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value his advice and I have valued it
over these years that we have served
together. He has always been a serious
and productive leader who also has a
tremendously great sense of humor.
After all is said and done, he is a great
father, grandfather, husband, and
friend—just to mention a few.

BoB will be successful in whatever he
chooses to do. He is a good man. I per-
sonally will miss him. I think every-
body in the Senate will miss him, and
I believe it is safe to say everybody in
Utah will miss him as well—some more
than others. Nevertheless, if they look
at his record and they look at the
things he has done for our State, for
our people, they are going to thank
God that BOB BENNETT was a Senator
for 18 solid years. I personally thank
the Father in Heaven for having him
here as a partner to me, as a friend,
and as somebody on whom I could rely
and with whom I could counsel on some
of these very earthshakingly important
matters that come before our Senate.

I have such a great opinion of BOB
BENNETT, I don’t think even he has
known—maybe not until today—how
great that opinion has been. I think
the world of him. I love him as a
human being, and I wish him the very
best, he and his family.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am
embarrassed and humbled and gratified
by the comments of my senior col-
league, Senator HATCH. My wife has
said, by virtue of our retirement from
the Senate: It is a little like going to
your own funeral. You are hearing all
of the eulogies but you are still alive.

We, indeed, are planning a significant
life and activity after the Senate. I will
have more to say about that at some
other time. But I want to express my
gratitude to Senator HATCH for the
kind words he has spoken, but more
importantly for the relationship we
have developed in the time we have
served together.

We did not know each other very well
prior to my running for the Senate. He
was a Senator off in Washington; I was
a businessman in Utah. We had little
occasion to see our paths cross and be-
come acquainted.

One of the things I will treasure the
most out of my experiences in the Sen-
ate has been the opportunity to come
to know ORRIN as a friend, as a dedi-
cated legislator, and a role model and
mentor. He has guided me many times
when I needed some guidance. We have
disagreed sometimes when that was ap-
propriate given our particular posi-
tions on an issue or two, but always I
have been able to look to ORRIN HATCH
as a mentor, a friend, someone upon
whom I could depend.

In the recent election when there
were those who were suggesting that
maybe ORRIN should distance himself
from me for his own political benefit, 1
am gratified by the fact that he not
only refused to do that but until the
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very end did everything he could
throughout the State to see to it that
I was triumphant in that election.

It turned out I was not, as far as the
convention is concerned, but elections
and conventions are not the be-all-and-
end-all of life. I will go on to other ac-
tivities, but I will hang onto my friend-
ship with ORRIN HATCH and continue
my respect and love for him in the
years to come.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, are we
in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

———
NEW START TREATY

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak once again about the
New START treaty. Today I will talk
about the New START treaty and the
maintenance of a safe, secure, and ef-
fective nuclear deterrent. That means
maintaining and sustaining the nuclear
weapons stockpile and delivery plat-
forms; modernizing the buildings and
equipment in the nuclear weapons com-
plex; and supporting the experts and
scientists who are involved in it.

I would like to preface my remarks
by underlining the urgency for the Sen-
ate to ratify the treaty. How can it be
that we do not have a treaty with Rus-
sia in place, along with its verification
regime 360 days after the expiration of
the original START treaty? That is
more than 6 months after the adminis-
tration submitted the treaty to the
Senate.

The verification regime will provide
crucial insight into Russian forces, in-
sight that is degrading over time with-
out the treaty in place. We need to rat-
ify this treaty now.

For decades, our relations with the
Soviet Union, and now with Russia,
have been stabilized and made more
predictable and cooperative through
arms control agreements. How can it
be that now, when Russia is no longer
our enemy and yet not our ally, my
friends across the aisle are refusing to
move forward on ratifying a modest
treaty that is critical for our national
security?

If consideration of the treaty is de-
layed or blocked, it will make coopera-
tion with Russia on national security
interests much more difficult, if not
impossible. Do you seriously believe
that, if you block or reject the treaty,
we will see Russia’s continued coopera-
tion with international sanctions on
Iran? Are you not concerned that Rus-
sia will reconsider its prohibition on
the sale of the S-300 anti-air defense
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missile systems to Iran, as it did in
September?

And why put the Nunn-Lugar Cooper-
ative Threat Reduction Program at
risk? Senator LUGAR himself has
warned that failure to ratify the treaty
could imperil that enormously success-
ful program in securing loose nukes.

If this modest treaty is blocked by
the minority, I do not believe my
friends on the other side will be pleased
with the consequences.

Many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle want to see negotia-
tions with Russia on reductions in tac-
tical nuclear weapons. I agree. That is
going to be a difficult task under any
circumstances. But as our lead nego-
tiator Rose Gottemoeller said recently,
there is zero chance of getting to the
negotiating table with the Russians on
tactical nuclear weapons unless we get
this treaty ratified and entered into
force.

It is also important to note that my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have been delaying consideration of the
treaty for some time. Back in August,
Senator MCCONNELL said, ‘‘The only
way this treaty gets in trouble is if it’s
rushed.” And Senator KYL told report-
ers that since it could be hard to get
everything done before the November
election, the Senate might need a
lameduck session to vote on New
START.

