’s correct.”

Assistant Secretary of State Rose
Gottemoeller, in her July testimony
before the Armed Services Committee,
made it clear that any cheating could
be detected before it became militarily
significant. She also believes that the
United States is well positioned to
deter cheating as well. In that regard
she said:

Deterrence of cheating is a key part of the
assessment of verifiability, and is strongest
when the probability of detecting significant
violations is high, the benefits to cheating
are low, and the potential costs are high. We
assess that this is the case for Russia cheat-
ing under the New START Treaty.

One of the areas on which we have
had substantial discussion is missile
defense. The U.S. missile defense pro-
gram isn’t covered or limited by the
New START treaty. It—the missile de-
fense program—has nevertheless be-
come a major focus of the debate on
the treaty. Our missile defense pro-
grams and policies are based on devel-
oping and fielding the missile defense
capabilities we need to meet the mis-
sile threats we face, not on any of
these treaty matters. The New START
treaty does not limit the missile de-
fense capabilities we need.

Secretary of Defense Gates, in testi-
mony before the Armed Services Com-
mittee on June 17, said:

The Treaty will not constrain the United
States from deploying the most effective
missile defenses possible, nor impose addi-
tional costs or barriers on those defenses. I
remain confident in the U.S. missile defense
program, which has made considerable ad-
vancements, including the testing and devel-
opment of the SM-3 missile, which we will
deploy in Europe.
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Secretary of State Clinton, in testi-
mony before the Armed Services Com-
mittee on June 17 said:

This Treaty does not constrain our missile
defense efforts. I want to underscore this be-
cause I know there have been a lot of con-
cerns about it and I anticipate a lot of ques-
tions.

During that same hearing Secretary
Clinton went on to say:

The Treaty’s preamble does include lan-
guage acknowledging the relationship be-
tween strategic offensive and defensive
forces, but that’s simply a statement of fact.
It too does not in any way constrain our mis-
sile defense programs.

In a July 20 hearing before the Armed
Services Committee, GEN Kevin
Chilton, the Commander of the U.S.
Strategic Command said:

As the combatant command(er) also re-
sponsible for synchronizing global missile
defense plans, operations, and advocacy, I
can say with confidence that this treaty does
not constrain any current or future missile
defense plans.

Assistant Secretary of State, Rose
Gottemoeller, the lead negotiator of
the Treaty, in testimony before the
Senate Foreign Relations hearing on
June 10, said:

The Treaty does not constrain our current
or planned missile defense and, in fact, con-
tains no meaningful restrictions on missile
defenses of any kind.

Later, on July 29, in testimony be-
fore the Armed Services Committee,
Assistant Secretary Gottemoeller said:

There were no—and I repeat—no secret
deals made in connection with the New
START Treaty, not on missile defense nor on
any other issue.

As the Ballistic Missile Defense Re-
view report made clear, the adminis-
tration is pursuing a variety of sys-
tems and capabilities to defend the
homeland and different regions of the
world against missile threats from na-
tions such as North Korea and Iran. A
good example of that is the phased
adaptive approach to missile defense in
Europe. The Secretary of Defense and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended
it unanimously. It is strongly sup-
ported by our NATO allies. The Novem-
ber 20, NATO Lisbon Summit Declara-
tion says that ‘‘the United States Eu-
ropean Phased Adaptive Approach is
welcomed as a valuable national con-
tribution to the NATO missile defense
architecture.”

During the NATO Lisbon Summit
NATO announced its own decision to
build a missile defense system to pro-
tect European populations and terri-
tory against missile attack, consistent
with the phased adaptive approach.
The phased adaptive approach is de-
signed to provide effective missile de-
fense capabilities in a timely manner
against existing or emerging Iranian
missile threats. Those are the missile
threats faced by our military per-
sonnel, allies, and partners in Europe.

As the Secretary of Defense and nu-
merous other officials have made clear,
the treaty does not limit our missile
defense plans or programs. The Armed
Services Committee also knows that,
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and our authorization bill stated that
fact. Section 221(b)(8) of the Ike Skel-
ton national Defense authorization bill
for fiscal year 2011 that we passed this
morning in the Senate states, ‘‘there
are no constraints contained in the
New START Treaty on the develop-
ment or deployment of effective mis-
sile defenses, including all phases of
the Phased Adaptive Approach to mis-
sile defense in Europe and further en-
hancements to the Ground-based Mid-
course Defense system, as well as fu-
ture missile defenses.”

To be very clear there is one provi-
sion in the treaty that prohibits each
side from using ICBM silos or SLBM
launchers for missile defense intercep-
tors, and vice versa. But using these
silos and launchers are not in our mis-
sile defense plan and should not be in
our plan because it would be very much
against our interest to use strategic
missile interceptor silos for ballistic
defense purposes. It would be more ex-
pensive than building new silos, the
strategic missile silos aren’t in the
right locations to defend against mis-
siles from North Korea, and most im-
portantly, it would be destabilizing to
launch ballistic missile interceptors
from ICBM silos or SLBM launchers.

Lieutenant General O’Reilly, the Di-
rector of the Missile Defense Agency,
has made clear, we don’t want, need, or
plan to use such silos for missile de-
fense purposes. In a June 16 hearing be-
fore the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, Lieutenant General
O’Reilly made it very clear saying ‘‘re-
placing ICBMs with ground-based
interceptors or adapting the sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles to
be an interceptor would actually be a
setback—a major setback—to the de-
velopment of our missile defenses.”’

That one limitation has no impact on
our plans for missile defense, plans
that are more effective and less expen-
sive than converting ICBM or SLBM
silos to missile defense use.

There is one other area of the many
that have been discussed in connection
with the START treaty that I would
like to raise, and that is modernization
of the nuclear weapons complex and
maintaining the ability to certify an-
nually that our stockpile remains safe,
secure and reliable.

Shortly before Congress instituted a
moratorium on nuclear weapons test-
ing in the early 1990s, the United
States established a stockpile steward-
ship program to design and build ad-
vanced scientific, experimental, and
computational capabilities to enable
the annual certification process for the
nuclear weapons. This program has
been very successful. Beginning in 2005,
however, support for the program
started to wane and the budgets for nu-
clear activities started to go down.
Without enough money the weapons
complex was forced to have layoffs at
the nuclear weapons laboratories and
the production facilities, to defer
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maintenance on many important build-
ings and facilities, to delay key acqui-
sitions, and to delay design and con-
struction of the last two major new
production facilities. President Obama,
in his fiscal year 2011 budget request
and in the plans for the future years,
has turned this situation around by
providing $4.1 billion more over the
next five years than previously
planned. This level of funding is un-
precedented since the end of the Cold
War.

President Obama laid out his funding
plan for the nuclear enterprise in the
November Section 1251 report, a report
that would provide an additional $1.2
billion over 2 years, a 15 percent in-
crease and a total of $41.6 billion for
fiscal years 2012-2016 for the National
Nuclear Security Administration.

With these amounts has the adminis-
tration committed enough to mod-
ernization and sustainment of the com-
plex and the life extension programs
for the nuclear stockpile? The directors
of three nuclear weapons laboratories
all say yes. In a joint December 1, 2010,
letter to Senators KERRY and LUGAR,
the three Directors of the nuclear
weapons laboratories said that the
finding level proposed in the section
1251 report ‘“ would enable the labora-
tories to execute our requirements for
ensuring a safe, secure, reliable, and ef-
fective stockpile under the Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Plan.”

The Administrator of the National
Nuclear Security Administration,
under both President George W. Bush
and President Obama, Tom D’Agostino,
said, in testimony before the Armed
Services Committee in July:

Our plans for investment in and mod-
ernization of the Nuclear Security Enter-
prise—the collection of NNSA laboratories,
production sites, and experimental facilities
that support our stockpile stewardship pro-
gram, our nuclear nonproliferation agenda,
our Naval nuclear propulsion programs, and
a host of other nuclear security missions—
are essential irrespective of whether or not
New START is ratified.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee took the right approach on this
issue in its resolution of ratification by
not making entry into force contingent
on a certain funding level, but by in-
cluding a sense of the Senate that the
United States is committed to a robust
stockpile stewardship program.

The 1list of both Republican and
Democratic supporters of this Treaty is
broad and strongly bipartisan, includ-
ing eight former Secretaries of State—
Madeleine Albright, Warren Chris-
topher, Colin Powell, Condoleezza Rice,
James Baker, Lawrence Eagleburger,
George Schultz, Henry Kissinger—four
former Secretaries of Defense—Harold
Brown, Frank Carlucci, Bill Cohen, Bill
Perry, and Jim Schlesinger—seven
former commanders of the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command, President George H.W.
Bush, President Clinton and a long list
of national security experts.

Our NATO allies support this treaty
and have urged us to ratify it without
delay. NATO Secretary General Anders
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Fogh Rassmussen said at the NATO
summit in Lisbon in November:

A ratification of the START Treaty will
contribute strongly to an improvement of
the overall security environment in the
Euro-Atlantic area, and all members of the
NATO-Russia Council share the view that an
early ratification of the START Treaty
would be to the benefit of security in the
Euro-Atlantic area. I'd also have to say that
it is a matter of concern that a delayed rati-
fication of the START Treaty will be dam-
aging to the overall security environment in
Europe. So we strongly urge both parties to
ratify the START Treaty as early as pos-
sible.

I believe that the Senate should con-
sent to ratification of the New START
treaty and that ratification of this
treaty is in the national security inter-
est of the United States. Ratification
of the New START treaty will provide
predictability, confidence, trans-
parency and stability in the United
States-Russian relationship. The New
START treaty will make us safer
today, and leave a safer world for our
children and grandchildren. The Senate
should ratify the New START treaty
now.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I am very pleased that the Senate is
about to ratify the New START trea-
ty—I hope and believe with a very solid
bipartisan vote.

This really is a historic moment.
This is the biggest arms control treaty
in 20 years, and the most important
foreign policy action the Senate will
take this Congress.

This is absolutely the right thing to
do. It is important to our national se-
curity and it is critical to uphold
America’s place in the world commu-
nity.

As I have said many times, the arms
reductions in this treaty are modest.
New START requires a 30 percent re-
duction in warheads from the limits set
out in the Moscow Treaty in 2002 to
1,650 on each side, but both the United
States and Russia have been reducing
their strategic stockpiles since then.

The real importance of this treaty
comes from the monitoring provisions,
confidence-building measures, and the
strengthened relationship between two
of the world’s major powers.

We have not had inspectors at Rus-
sian nuclear facilities for 13 months.
We have not had data exchanges on the
size and deployment of Russian forces.
Russia has had the freedom to block
our national technical means to mon-
itor their forces. Apart from our na-
tional technical means, we are now
blind.

With this treaty, we will benefit from
these measures and others. The Senate
has discussed the monitoring and veri-
fication provisions at length during
this debate—in open and closed ses-
sion—and it has been made very clear
that this treaty greatly strengthens
our intelligence community’s ability
to monitor and assess Russian stra-
tegic forces.

As Director of National Intelligence
Clapper has said, the sooner we ratify
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this treaty, the better. I am very
pleased that the Senate is acting now,
before the end of the year and the con-
gressional session, to give the execu-
tive branch these tools.

With the ratification of this treaty,
the Senate also makes clear that the
United States is willing and able to
make good on its foreign policy prom-
ises and to act in the best interests of
our country and of the world.

Following ratification in the Russian
Duma, the United States and Russia
will begin the next round of arms con-
trol and transparency.

I hope and I believe many Senators
have expressed their desire, that this
will lead to further arms control nego-
tiations to reduce further the level of
strategic arms and to address tactical
nuclear weapons and other delivery
mechanisms.

The ratification also maintains, and
hopefully will build on, the improving
relationship between our two countries
and our two young Presidents.

We have enjoyed strong cooperation
this year, over Afghanistan, over Iran,
and—according to a letter I received
from President Obama on Monday—
over the tense situation on the Korean
Peninsula.

In a world of asymmetric threats, we
need friends and allies more than ever.
This treaty moves us in this direc-
tion—with Russia and with the Eastern
European nations that are strongly in
support of the treaty.

Before closing, I want to congratu-
late and thank my good friend from
Massachusetts. He has spent an incred-
ible amount of time considering this
treaty in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, preparing the resolution of
ratification and in managing this floor
debate.

He has done a fabulous job, and I
really want to thank him for all his ef-
fort and his cooperation with me
through this entire process.

I would also like to thank the many
administration officials for their as-
sistance in my consideration of this
treaty, all of whom have spent time in
my office over the past year. They in-
clude:

Assistant Secretary Rose Gottemoeller,
our lead negotiator; Admiral Mike Mullen,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen-
eral James Cartwright, Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs; Tom D’Agostino, Adminis-
trator of the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration; and Director of National Intel-
ligence Jim Clapper.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President,
today, the Senate has a historic oppor-
tunity to follow in a long history of
strong, bipartisan support for reducing
the threat posed by nuclear weapons
around the globe. We have a chance to
strengthen American national security
and restore American leadership on the
nuclear agenda. I am hopeful that the
Senate will choose the right path and
vote in favor of ratification of the New
START treaty.

I want to thank Senators KERRY and
LUGAR for their tireless, impressive
work on the New START treaty.
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Former Secretary of State Dr. Henry
Kissinger, in explaining his support for
the New START Treaty, told our com-
mittee earlier this year that the Sen-
ate’s decision on New START “‘will af-
fect the prospects for peace for a dec-
ade or more. It is, by definition, not a
bipartisan, but a nonpartisan, chal-
lenge.”” Senators KERRY and LUGAR
have done everything in their power to
make this a nonpartisan effort, and I
commend them and their staff for their
excellent work.

I want to also take a moment to
thank the negotiators, Rose
Gottemoeller, Ted Warner, their col-
leagues at the White House, and all the
civil servants responsible for negoti-
ating this agreement. Each of them has
a lifetime of experience and impressive
expertise on nuclear issues, and they
all worked hard to navigate this dif-
ficult treaty process. America was
well-served by your efforts, and we
thank you for your leadership.

At the very beginning of this long
process, Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates asked the Senate a very impor-
tant question: Is the United States bet-
ter off with an agreement or without
it? Today, the Senate has to answer
this specific question.

We have had a very long, thorough,
and vigorous debate, and some Sen-
ators may not agree with everything in
the treaty text before us, and some
may have problems with the process by
which we are here today, but let’s be
clear. The vote today is not about what
each of us might have done differently.
The vote today is not about abstract
numbers or theoretical point scoring.
The historic vote today is simple: Do
you believe the United States and the
world are better off with an agreement
or without one?

The Senate—led in a bipartisan fash-
ion by Senators KERRY and LUGAR has
done an impressive job of meeting its
constitutional responsibilities, and I
am proud of the work we have done in
giving our advice and consent to the
New START treaty. The involvement
of the Senate over the last year and a
half and the debate we have under-
taken have been worthy of the world’s
greatest deliberative body.

I have heard from many of my col-
leagues that the Senate should not be a
rubber stamp in ratifying the New
START Treaty—as if to suggest we
have not taken our constitutional re-
sponsibilities seriously during this
process. This could not be further from
the truth.

First, the Senate’s influence can be
seen throughout the treaty document.
A number of Senators met with nego-
tiators numerous times prior to the
treaty’s completion, and some even
traveled to Geneva during the negotia-
tions. In many respects, from the very
beginning, our negotiators were oper-
ating within a framework and bound-
aries as set by Senators involved in the
process. The treaty itself is really a
product of collective input from both
the executive and congressional
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branches. The unique insight and input
this Congress has provided throughout
the negotiation process could not be
replicated in any future consideration.

In addition, since we received the
treaty, the Senate has done its job and
has thoroughly considered this agree-
ment. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee held 12 hearings and heard
testimony from 21 expert witnesses.
The administration has answered over
900 questions for the record. We have
also had more floor time for amend-
ments and consideration than any
other treaty of its kind. Our vigorous
debate on the floor has added nuance
and depth to this already thorough
body of work.

It is also important to note that the
Senate, in providing its advice and con-
sent, actually writes and approves the
resolution of ratification to go along
with the treaty. This is not an insig-
nificant document. This is the Senate’s
opportunity to influence the treaty’s
future interpretation and implementa-
tion and our chance to provide the dec-
larations, understandings, and condi-
tions to the treaty. The resolution suc-
cinctly and explicitly expresses the
Senate’s views on New START, and our
resolution actually provides some
strong statements with respect to
many of the concerns raised by critics
of the treaty.

For example, on missile defense, the
resolution reads very clearly that the
United States remains committed to
missile defense, and the New START
treaty does not constrain that commit-
ment:

The New START Treaty and the . . . uni-
lateral statement of the Russian Federation
on missile defense do not limit in any way,
and shall not be interpreted as limiting, ac-
tivities that the U.S. currently plans or that
might be required . . . to protect U.S. Armed
Forces and U.S. allies from limited ballistic
missile attack.

In addition, the DeMint amendment
on missile defense in the resolution
reads:

The United States is and will remain free
to reduce the vulnerability to attack by con-
structing a layered missile defense capable
of countering missiles of all ranges The
United States is committed to improving
U.S. strategic defensive capabilities both
quantitatively and qualitatively and
such improvements are consistent with the
Treaty.

On tactical nuclear weapons, the res-
olution reads:

The Senate calls upon the President to
pursue . .. an agreement with Russia that
would address the disparity between tactical
nuclear weapons stockpiles . . . and would
secure and reduce tactical nuclear weapons
in a verifiable manner.

Finally, on strategic-range,
nuclear weapon systems:

Nothing in the New START Treaty re-
stricts U.S. research, development, testing,
and evaluation of strategic-range, non-nu-
clear weapons [or] prohibits deploy-
ments of strategic-range, non-nuclear weap-
on systems.

The fact is that the Senate has done
its constitutional duty and has thor-

non-
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oughly debated and considered this im-
portant agreement.

Adding to our extensive internal de-
bate, countless outside experts and
former officials have also weighed in
on this treaty. New START has the
unanimous backing of our Nation’s
military and its leadership, including
Secretary Gates, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, the commander of Amer-
ica’s Strategic Command, and the Di-
rector of the Missile Defense Agency.
America’s military establishment is
joined by the support of every living
Secretary of State—from Secretary
Jim Baker to Secretary Condoleezza
Rice—as well as five former Secretaries
of Defense, nine former national secu-
rity advisors, and former Presidents
Clinton and George H.W. Bush. The
overwhelming consensus from these
foreign policy and national security
heavyweights has been clear: New
START is in America’s national secu-
rity interests.

I think it is important to take a step
back and remember the broader picture
of the decision before us today. We are
no longer talking about abstract num-
bers, intangible ideas or questions of
process. We are talking about real nu-
clear weapons. We are talking about
thousands of the most dangerous weap-
ons in the history of mankind—weap-
ons actually aimed directly at Amer-
ican cities.

Our arsenals are composed primarily
of nuclear weapons each yielding be-
tween 100 and 1,200 kilotons of power.
To give you a sense of the power of
these weapons, the nuclear weapon
dropped on Hiroshima yielded around
13 kilotons of power. After New
START, the United States and Russia
will still be allowed an arsenal of 1,550
warheads capable of leveling cities
more than five times the size of New
Hampshire’s largest city of Man-
chester.

Now, I am under no illusions that the
ratification of the New START treaty
will somehow by itself meet the
threats posed by nuclear weapons
around the globe. President Kennedy
told us that attainable peace will be
‘“‘based not on a sudden revolution in
human nature but on a gradual evo-
lution in human institutions” and
‘“‘peace must be the product of many
nations, the sum of many acts.” He
said:

No treaty, however much it may be to the
advantage of . . . all can provide absolute se-
curity . . . But it can . . . offer far more se-
curity and far fewer risks than an unabated,
uncontrolled, unpredictable arms race.

New START is a step away from this
“unabated, uncontrolled, unpredict-
able” environment.

As the first Nation to invent and
then use nuclear weapons, the United
States has spent the majority of the
last half century trying to reduce the
risk they pose. Over five decades ago,
President Eisenhower committed the
United States to meeting its special re-
sponsibilities on the nuclear threat. He
said:
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The United States pledges before you—and
therefore before the world—its determina-
tion to help solve the fearful atomic di-
lemma—to devote its entire heart and mind
to find the way by which the miraculous in-
ventiveness of man shall not be dedicated to
his death, but consecrated to his life.

Eisenhower’s early commitment and
America’s special responsibility have
led to unbroken U.S. leadership in the
world on the nuclear agenda. The Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty—the
cornerstone of global nonproliferation
efforts—was born out of President Ei-
senhower’s ‘‘Atoms for Peace’ vision.
The original START treaty was a cul-
mination of President Reagan’s en-
treaty to ‘‘trust, but verify”’ Russia
and its actions. The U.S. Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program, which has
led to the deactivation of over 7,500
Russian nuclear warheads, was the re-
sult of two visionary and farsighted
Senators named Nunn and LUGAR.

American leadership on the nuclear
agenda makes the world safer. Period.

As Secretaries Kissinger, Schultz,
Perry, and Senator Nunn told us in
their seminal 2007 opinion piece:

The world is now on the precipice of a new
and dangerous nuclear era Nuclear
weapons today present tremendous dangers
but also a historic opportunity. U.S. leader-
ship will be required to take the world to the
next stage—to a solid consensus for revers-
ing reliance on nuclear weapons globally as a
vital contribution to preventing their pro-
liferation into potentially dangerous hands.

The New START treaty should be the
next step on the path of American lead-
ership on the nuclear agenda. If we
turn our back on this treaty at this
time, we are turning our back on a gen-
eration of bipartisan, American leader-
ship in this field, and we cede the field
to a more dangerous and more uncer-
tain world.

The debate over New START is now
over, and the only choice left before us
is this treaty or nothing. Each of us
today will decide—yes or no—whether
we think we are better off with a trea-
ty or without one.

I hope we will vote on the side of the
overwhelming majority of foreign pol-
icy and national security experts who
have called on us to support this trea-
ty. I hope we will vote on the side of
our unanimous military and intel-
ligence communities. I hope we will
vote on the side of a legacy of Amer-
ican leadership on the nuclear agenda.

I am hopeful we will follow in the
footsteps of the Senate’s strong bipar-
tisan history and ratify the New
START treaty today.

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I rise
today to support ratification of the
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty,
or New START. This treaty continues
the bipartisan arms control framework
first proposed by President Ronald
Reagan and implemented by President
George H.W. Bush with the START I
and START II treaties. President
George W. Bush continued this work
with the Moscow Treaty. Now Presi-
dent Obama has taken another impor-
tant step to address the dangers of nu-
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clear weapons with the New START
treaty.

Stopping the spread of nuclear weap-
ons and reducing existing nuclear
stockpiles is critical to our national se-
curity. New START helps accomplish
this goal by placing responsible limits
on nuclear warheads and delivery vehi-
cles, while still enabling the United
States to maintain a credible nuclear
deterrent.

New START also reestablishes reg-
ular onsite inspections of Russian nu-
clear facilities, which ended more than
a year ago when the previous START
treaty expired. The potential lack of
safety, security, and controls of Rus-
sian nuclear weapons is a grave secu-
rity risk, and there is no substitute for
onsite inspections to address this
threat.

I carefully considered the views of
our military and diplomatic leaders in
evaluating New START, and I am im-
pressed by the breadth of bipartisan
support for this treaty. The Secretaries
of State, Defense, and Energy support
New START. Our senior uniformed
military leaders support New START,
including the head of the Missile De-
fense Agency. Every living former Sec-
retary of State, Republican or Demo-
crat, supports New START.

I commend my colleagues on the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee for
the extensive work they have done to
consider the New START treaty. They
have produced a thorough record on
the merits of this treaty, which enables
every Senator to cast an informed
vote. After reviewing this record, I am
proud to cast my vote in favor of rati-
fying New START.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
before I begin my remarks on the New
START treaty, I would like to point
out to my colleagues that in 2002, I
voted in favor of the Moscow Treaty. I
was also one of 93 Senators who voted
in favor of START I in 1992.

I recognize the importance of main-
taining a positive and cooperative rela-
tionship with Russia. The proponents
of the New START treaty argue that
this treaty is necessary to continue the
goodwill between our countries and the
much-touted ‘‘reset’” in our relations.
More importantly to me, however, are
the merits of the treaty itself. The
Senate should not simply ratify this
treaty to appease Russia or as a signal
of cooperation with them. The treaty
should be considered based on its im-
pact on our national security and the
security of our allies.

A nuclear arms control treaty can be
evaluated based on the level of parity
it brings to the two parties. In this re-
gard, I believe this treaty falls short.
The fact is, while this treaty places
new limits on warheads, as well as de-
ployed and nondeployed delivery vehi-
cles, Russia is already below the limit
on delivery vehicles. The treaty pri-
marily imposes new limits on the U.S.,
while requiring modest, if any, reduc-
tions on the Russian side. Also alarm-
ing is that this treaty is silent on the
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matter of tactical nuclear weapons. It
is believed that Russia has a 10-to-1 ad-
vantage over the U.S. in terms of tac-
tical nuclear weapons.

The administration has argued that
this treaty is necessary to provide stra-
tegic stability. However, if we are re-
ducing our strategic weapons without
regard to Russia’s overwhelming ad-
vantage on tactical nuclear weapons, 1
question whether this reduction isn’t
weakening strategic stability. It
should also be mentioned that some
proponents of the New START treaty
were critical of the 2002 Moscow Treaty
for failing to reduce Russian tactical
nuclear weapons. I believe our leverage
with the Russians to begin placing
meaningful limits on tactical nuclear
weapons existed with this treaty. Now,
I see no clear path to negotiating re-
ductions in tactical nuclear weapons.

Like many of my colleagues, I have
serious concerns about the inclusion of
references to and limitations on U.S.
plans for missile defense. I don’t be-
lieve there should be a connection be-
tween strategic nuclear weapons reduc-
tions and our plans for missile defense.
I am equally troubled that Russia
issued a unilateral statement at the
treaty’s signing stating that the treaty
“may be effective and viable only in
conditions where there is no quali-
tative or quantitative build-up in the
missile defense system capabilities of
the United States of America.”

It is positive that the Resolution of
Ratification makes a strong statement
that the treaty does not limit the de-
ployment of U.S. missile defense sys-
tems, other than those contained in ar-
ticle V. It also says that the Russian
statement on missile defense does not
impose a legal obligation on the United
States. While I would have preferred
that this treaty not contain any lan-
guage on missile defense, I appreciate
the work of the Foreign Relations
chairman and ranking member to in-
clude this language in the ratification
resolution. But the fact remains, this
language is simply our opinion and is
nonbinding.

This treaty reverses the gains made
in the Moscow Treaty which de-linked
offensive and defensive capabilities. Al-
though a modified amendment on mis-
sile defense to the resolution of ratifi-
cation was agreed to today, I am dis-
appointed that the Senate could not
agree to the amendment offered by
Senator MCCAIN which would have
stricken the language in the treaty’s
preamble that arguably gives Russia a
say on our future missile defense plans.

Finally, I also share the serious con-
cerns related to the issue of verifica-
tion. It has been the subject of much
debate, and deservedly so. I agree with
the sentiment that as our deployed
strategic nuclear weapons are reduced,
it becomes more and more critical that
the remaining weapons can be relied
upon. As the number of weapons is re-
duced, it becomes more important that
we know that the Russians are abiding
by the limits of the treaty.
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After reviewing the classified mate-
rial presented by Senator BOND, rank-
ing member of the Senate Intelligence
Committee, I have serious reservations
about the new verification regime con-
tained in the treaty. Although former
Secretary of State James Baker sup-
ports ratification of the treaty, he
stated that the verification mechanism
in the New START treaty ‘‘does not ap-
pear as rigorous or extensive as the one
that verified the numerous and diverse
treaty obligations and prohibitions
under START 1.”

I do regret that without a treaty in
place that there is no verification re-
gime, and no U.S. inspectors moni-
toring Russia’s nuclear arms activities.
It’s important to point out, however,
that the Obama administration had the
ability to extend the verification re-
gime for 5 years, as provided for in
START I. But the Obama administra-
tion failed to act. The administration
also insisted there would be a ‘‘bridg-
ing agreement’” to continue verifica-
tion until the entry into force of a suc-
cessor agreement. This agreement was
never completed either.

I am deeply disappointed that in
these areas of concern, the Senate is
simply being asked to Dbe a
“rubberstamp’ rather than fulfill our
constitutional obligation to provide
our advice on these important matters.
Had the advice of the Senate on these
important issues been incorporated
into the treaty, I believe it would have
gained overwhelming bipartisan sup-
port. Without addressing these areas in
a meaningful way, I am reluctantly un-
able to support it.

Mr. COONS. Madam President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in voic-
ing my strong and unequivocal support
for New START. I want to thank Sen-
ators KERRY and LUGAR for their lead-
ership on this issue, and join them in
urging the Senate to support ratifica-
tion. New START will make America
stronger and more secure by building
on 30 years of U.S. global leadership on
nuclear arms control and reduction.
This is why it has been endorsed by na-
tional security leaders on both sides of
the aisle, including every living Repub-
lican Secretary of State, b former Sec-
retaries of Defense, 7 former com-
manders of the U.S. Strategic Com-
mand, the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff,
3 former Presidents, and all 27 of our
NATO allies.

We simply cannot afford to postpone
the vote until the 112th Congress and
delay ratification any further. Military
planners have confirmed that ratifica-
tion is essential to U.S. security in an
increasingly dangerous environment,
and 73 percent of Americans support
ratification according to one recent
poll.

As the newest member of the Foreign
Relations and Armed Services Commit-
tees, I did not have the luxury of re-
ceiving the wealth of information and
perspective offered in the 18 public
hearings and Senate deliberations on
this issue. I have, however, received
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enough information from classified
briefings to know this is a pressing na-
tional security matter of the highest
order. As we approach a vote, I plan on
following the strong advice of our mili-
tary and national security leadership,
as well as the will of the American peo-
ple, in supporting New START.

New START will enhance U.S. intel-
ligence gathering and restore inspec-
tions needed to monitor the Russian
nuclear force. For more than a year, we
have been deprived of such inspections
due the expiration of the original trea-
ty. While opponents of New START
have highlighted the reduction in the
total number of inspections, those
which remain comprise the most ro-
bust strategic arms inspections regime
in history. By increasing transparency
between the United States and Russia,
New START will enhance our mutual
nuclear deterrent. This is just one ex-
ample of why ratification is in Amer-
ica’s best security interest.

In addition to reducing the total
number of both American and Russian
deployed strategic nuclear weapons to
1550, New START will limit the number
of deployed delivery vehicles for nu-
clear warheads to 700. As we consider
investing more than $85 billion over
the next decade into modernizing our
current nuclear arsenal, we must also
consider the practical benefit of main-
taining a smaller number of strategic
nuclear weapons. These limits have
been endorsed by our military planners
because they are commensurate with
our current and future defense needs.
Moreover, reducing the number of de-
ployed strategic warheads and delivery
vehicles better positions us to invest
the savings in nuclear modernization.

The United States and Russia share
common threats and common inter-
ests, and, in the words of Vice Presi-
dent BIDEN, New START is a ‘‘corner-
stone of our efforts to reset relations
with Russia.”” Over the past 2 years, co-
operation between the United States
and Russia has grown in areas such as
supporting sanctions to thwart Iran’s
nuclear development and transferring
essential supplies into Afghanistan. At
this juncture, the Senate’s failure to
ratify New START could have far-
reaching implications on such progress,
including jeopardizing future coopera-
tion in these critical areas.

As some of my colleagues propose al-
tering the treaty, I want to voice my
strong opposition to all amendments,
as they would effectively kill the
agreement by requiring renegotiation
with Russia. In the future, we can ad-
dress some of the issues raised during
the amendment process—including
Russia’s extensive stockpile of tactical
nuclear weapons—but these matters
exceed the breadth of the treaty before
us today. I also believe that we can
achieve a missile defense cooperation
agreement with Russia, but reaching
an understanding on missile defense
will be easier once we have established
an agreed-upon limit to the number of
deployed strategic nuclear weapons.
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America must maintain its global
leadership on nuclear arms control and
nonproliferation, and it is our obliga-
tion as Senators to act now. It is time
to look beyond politics and vote on
principle, and I urge all Senators to
join me in supporting ratification of
New START because it is a domestic
and global security imperative.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I rise
today to express my support for the
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty,
known as New START, which was
signed by the United States and Russia
on April 8 and transmitted for the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate on May
13. Since then, Chairman KERRY, with
the unwavering support of Ranking
Member LUGAR, has navigated the trea-
ty through 18 hearings before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations, Armed Services,
and Intelligence Committees—and I
commend the chairman for his deter-
mination to see this paramount accom-
plishment through to the finish.

Without equivocation, since his elec-
tion to the U.S. Senate in 1976, Rank-
ing Member LUGAR has been an over-
riding force of nature in reducing the
threat of nuclear, chemical, and bio-
logical weapons—and his work with
then-Senate Armed Services Chairman
Sam Nunn to lay the groundwork for
the deactivation of more than 7,500 of
these dangerous weapons in the former
Soviet Union is legendary. Throughout
the negotiations and consideration of
New START, Ranking Member LUGAR
has once again demonstrated his in-
credible depth of knowledge and exper-
tise on these issues, which has been of
the utmost benefit to the Senate.

President George H.W. Bush and So-
viet leader Mikhail Gorbachev signed
the original START Treaty on July 31,
1991—5 months before the collapse of
the Soviet Union. The agreement rep-
resented the culmination of more than
20 years of bilateral arms control
agreements between our two nations.

Much has changed over what is al-
most two decades since the original
START agreement was signed in Mos-
cow. The world has witnessed the dis-
integration of the Soviet Union, the
rise of terrorist organizations with nu-
clear weapons ambitions, and growing
threats from hostile regimes in such lo-
cations as Tehran and Pyongyang. As a
result, when START expired 1 year ago
this month, we found ourselves at a
crossroads—without the ability to in-
spect Russian missile silos, which,
frankly, is unfortunate given that last
year Senator LUGAR suggested that the
administration obtain a short-term
“bridging agreement” with the Rus-
sians to ensure there was not a
verification gap between the expiration
of START and approval of New START.

Yet despite this missed opportunity
to secure a short-term bridging agree-
ment, I believe the debate we have had
in this body over the last 12 months
has made clear that it is in our vital
national interests to, first and fore-
most, maintain strategic stability be-
tween the United States and Russia—
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the two countries that hold more than
90 percent of the world’s nuclear weap-
ons—and furthermore to upgrade the
original START agreement to reflect
the new realities of the post-Cold War
era.

On the first point, I have supported
New START’s goal of reinstating a
more stable, transparent, and legally
binding mechanism based on proven
methods for monitoring compliance
with treaty provisions and deterring
potential violations. For example, New
START requires essential data ex-
changes detailing the numbers, types,
and locations of affected weapons,
mandates up to 18 short-notice on-site
inspections each year to try and con-
firm information shared during such
exchanges, and it calls for the parties
to notify each other and to update the
database whenever they move such
forces between facilities.

Since the early years of nuclear
weapons agreements between the
United States and the Soviet Union,
beginning with Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks, known as SALT, in May
1972; to the Intermediate-Range Nu-
clear Forces, or INF Treaty, in Decem-
ber 1987 and the original START agree-
ment in July 1991; our nations have
gained from the structure and degree of
transparency that these agreements
provide. As former National Security
Advisor and Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger said in May, New START is
“an evolution of treaties that have
been negotiated in previous adminis-
trations of both parties’ and ‘‘its prin-
cipal provisions are an elaboration’ of
existing agreements. Secretary Kis-
singer went on to note that the contin-
ued absence of this vital agreement
would undoubtedly ‘‘create an element
of uncertainty in the calculations of
both adversaries and allies” and have
an ‘‘unsettling impact on the inter-
national environment.”

In other words, without the com-
prehensive and overlapping system of
inspections, notifications, and data ex-
changes that both the original START
and New START provide, our strategic
commanders and civilian leaders may
be forced to position their assets in a
way that anticipates the worst case
scenario, which as we witnessed during
many overwrought days of the Cold
War is an incredibly precarious—and
often more costly—approach in terms
of the prioritization of our intelligence
and defense resources. Therefore, I be-
lieve firmly that, when combined with
our Nation’s overhead intelligence as-
sets, remote sensing equipment, and
other classified methods, the New
START agreement will provide our
government better insight into the ac-
curacy of Russia’s declarations on the
numbers and types of deployed and
nondeployed strategic offensive arms
subject to the treaty, thereby engen-
dering greater confidence in our com-
prehension of the state of affairs, en-
hancing global stability and our secu-
rity here at home.

Still, in addition to maintaining the
framework of our nuclear arms reduc-
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tion program with Russia, it is crucial
that this treaty be thoroughly vetted
to reflect the reality of the threats we
face in the 21st century. Article II, sec-
tion 2 of the Constitution states that
the President ‘‘shall have Power, by
and with the Advice and Consent of the
Senate, to make Treaties, provided two
thirds of the Senators present con-
cur’—and as such we must make abso-
lutely certain that questions regarding
our ability to verify Russian compli-
ance with New START’s limits, to de-
velop and deploy effective missile de-
fenses, and to modernize our nuclear
weapons complex, have been satisfac-
torily resolved. Senator KYL, in par-
ticular, has brought great value to this
process—and I extol all of my col-
leagues for their dedication to meeting
our constitutional responsibilities.

Among the most significant ques-
tions that have been raised are those
that deal with our ability to monitor
Russian compliance with the treaty’s
limits. As part of its overlapping moni-
toring and verification regimes, New
START permits up to 18 short-notice
on-site inspections at ICBM bases, sub-
marine bases, and air bases each year.
U.S. inspectors will use these inspec-
tions to help verify data on the number
of warheads located on deployed ICBMs
and deployed submarine launched bal-
listic missiles and the number of arma-
ments located on deployed heavy
bombers.

Over the course of this debate, some
of my colleagues have questioned the

utility and effectiveness of New
START’s on-site inspections. As a
member of the Senate Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence, I have worked
with my colleagues to scrutinize this
proposed agreement and have closely
reviewed the National Intelligence Es-
timate pertaining to this subject as
well as a number of other classified re-
ports. It is important to understand
that we do not depend only on the trea-
ty’s monitoring and verification provi-
sions to ensure the Russians are com-
plying with the warhead limit and
other clauses. To the contrary, the
treaty is but one critical instrument
which, as with the 1991 START agree-
ment, is intended to augment informa-
tion collected through our overhead as-
sets, and via other technical tools that
leverage the larger U.S. Intelligence
system—Kknown as our National Tech-
nical Means.

Since the treaty was transmitted to
the Senate in May, the Intelligence
Committee has conducted a com-
prehensive review, and my staff and I
have questioned key officials, includ-
ing the Director of National Intel-
ligence Jim Clapper, former Secretary
of Defense Bill Cohen, and Secretary
Gates’ Representative to Post-START
Negotiations Dr. Ted Warner. Addition-
ally, my staff has held classified dis-
cussions with former START inspec-
tion team members and delegates to
the START Joint Compliance and In-
spection Commission.

Consequently, I would underscore
two significant areas of advancement
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where New START’s verification and
monitoring provisions will be dis-
tinctly different from its predecessor.
First, under the original START agree-
ment, the treaty database listed the
number of warheads attributed to a
type of ballistic missile, and each mis-
sile of that type counted as the same
number of warheads. Notably, New
START advances this standard by ena-
bling our inspectors to in fact count
the actual number of reentry vehicles
deployed on the missile to confirm that
it equals the number designated by the
Russians for that particular weapon.

Secondly, New START includes the
innovation that wunique identifiers—
which mean numeric codes—be affixed
to all Russian missiles and nuclear-ca-
pable heavy bombers. Under the origi-
nal START agreement, unique identi-
fiers were applied only to Russian road-
mobile missiles. As Ranking Member
LUGAR has noted, while this does not
insure a ‘‘foolproof”’ verification sys-
tem, it will provide enhanced con-
fidence and transparency under the
Treaty structure.

Taken as a whole, I believe the trea-
ty’s notification requirements, the use
of unique identifiers on each ICBM,
submarine launched ballistic missile,
and heavy bomber, and the 18 annual
short-notice on-site inspections, com-
bined with our National Technical
Means, will further our critical na-
tional security objectives by helping us
observe and evaluate Russian activi-
ties—an objective that is fundamental
to our strategic stability.

Additionally, when it comes to our
ballistic missile defense capabilities,
former Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice wrote on December 7 that ‘‘“The
Russians need to understand that the
U.S. will use the full-range of Amer-
ican technology and talent to improve
our ability to intercept and destroy the
ballistic missiles of hostile countries.”
In an effort to make certain that our
intentions are unambiguous, the U.S.
issued a unilateral statement at the
signing of New START, which affirms
that our government ‘‘intends to con-
tinue improving and deploying its mis-
sile defense systems in order to defend
itself against limited attack and as
part of our collaborative approach to

strengthening stability in key re-
gions.”
Furthermore, Ranking Member

LUGAR also worked to ensure that the
Resolution of Advice and Consent to
Ratification that was approved by the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
on September 16 addresses this ques-
tion by declaring that ‘it is the policy
of the United States to deploy as soon
as technically possible an effective Na-
tional Missile Defense system’ and
that nothing in the Treaty limits ‘‘fur-
ther planned enhancements’ to missile
defense programs. President Obama,
Secretary Clinton, and Secretary Gates
have reaffirmed this commitment and
the Administration’s Ballistic Missile
Defense Review, released in February,
outlines a detailed plan to continue to
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expand international missile defense
efforts to defend the United States, our
deployed forces, and our allies and
partners around the world.

It is also important for the record to
reflect that Russia issued a similar
statement when the original START
was signed in 1991, saying that the
treaty would be viable only under con-
ditions of compliance with the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty, which at the
time restricted ballistic missile de-
fenses. History clearly shows that fol-
lowing ratification of START the
United States did not restrain its mis-
sile defense programs or reduce its ex-
penditures on ballistic missile defenses
in an effort to ensure that Russia re-
mained committed to the original
START Treaty. To the contrary, U.S.
spending on ballistic missile defense
programs increased dramatically fol-
lowing the signing of the original
START agreement—from less than $4
billion for Department of Defense-wide
ballistic missile defense funding sup-
port in 1991 to nearly $10 billion this
year. Moreover, in spite of this threat
in 1991, Russia remained a party to
START and continued to negotiate fur-
ther reductions on strategic offensive
weapons after the U.S. withdrew from
the ABM Treaty in 2002.

Still, despite this precedent and
Ranking Member LUGAR’s considerable
efforts to make certain that the resolu-
tion addresses the issue of missile de-
fense, questions have been raised about
potential restrictions on our ability to
deploy effective missile defenses, and
some of my colleagues have rightly
criticized the preamble’s recognition of
an ‘‘interrelationship between stra-
tegic offensive arms and strategic de-
fensive arms.”” It has been argued—and
I agree—that this language, when com-
bined with Russia’s unilateral state-
ment asserting its concern about a
United States ‘‘build-up”’’ in missile de-
fense system capabilities, needlessly
gives Russia a leverage point with
which to attempt to compel our gov-
ernment to pull back from our missile
defense objectives by threatening to
withdraw from the Treaty if we seek to
increase our capabilities. As a result, I
supported Senator McCAIN’s effort to
amend the Treaty to strike any ref-
erence to the ‘‘interrelationship be-
tween strategic offensive arms and
strategic defensive arms.”

Finally, when it comes to the mod-
ernization of our nuclear forces, mean-
ingful concerns have been raised about
the deplorable state of our deterio-
rating Manhattan Project-era nuclear
laboratories and weapons stockpiles.
Senators KyL and CORKER should be
commended for their diligence in shed-
ding light on the undeniable truth that
these facilities are sorely out-dated,
and continue to erode as safety and se-
curity costs have grown exponentially,
maintenance is deferred, and layoffs
and hiring freezes deprive our govern-
ment of highly skilled scientists and
technicians needed to maintain our nu-
clear deterrent.
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Credible modernization plans and
long-term funding for the U.S. nuclear
weapons stockpile and the infrastruc-
ture that supports it are central to the
effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent,
and we have posed serious questions
about the veracity of the administra-
tion’s modernization report that was
submitted to Congress with the New
START agreement on May 13th, pursu-
ant to section 1251 of the fiscal year
2010 Defense Authorization Act. Spe-
cifically, we have sought greater detail
and assurances regarding the adminis-
tration’s plans to retool and sustain
our national weapons labs—including
construction of the vitally important
plutonium processing facility, known
as the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search Replacement nuclear facility, in
Los Alamos, NM, and the Uranium
Processing Facility at Oak Ridge, TN.
These two projects are essential for
meeting our life extension program re-
quirements for existing warheads and
certifying the safety and readiness of
the current stockpile.

On November 17, due in large part to
the unyielding persistence of Senators
KyL and CORKER, the administration
released an updated 1251 modernization
report that directly answered many of
our concerns and elaborated on our
modernization objectives by providing
more detailed 10-year timelines and
specific budget projections to sustain
funding for stockpile surveillance at
over $200 million over the next 10
years, and cost estimates for the pluto-
nium and uranium processing facilities
at upwards of $5.8 billion and $6.5 bil-
lion respectively. In total, the adminis-
tration has now committed more than
$85 billion to modernize our nuclear
weapons complex over the next 10
years—3$15 billion more than initially
proposed by the administration—and I
am confident this undertaking will en-
sure continued support for these indis-
pensable activities.

It is now the responsibility of Presi-
dent Obama and his administration to,
in the months ahead, communicate
even more specific details regarding
any lingering concerns about our Na-
tion’s long-term modernization pro-
grams. The Resolution of Advice and
Consent, which is currently before the
Senate, includes strong language re-
quiring direct notification to Congress
if at any moment more resources are
required—or if appropriations are en-
acted that fail to meet our moderniza-
tion needs—and we as a body must hold
this government true to these commit-
ments.

In summary, the original START
agreement was signed over 19 years
ago, at a time when we still lived in a
decidedly bipolar, and some might
argue less complicated world. But with
the fall of the Soviet Union and the end
of the Cold War, we are now facing new
threats from volatile governments in-
tent on the proliferation of dangerous
weapons, and decentralized terrorist
groups focused on launching attacks
more devastating even than 9/11.

S10975

Confronted with these daunting chal-
lenges, America must be prepared to
defend our homeland, our forces in the-
atre, and our allies—and I believe this
treaty allows future administrations to
meet this responsibility, to maintain a
safe and effective deterrent, and at the
same time to continue to reduce the
number of deployed and ready to
launch long-range nuclear weapons.
And as former Secretary of State
James Baker noted in May, a more sta-
ble and cooperative relationship be-
tween Washington and Moscow ‘‘will be
vital if the two countries are to cooper-
ate in order to stem nuclear prolifera-
tion in countries like Iran and North
Korea.” Simply put, the ratification of
New START, and the cooperation and
transparency it requires, has the po-
tential to set the stage for expanded
NATO and Russian collaboration when
it comes to confronting terrorists and
other dangerous proliferators—so to-
gether we may face those who threaten
stability in the post-Cold War world.

Mr. President, the New START trea-
ty has the unanimous support of our
Nation’s military and diplomatic lead-
ership, Director of National Intel-
ligence Jim Clapper, and the endorse-
ment of President George H.W. Bush
and prominent former national secu-
rity officials such as Secretary of De-
fense Bill Cohen, and every living Sec-
retary of State—including Colin Powell
and Condoleezza Rice. As a member of
the Senate Intelligence Committee, I
am convinced that this agreement,
when combined with our intelligence
assets, will enhance global stability,
and most importantly, our national se-
curity. I urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting the Resolution of Advice
and Consent to Ratification.

Mr. REID. Madam President, we can-
not end this historic session of Con-
gress without taking one more impor-
tant step to protect the national secu-
rity of the United States. It is time for
the Senate to ratify the New START
treaty.

This treaty will secure nuclear stock-
piles. It will take nearly 1,500 Amer-
ican and Russian nuclear weapons out
of commission. These are weapons
that, as we speak, are trained on cities
like Washington and Moscow, St. Louis
and St. Petersburg.

More than a year has passed since
American inspectors were on the
ground monitoring the Russian nuclear
weapons arsenal. The sooner we ratify
this treaty, the sooner we can re-open
the window into exactly what the Rus-
sians are, or are not, doing.

START will also preserve a strong
American nuclear arsenal. Our mili-
tary leaders have analyzed the treaty
and determined the number of nuclear
weapons we need to retain in order to
keep us safe here at home. The director
of the Missile Defense Agency has said
the treaty will not restrain or limit
our missile-defense capacity.

America and Russia control more
than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear
weapons. The transparency this treaty
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will provide is critical not just to our
two countries but the entire planet.

By ratifying the START treaty, we
will also increase our ability to work
with other countries to reduce nuclear
weapons around the world, and to
make sure that those weapons are kept
safe and secure. We need to work to-
gether with Russia to stop the most
dangerous nuclear threats, including
those from Iran and North Korea.

One of the greatest and gravest
threats we face is the specter of a ter-
rorist getting his hands on a nuclear
weapon. We have faced nuclear threats
before—but such a threat from a super-
power is much different than one from
a terrorist.

A nuclear-armed terrorist would not
be constrained by doctrines of deter-
rence or mutually assured destruction.
Instead, rogue groups could attack and
destroy one of our cities—and millions
of our people—without warning. By
ratifying the New START treaty, we
can help make sure this kind of unprec-
edented tragedy never happens

We have had a positive, bipartisan
process up to this point. That should
continue today.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee overwhelmingly approved the
treaty with a bipartisan vote of 14-4.

Our Nation’s military Ileadership
unanimously supports it. Secretary of
Defense Robert Gates and Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff ADM Michael
Mullen testified before the Senate and
urged us to ratify it.

Secretaries of State from the last
five Republican Presidents support the
treaty because they know—in their
words—‘‘The world is safer today be-
cause of the decades-long effort to re-
duce its supply of nuclear weapons.”’

And an all-star team of Republican
and Democratic national security lead-

ers support the treaty, including
former President George H.W. Bush,
Colin Powell, Madeleine Albright,

Brent Scowcroft, James Schlesinger,
Stephen Hadley, Senator Sam Nunn,
and Senator John Warner.

Republicans have been included and
instrumental from the beginning. At
Senator KERRY’s urging, the resolution
was crafted by Senator LUGAR to re-
flect the views of our Republican col-
leagues. The Foreign Relations Com-
mittee then adopted additional Repub-
lican amendments in its mark-up. And
we have adopted four additional
amendments on the floor.

Senator KYL raised legitimate con-
cerns about the state of our nuclear
weapons complex, and the White House
responded with an $85 billion commit-
ment to upgrade it over the next 10
years.

We have spent 8 days debating this
treaty on the floor—that is longer than
we spent on the original START—in a
bipartisan and productive debate. I
want to thank Chairman KERRY and
Senator LUGAR for their tireless leader-
ship on this treaty and thank Senators
on both side of the aisle who have
worked hard to get this treaty com-
pleted.
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For many Nevadans, the sights and
sounds of a nuclear attack are familiar.
Deep in our desert sits the Nevada Na-
tional Security Site, which until this
summer was called the Nevada Test
Site.

Today the site is the center of our
fight against terrorism and nuclear
smuggling. It is on the front lines of
our intelligence, arms control and non-
proliferation efforts.

But the site was once a critical bat-
tlefield of the Cold War, and for dec-
ades it served as our Nation’s nuclear
proving ground. A lot of Nevadans grew
up with mushroom clouds in our back-
yard. We want to make sure the tests
that took place in the Nevada desert
are the closest we come to a nuclear
explosion.

Today we can do that. We can con-
tinue our institution’s long history of
bipartisan support for arms control. We
can take 1,500 nuclear weapons off their
launch pads. And we can make the fu-
ture far safer for America and the
world.

This is not just a narrow Senate de-
bate. It isn’t just a local issue. And it
isn’t something that can wait another
day. The whole world is watching and
waiting for us to act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, let me
thank my colleagues for working hard
to get this treaty passed and for being
able to achieve that as well, people
within the administration. I appreciate
the cooperation some of us have had
with the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, the ranking member
and others who have worked hard to
try to complete, in a very short period
of time, what probably should have
taken a lot longer period of time. But
I appreciate their efforts to work with
us in that regard.

I would like to, briefly, speak to
three things: the process, the problems,
and some positive results of the consid-
eration of this treaty.

For those who are watching, I can
tell you right now there is only one
thing on the mind of everybody in this
Chamber: How quickly are we going to
get out of here. One colleague said: I
have a plane to catch. How long are
you going to talk? Will I be able to
catch it?

That is understandable because every
one of us wants to get home to our
families. I know there were some snide
comments expressed about my concern
a week or so ago about the fact we
were going to be into Christmas week.
But now the reality is everybody wants
to get out of here immediately so cut
short your comments, put them in the
RECORD, and so on.

When I predicted a couple weeks ago
that I didn’t think we had time to do
everything the majority leader wanted
to do and do it well, I had no idea how
many things would be added to the
agenda and how difficult that would be.
Unfortunately, I think my prediction
turned out to be correct.
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I remember just 1 year ago when we
were on the Senate floor doing the
health care bill, one of the primary
criticisms of it was the way it was
done. I must tell you, with regard to
the process of this bill, I am concerned
about the precedent we are setting in
the Senate, taking a lameduck session
to jam so many things through, fre-
quently without an opportunity to pro-
vide amendments or, when there are
amendments, to simply have them all
shot down without, I believe, adequate
consideration.

We have done the tax legislation, the
continuing resolution to fund the Gov-
ernment, the DOD authorization bill,
the DREAM Act, don’t ask, don’t tell,
the 9/11 bill is on the way, some judges,
we passed a food safety bill almost in
the middle of the night by unanimous
consent without Members being ade-
quately notified, and now the START
treaty. In many of those situations,
there was not adequate time—as I said,
no amendments even allowed.

When cloture was filed, I expressed
concern we had only dealt with, I be-
lieve at that time, four amendments to
the treaty itself. But we were told:
Don’t worry. We will still give you con-
sent to do resolution-of-ratification
amendments.

Unfortunately, not all of them were
permitted by the majority and, in
order to get as many as possible to-
gether, we had to consolidate 70 or so
amendments down to a very few.

The other side announced at the be-
ginning of the debate there would be no
amendments on the treaty itself or the
preamble. It turned out the amend-
ments that were offered were all de-
feated, but we did have some amend-
ments on the resolution of ratification.
They, too, would have all been defeated
or were defeated, except for the fact
that we were willing to water them
down and, therefore, had them accept-
ed by the majority.

Now we have very little time to
make closing statements because we
are going to adjourn sine die, meaning
this is the end of the Congress. We will
not have time to actually prepare writ-
ten statements for the RECORD. This is
a very brief statement to discuss pri-
marily some positive things because
there is not time to lay out all the
problems that I think those of us who
oppose the treaty still believe are
present in the treaty.

I agree with the comments the new-
est Member of the Senate, MARK KIRK,
made just a moment ago. He is very
well schooled in these issues, though a
new Member of the Senate. I associate
myself with a lot of the remarks he
made. I think later, when we come
back next year, we can chronicle the
things that were said in the debates
and have a pretty good record of how it
all ended. But I fear more for the proc-
ess because of the precedent set that
serious matters, such as the ones we
have debated and dealt with, including
the treaty, were done in, to some ex-
tent, a slipshod way, to some extent in
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which there was not adequate time to
do what the Senate should have done.

I also fear for the precedent set with
respect to treaty ratification. Essen-
tially, on many of the issues that were
raised—and I appreciate, I must say,
colleagues have been kind to me in
their compliments. I appreciate that
very much. They were complimentary
to me and my colleagues in saying we
were raising important issues that
needed to be vetted, but in each case
this was not the time to do it, this was
not the place to do it because if we
dare change one comma in this treaty,
it would require that it be renegoti-
ated. There were some unspecified hor-
rible results of the fact that we would
have to renegotiate the treaty because
the Russians wouldn’t like what we
did.

The precedent we are establishing is
that the Senate is a rubberstamp.
Whatever a President negotiates with
the Russians or somebody else, we dare
not change because otherwise it will
have to be renegotiated, to some great
detriment to humanity, and I don’t
think that is appropriate. I think our
Founders, when they wrote into the
Constitution an equal role for the Sen-
ate and the President, they meant it.
That role is advice and consent. We
gave some advice in the last Defense
authorization bill. We said, for exam-
ple, don’t negotiate conventional
Prompt Global Strike limitations and
don’t allow limitations on missile de-
fense. Both those things were done
against our advice. But we are being
asked to consent notwithstanding.

It seems to me, if the Senate is to
have a role in the future on these kinds
of treaties, we better come to an under-
standing if we are going to be able to
make some changes. I don’t think any-
body ever said the administration ever
got anything 100 percent right. We
ought to be able to make some changes
or else we might as well avoid the proc-
ess altogether because it is just a big
waste of time. Eleven years ago when
we considered the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty and rejected that treaty, a
lot of commentators said the Senate
had finally put its mark on the process
by conclusively demonstrating it would
not be a rubberstamp and that would
be a new era for the administration in
the future, having to pay some atten-
tion to what the Senate said. I hope
this new START treaty is an aberra-
tion, rather than the beginning of a
new precedent.

I will just tell you this. If the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty is brought
forward again, there will be a different
process. Rather than the situation
which obtained here, in which I did not
urge a single colleague to oppose this
treaty until the time that cloture was
filed on it, I will urge every one of my
colleagues to oppose reconsideration of
the CTB.

So the process is not good. I have to
hope that the result of the way we han-
dled it this year will not establish a
new precedent. The problems of the
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treaty I wish to discuss in detail, but
because my colleagues want to catch
airplanes, I will not.

Let me focus then on the third and
last element here, which is, some new
things we learned from this treaty,
and, frankly, some achievements that
were obtained as a result of a lot of at-
tention to it—being paid to it by our
colleagues, a lot of great debate, par-
ticularly with respect to missile de-
fense, modernization, and future arms
control agenda.

One of the things I think we have
made some progress on is that this
may be the last arms control agree-
ment for a while. Maybe we can get
back to focusing on the real issues,
issues of proliferation, of terrorism
dealing with threats from countries
such as North Korea and Iran.

It is fine to have yet another Cold
War era type agreement with Russia.
But the real issue is not between Rus-
sia and the United States, it is dealing
with these other threats. So I suggest
we move away from the distraction of
agreements such as this, and on to
what is a more contemporary chal-
lenge. I think as a result of the debate,
that will be possible to do.

I would quote one of our colleagues,
Condoleezza Rice, who served with
great distinction as Secretary of State,
and before that as National Security
Adviser, wrote recently in the Wall
Street Journal and she said:

After this treaty, our focus must be on
stopping dangerous proliferators, not on fur-
ther reductions of the U.S. and Russian stra-
tegic arsenals, which are really no threats to
each other or to international stability.

Presidential Adviser Gary Samore
agreed, saying:

If Iran succeeds in developing a nuclear ca-
pability, that would do more damage to the
effort of the President to achieve a nuclear
free world than anything.

That is the real test of where we are
headed. So I would hope the focus in
the future will be on the illicit pro-
grams of Iran, of Korea, countries such
as Syria, and potentially focusing on
some of the supporters of these coun-
tries such as the country of China.
These are the real challenges. I believe
there would be bipartisan support in
this body to address those challenges
next.

But, secondly, I think as a result of
focusing on our nuclear arsenal, which
we had to do by looking at this treaty,
we have also learned that we have a
very big challenge in this country.
And, fortunately and parallel with the
treaty, we worked on this challenge,
the issue of how we can modernize our
nuclear facilities and nuclear force and
the delivery vehicles of the triad that
would deliver those vehicles.

I think we have all agreed we made
significant improvement in that re-
gard. The administration, I believe, has
made a significant commitment to the
modernization of our nuclear facilities.
And the Senate, in various ways in
dealing with this treaty, has done like-
wise, as well as through an exchange of
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letters that have been entered into by
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and we hope to work with our
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives with whom we have not had
enough contact on this issue. But hope-
fully, as a result of everything we have
done, we will have an opportunity to
fund the modernization, as it becomes
clear more precisely what has to be
done, to ensure that all of that is ac-
complished within the appropriate
timeframe.

When we started out, we had a pretty
woeful amount of money dedicated to
the modernization of our nuclear facili-
ties. Now we have a request from the
administration of a total of about $85
billion over a decade to operate our fa-
cilities. That includes about $15 billion
in new modernization spending.

With the 1251 report coming from the
administration each year, we antici-
pate there will be further updates
which will demonstrate additional
progress we can make in the mod-
ernization. In addition, I mentioned
the letter from the four key members
of the Appropriations Committee in
this body. We hope to work with Mem-
bers in the House of Representatives
likewise.

Finally on this matter, one of the
last amendments that was adopted is a
certification requirement, which is a
change to the resolution of ratification
that, to the extent possible, the admin-
istration will accelerate the planning
and design of the two major facilities
here and, where appropriate, request
multiyear funding, of which my two
colleagues from Tennessee who are, as
usual, seated right here together, made
a very strong point—that we could not
only save a lot of money every year but
also accelerate the construction of
these facilities so we could complete
the life extension programs for our nu-
clear weapons that are so critical.

A third thing I think we did, which is
a very positive result, is to focus a lit-
tle bit also on the other aspect of mod-
ernization; that is to say, the triad, our
nuclear triad of bombers, submarines,
and ICBMs.

The Secretary of Defense had made a
decision at the outset of the Obama ad-
ministration that we would cancel the
decision on the next generation of
bomber. It was very unclear whether it
was the intention of our government to
have a nuclear-capable bomber part of
the nuclear triad.

Quoting General Chilton, who is the
general responsible at Strategic Com-
mand on this, ‘“We need service pro-
grams that sustain the long-term via-
bility of our land-based, airborne, and
sea-based delivery platforms.”

One of the amendments that was
adopted, amendment No. 4864, does re-
quire the President to certify that he
intends to modernize or replace the
triad, a heavy bomber and air-launched
cruise missile, nuclear capable, an
ICBM, and an SSBN and SLBM—in
other words, the submarine leg, which
I believe the administration has al-
ready begun to move forward on.
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Also it would maintain the rocket
motor industrial base necessary to sup-
port continued production of ballistic
missiles. This is very important, be-
cause even if you modernize the war-
heads, if you do not have modern deliv-
ery vehicles to deliver them, obviously
you do not have a capable deterrent.
And, of course, the Russians, who have
the most capable system other than
ours, are modernizing their delivery ve-
hicles, especially their ICBMs and, as a
result, I think we need to do that as
well.

I am very pleased we have been able
to resolve this question about a nu-
clear-capable triad. I look forward to
clear and unambiguous statements
from the administration in the future
about this, and eventually getting a re-
placement for all three legs of the triad
that need to be modernized.

Fourth, there was a lot of discussion
here about missile defense. I think
without the treaty having come up, we
probably would not have spent the
time and raised the issues with regard
to missile defense that were raised. We
had a disagreement here about wheth-
er—or the extent to which the pre-
amble to the treaty and article V of
the treaty and the signing statements
created a problem with respect to fur-
ther development of our missile de-
fenses.

But through this debate, I believe,
through commitments of the President
in a letter that he wrote, through an
amendment to the resolution of ratifi-
cation and a lot of statements for the
record during this debate, we are much
further down the road in predicting
that we will be able to deploy the kind
of missile defense that is necessary to
protect not just our allies in Europe,
for example, but also the continental
United States and the American peo-
ple.

To conclude this point, any attempt
by the Russian Federation now to rees-
tablish a link between missile defense
and strategic arms control will not
succeed; that any argument that there
is a legal right to withdraw from the
treaty if we proceed with our deploy-
ment plans, as they will be commu-
nicated to the Russians, will not stand.
So our friends in Russia do need to un-
derstand what we have done here. And
we are making clear, as President
Reagan once did, that U.S. missile de-
fenses are simply not open to a discus-
sion. They will not be part of future ne-
gotiations as well.

Finally, with regard to the Conven-
tional Prompt Global Strike, I think
we made some progress there. Very few
people had ever heard the phrase, knew
what it was. The Senate did give its ad-
vice in last year’s Defense bill not to
limit it. But, nevertheless, it was lim-
ited in the treaty. I think our debate
about it here has helped to educate
Members as to the need for this, some-
thing both the administration and
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many of us here in the Senate support.
It is simply the capability to deliver
not a nuclear warhead but a conven-
tional warhead by an ICBM at a very
long distance in a very relatively short
period of time, to meet some of the new
threats we are going to be facing in the
future.

Unfortunately, Prompt Global Strike
is limited in the treaty. Notwith-
standing that unfortunate linkage, as I
said, I think we have had an oppor-
tunity to obtain a more secure com-
mitment from the administration on
the deployment of the Global Strike
capability, because the resolution of
ratification now calls for a detailed re-
port on our CPGS objectives prior to
entry into the force of the treaty.

It will require the administration to
consider treaty limitations, methods of
distinguishing nuclear, nonnuclear sys-
tems, which are possible and should re-
lieve any concern that the Russians
have about the potential for a Prompt
Global Strike weapon being confused
with a nuclear weapon.

Apart from all of the things I just
talked about there are other things in
the resolution of ratification that will
add some strength to the position that
those of us who oppose the treaty have
taken, including working through the
Bilateral Consultative Commission,
not being undercut by that commis-
sion, requiring an annual report certi-
fying Russian compliance with the
terms of the New START treaty, things
of that sort.

I conclude that one of the things we
will have to do proactively from here
on out, in order to achieve some of the
objectives that we have talked about
here, is to work with our House col-
leagues who have not been a part of
this process, to share with them the
reasons we have concluded these things
are important, to work together, the
administration, my colleagues on the
Democratic side and our side, to con-
vince them each year of the necessary
appropriations that will be required,
among other things, for modernization
of both the triad and—I know my col-
leagues are anxious to leave. As a re-
sult, I will cut my comments short to
make this point.

I again close, as I opened, by thank-
ing colleagues for working under what
are, frankly, very difficult cir-
cumstances, to try to compress every-
thing into a very short period of time,
to be on a START treaty at the same
time we are parachuting in all manner
of other issues and trying to get those
resolved. This has not been easy.

For those colleagues who were pa-
tient and expressed desire to do things
on the floor that we did not have time
for, I appreciate their indulgences and
appreciate the courtesies that everyone
has extended. This has been very con-
tentious, and yet the disagreements be-
tween us have never risen to any level
beyond that which is totally appro-
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priate for a serious debate in the Sen-
ate, proving again that while we can
disagree or will disagree, we can cer-
tainly do so agreeably. I thank my col-
leagues for their willingness to do that.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
thank the Senator. I know he has cur-
tailed his remarks. I have cut mine.
But I do want to say a couple of things
as we try to wind down here. I want to
thank the Senator from Arizona for
helping to get us to a point where we
can vote now. I want to thank Senator
WYDEN who, 48 hours after surgery, has
made himself available to come here
and to be able to vote. We are appre-
ciative of that.

As we end our debate on the New
START treaty, I believe we can say the
Senate has done its duty, and done it
with diligence, serious purpose, and
honor. And I am confident that our Na-
tion’s security—and that of the world—
will be enhanced by ratifying this trea-
ty.

When we began this debate 8 days
ago, I quoted CHRIS DoDD’s farewell ad-
dress, in which he reminded us that the
Founding Fathers had designed the
Senate with these moments in mind. I
think over the past week we have lived
up to our moment. Senators have had
opportunity to speak and debate. The
fact is, we have considered this trea-
ty—a less complicated or far-reaching
treaty than START I—for longer than
we considered START I and START II
combined.

Admiral Mullen summed up our in-
terests in this treaty in a compelling
way. He said:

I continue to believe that ratification of
the New START Treaty is vital to U.S. na-
tional security. Through the trust it engen-
ders, the cuts it requires, and the flexibility
it preserves, this treaty enhances our ability
to do that which we in the military have
been charged to do: protect and defend the
citizens of the United States. I am as con-
fident in its success as I am in its safeguards.
The sooner it is ratified, the better.

I think that is exactly right, and it is
important to keep our fundamental
charge to protect America foremost in
our minds.

But I think there is something more
to think about now. In the back and
forth of debates like this, as we dispute
details and draw dividing lines, it is
easy to lose sight of the magnitude of
the decision we are making.

Because sometimes, when we repeat
and repeat and repeat certain words
and phrases they become routine and
ritual, and their true meaning fades
away. When we argue about the dif-
ference between 700 delivery vehicles
and 720, we may forget that in the final
analysis, regardless of where we stand
on the START treaty, this is one of
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those rare times in the U.S. Senate,
one of the only times in all our service
here, when we have it in our power to
safeguard or endanger human life on
this planet. More than any other, this
issue should transcend politics. More
than any other, this issue should sum-
mon our best instincts and our highest
sense of responsibility. More than at
almost any other time, the people of
the world are watching us because they
rely on our leadership and because this
issue involves not simply our lives and
the lives of our children but their lives
and the lives of their children as well.

So it is altogether fitting that we
have debated and now we decide not in
a campaign season, but in a season
that celebrates and summons us to the
ideal of peace on Earth. Yes, we have
contended about schedules. Yes, the
constant chatter on cable speculates
about whether we would approve the
treaty in time to get out of here for
Christmas. But the question is not
whether we get out of here for a holi-
day; the question is whether we move
the world a little more out of the dark
shadow of nuclear nightmare. For
whatever our faith, the right place for
us at this time of year, no matter how
long it may take, is here in the Senate
where we now have a unique capacity
to give a priceless gift not just to our
friends and family, but to our fellow
men and women everywhere. When
Robert Oppenheimer left Los Alamos
after the atomic bomb was dropped, he
said, ‘“The peoples of this world must
unite or they will perish. This war,
that has ravaged so much of the earth,
has written these words. The atomic
bomb has spelled them out for all men
to understand. ... By our works we
are committed, committed to a world
united, before this common peril, in
law and in humanity.” That is what
brings us to this moment.

Last night, a friend called my atten-
tion to the meditation of Pope John
Paul II when he visited Hiroshima. He
said that from the memory of those
awesome mushroom clouds over Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki we must draw the
‘“‘conviction that man who wages war
can also successfully make peace.”
This month in homes across this land,
Americans are honoring moments in
the history of faith that enshrine the
values that guide us all regardless of
faith. We in the Senate, only 100 of us
in a world of billions, should be hum-
bled and proud that in this month we
have the privilege of reducing the risks
of war and advancing the cause of
peace.

So think of what is at stake here and
of the role we now have to play, not
only in the governing of our country
but literally in the life of the world.
Here more than ever our power to ad-
vise and consent is more than some ar-
cane procedural matter. The Framers
of the Constitution created the Senate
with a vision of statesmanship, that
here narrow interests would yield to
the national interest, that petty quar-
rels would be set aside in pursuit of
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great and common endeavor. The best
of our history has proven the wisdom
of that vision. There was that defining
moment when Senator Daniel Webster
stood at his desk in this Chamber to
address the fundamental moral issue of
slavery. The words with which he start-
ed were stark and simple, and they
should guide us today and every day.
He said: “‘I speak not as a Massachu-
setts man, nor a northern man, but as
an American.” This is the very defini-
tion of what it means to be a Senator.
To speak not for one State but for one
America. To remember that the whole
world is watching. So it is now, and so
it has been across the decades during
which so many Presidents and Sen-
ators of both parties, citizens in every
part of the country, have struggled and
at critical turning points succeeded in
pushing back the dark frontier of nu-
clear conflict. The efforts have not al-
ways been perfect; nothing in life or
policy ever is. But as we end this de-
bate now, let us take our own step for-
ward for America and for the world. As
stewards of enormous destructive
power, we too can become the stewards
of peace.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, as the
Senate approaches a point of decision
on the New START treaty, I would like
to offer a few concluding thoughts.

My attitudes towards the enterprise
of arms control have been affected by
the time I have spent during the last
two decades visiting remote areas of
Russia in an effort to bolster Nunn-
Lugar dismantlement operations. When
one sees Russian SS-18 ballistic mis-
siles being cut up at Surovatikha, or
when one witnesses the dismantlement
of a Typhoon ballistic missile sub-
marine at the SevMash facility on the
approaches to the Barents Sea, one
gets a clear picture of the enormity of
the problem that confronted us during
the Cold War.

With all the destructive power that
was created during that era amidst in-
tense suspicion and enmity between
the United States and the former So-
viet Union, we were extraordinarily
fortunate to have avoided a mishap
that could have destroyed American
civilization. During the last two dec-
ades, we have circumscribed the nu-
clear problem, but we have not elimi-
nated it. Our cities remain vulnerable
to accident, miscalculation, and pro-
liferation stemming from the Russian
nuclear arsenal. And we still must pay
very close attention to the disposition
of Russian nuclear forces.

Visiting dismantlement operations in
Russia also underscores that arms con-
trol is a technically challenging en-
deavor. In these debates we generally
focus on the balance of nuclear forces,
deterrence theories, diplomatic maneu-
vers, and other aspects of high
statecraft. But arms control is also a
“nuts and bolts” enterprise involving
thousands of American and Russian
technicians, officials, and military per-
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sonnel. Verification and dismantle-
ment activities require tremendous co-
operation on mundane engineering
challenges, equipment and supply lo-
gistics, and legal frameworks that
allow these activities to proceed.

Ironically the exacting nature of
arms verification and elimination may
be a blessing. The challenges of this
work and the amount of information
that both sides are required to ex-
change have improved transparency
and forced our countries to build pro-
ductive partnerships over time.

The Foreign Relations Committee
held a hearing on June 24 in which De-
fense Department officials in charge of
verification and dismantlement activi-
ties in the former Soviet Union testi-
fied. These officials oversee dismantle-
ment work in Russia that occurs every
day. Their agencies oversaw
verification under START I before the
treaty expired on December 5, 2009.
They would oversee the verification
work required under the New START
treaty.

They described in detail how
verification operations are conducted
and gave Senators a picture of how the
United States and Russia cooperate on
technically challenging nonprolifera-
tion goals. Only five members of the
committee attended that hearing. I
wish that every Senator could have at-
tended, because the presentation un-
derscored how much the START proc-
ess links our two defense establish-
ments and how critical the START
framework is to nonproliferation ac-
tivities.

Mr. President, there is a maxim that
has been popularized in American cin-
ema, variants of which have sometimes
been attributed to early political phi-
losophers such as Sun Tsu or Machia-
velli. It is ““Keep your friends close, but
your enemies closer.” I am not sug-
gesting that Russia is an enemy. Our
relationship with that country is far
more complex. It is a relationship that
is both wary and hopeful. We admire
the Russian people and their cultural
and scientific achievements, while la-
menting continuing restrictions on
their civil and political liberties. We
recognize the potential for U.S.-Rus-
sian cooperation based on deep com-
monalities in our history and geog-
raphy, even as we are frustrated that
Cold War sensibilities are difficult to
dislodge.

Although we can and must make sit-
uational judgments to engage Russia,
such engagement is no guarantee that
we will experience a convergence of
perceived interests or the elimination
of friction.

But one does not have to abandon
one’s skepticism of the Russian Gov-
ernment or dismiss contentious foreign
policy disagreements with Moscow to
invest in the practical enterprise of nu-
clear verification and transparency. In
fact, it is precisely the friction in our
broader relationship that makes this
treaty so important.
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It would be an incredible strategic
blunder to sever our START relation-
ship with Russia when that country
still possesses thousands of nuclear
weapons. We would be distancing our-
selves from a historic rival in the area
where our national security is most af-
fected and where cooperation already
has delivered successes. When it comes
to our nuclear arsenals we want to
keep Russia close. There are enough
centripetal forces at work without
abandoning a START process that has
prevented surprises and miscalcula-
tions for 15 years.

The New START agreement came
about because the United States and
Russia, despite differences on many
geopolitical issues, do have coincident
interests on specific matters of nuclear
security. We share an interest in lim-
iting competition on expensive weap-
ons systems that do little to enhance
the productivity of our respective soci-
eties. We share an interest in achieving
predictability with regard to each oth-
er’s nuclear forces so we are not left
guessing about equal potential
vulnerabilities. We share an interest in
cooperating broadly on keeping weap-
ons of mass destruction out of the
hands of terrorists. And we share an in-
terest in maintaining lines of commu-
nication between our political and
military establishments that are based
on the original START agreement.

Over the last 7 months the Senate
has performed due diligence on the New
START treaty. Most importantly, we
have gathered and probed military
opinion about what the treaty would
mean for our national defense. We have
heard from the top military leadership,
as well as the commanders who oversee
our nuclear weapons and our missile
defense. We have heard from former
Secretaries of Defense and STRATCOM
commanders who have confirmed the
judgment of current military leaders.
Their answers have demonstrated a
carefully-reasoned military consensus
in favor of ratifying the treaty. Rejec-
tion of such a consensus on a treaty
that affects fundamental questions of
nuclear deterrence would be an ex-
traordinary action for the Senate to
take.
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Moreover, the treaty review process
has produced a much stronger Amer-
ican political consensus in favor of
modernization of our nuclear forces
and implementation of our miile de-
fense plans. This includes explicit com-
mitments by the President and con-
gressional appropriators. In the ab-
sence of the New START treaty, I be-
lieve this consensus would be more dif-
ficult to maintain. We have the chance
today not only to approve the New
START treaty, but also to solidify our
domestic determination to achieve
these national security goals.

I began the Senate debate on this
treaty last week by citing a long list of
the national security threats that cur-
rently occupy our nation and our mili-
tary. Our troops are heavily engaged in
Afghanistan and Iraq. We are fighting a
global terrorist threat. And we are
seeking to resolve the dangerous cir-
cumstances surrounding nuclear weap-
ons programs in Iran and North Korea.
We are attempting to address these and
many other national security questions
at a time of growing resource con-
straints reflected in a $14 trillion debt.

In this context the U.S. Senate has a
chance today to constrain expensive
arms competition with Russia. We have
chance to guarantee transparency and
confidence-building procedures that
contribute to our fundamental national
security. We have a chance to frustrate
rogue nations who would prefer as
much distance as possible between the
United States and Russia on nuclear
questions. And we have a chance to
strike a blow against nuclear prolifera-
tion that deeply threatens American
citizens and our interests in the world.

I am hopeful that the Senate will em-
brace this opportunity to bolster U.S.
national security by voting to approve
the New START treaty.

I thank the Chair.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
The majority leader is recognized.

JAMES ZADROGA 9/11 HEALTH AND
COMPENSATION ACT OF 2010

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in legis-
lative session, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 641, H.R. 847,
the James Zadroga 9/11 Health and
Compensation Act of 2010; further, that
the Gillibrand-Schumer  substitute
amendment, which is at the desk, be
agreed to, the Senate proceed to a vote
on the bill immediately, as amended,
with no intervening action or debate,
further, that if the bill is passed, the
motions to reconsider be laid upon the
table with no intervening action or de-
bate, and any statements relating to
this matter be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 847) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend and improve
protections and services to individuals di-
rectly impacted by the terrorist attack in
New York City on September 11, 2001, and for
other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the substitute amend-
ment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4923) was agreed
to.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
the Statement of Budgetary Effects of
PAYGO Legislation for H.R. 847, as
amended.

Total Budgetary Effects of H.R. 847 for the
5-year Statutory PAYGO Scorecard: net de-
crease in the deficit of $101 million.

Total Budgetary Effects of H.R. 847 for the
10-year Statutory PAYGO Scorecard: net de-
crease in the deficit of $443 million.

Also submitted for the RECORD as
part of this statement is a table pre-
pared by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, which provides additional infor-
mation on the budgetary effects of this
Act, as follows:

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR AN AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE TO H.R. 847, THE JAMES ZADROGA 9/11 HEALTH AND
COMPENSATION ACT OF 2010 (VERSION BAI10697), AS ADOPTED BY THE SENATE ON DECEMBER 22, 2010

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

2011 2012 2013 2014

2015

2011-
2015

2011—

2016 2020

2017 2018 2019 2020

Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact

Net Increase or Decrease (—) in the Decifit
—242 106 170 56

—191

1398 —346 —466 —461 —457 —101 —433

Note: Components may not sum to totals because of rounding.

The amendment would establish a program for health care benefits for eligible emergency personnel who responded to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks and eligible residents and others present in the area of New York City
near the World Trade Center. The legislation also would provide compensation payments to certain individuals for death and physical injury claims resulting from the attacks. The amendment would extend for one year certain fees on L
and H-1B nonimmigrants that currently expire after fiscal year, 2014, and would impose a 2 percent excise tax on payments made to certain foreign persons by federal agencies to obtain certain goods or services.

Source: Congressional Budget Office and the staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
heard complaints over the past few
days about why we in the Senate are
still working so close to the Christmas
holiday. All of us would rather be home
with our families, but of course we
were sent here to serve the American

people. We were sent here to the Sen-
ate to do the work of the American
people, and we have been trying to
complete our work for the past several
weeks. One remaining issue demands
our attention: taking care of the Amer-
icans who responded to the terrorist

attacks on September 11th. We cannot
turn our backs on these injured and
ailing first responders. This is a defin-
ing issue of our American values—how
we serve those who have sacrificed for
our Nation.
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