The administration and Chairman
KERRY deferred to those Republicans,
but now those same colleagues are say-
ing we can not do it during the lame-
duck session. To them, I say, if not
now, when? If we defer and delay fur-
ther, we risk a collapse in relations
with Russia, including the loss of their
continued cooperation on the all-im-
portant Iran issue.

Now, the remaining major objection
to ratification that Republicans have
raised is not a feature of the treaty
itself, but maintenance and moderniza-
tion of our nuclear arsenal and com-
plex.

There is bipartisan agreement that
as our nuclear arsenal gets smaller
through arms control agreements, en-
suring that it remains safe, secure, and
effective takes on added importance.
From my perspective that is the funda-
mental justification for nuclear mod-
ernization. And I agree with Senator
KyL, who emphasized in a floor state-
ment, and I quote, the ‘“‘direct link be-
tween nuclear force reductions and
modernization of the U.S. nuclear
weapons complex.” Likewise, Senator
MCcCAIN has noted that, ‘‘as we move to
reduce the size of our nuclear stock-
pile, this modernization effort becomes
all the more important.”

The Obama administration has made
a serious commitment to nuclear mod-
ernization, and they have paired it
with arms control. We have an exten-
sive set of programs in place to retain
confidence in the stockpile without
testing. We are extending the life of
our current nuclear delivery vehicles
and studying, planning, and beginning
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the next generation. And we are con-
tinuing to develop plans for major im-
provements in the complex of facilities
that support the nuclear enterprise.

I support the administration’s ap-
proach to modernization tethered to
arms control. Now I have to admit, in
these tough economic times, I do have
concerns with spending $85 billion on
an enormous nuclear complex, that is a
staggering amount of money. Without
a commitment to arms control and
nonproliferation, it is impossible to
justify spending that much money.
This is the 21st century, not the cold
war, and our needs are different.

That is why I will not support this
massive investment in modernization
without an equal commitment to arms
control and nonproliferation. That is
why earlier this year I joined several
colleagues in writing to the Budget
Committee in support of the adminis-
tration’s massive Fiscal Year 2011 re-
quest for the National Nuclear Safety
Administration, or NNSA.

I will continue to fight for nuclear
modernization paired with arms con-
trol. But they must be paired. Our na-
tional security requires it. And polit-
ical reality requires it.

That is what the Congressional Com-
mission on the Strategic Posture of the
United States, better known as the
Perry-Schlesinger Commission, made
clear. The Commission’s report has
been the main touchstone on all sides
of the debate over New START.

The December 15, 2009 letter to the
President from 41 of my colleagues, in-
cluding all the members of the minor-
ity, relies heavily on the Commission’s
recommendations in spelling out its re-
quirements for the treaty and mod-
ernization. Senator MCCAIN’S Sep-
tember 14 letter to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee relies on the Commis-
sion’s perspective on the modernization
of the nuclear complex. Senator KYL’s
May 24, 2010, floor speech on New
START also makes prominent ref-
erence to and endorses the Commis-
sion’s report.

Here is the first page of the report’s
Executive Summary:

‘“While deterrence plays an essential role
in reducing nuclear dangers, it is not the
only means for doing so, and accordingly the
United States must seek additional coopera-
tive measures of a political kind, including
for example arms control and nonprolifera-
tion. This is a time when these approaches
can be renewed and reenergized.”’

Not only deterrence, but also arms
control and nonproliferation. We must
be committed to both together. That is
why the Commission goes on to say,
“These components of strategy must
be integrated into a comprehensive ap-
proach.”

It is just such a comprehensive ap-
proach that the administration has
taken. In its very first recommenda-
tion, the Commission warns of the im-
portance of maintaining both compo-
nents of strategy:

The United States should continue to pur-
sue an approach to reducing nuclear dangers
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that balances deterrence, arms control, and
nonproliferation. Singular emphasis on one
or another element would reduce the nuclear
security of the United States and its allies.”

I submit that the administration and
those of us who have pushed nuclear
modernization in good faith, to support
deterrence and nonproliferation and
arms control, are following this rec-
ommendation. Those who have held the
New START treaty Thostage to
ungrounded complaints about mod-
ernization and ever-changing demands
are not.

I believe many of my colleagues on
the other side will vote for this treaty.
They understand that it is modest but
also important, and they will put na-
tional security ahead of partisan polit-
ical pressures. But if a small number of
Republicans continue to delay and
block this treaty, they will be respon-
sible for the disintegration of the con-
sensus on nuclear modernization, and
the complex and arsenal will once
again become subject to controversy,
dispute, and drift. That is just the re-
ality.

It is true that Republicans have
broadly questioned the administra-
tion’s commitment on nuclear mod-
ernization. But their criticisms do not
stand up to scrutiny.

Thus, Senator KYL’s criticisms of the
Obama administration’s pledge to
spend $100 billion to maintain and mod-
ernize nuclear delivery systems, that is
right, $100 billion, is that ‘‘the plan
makes a commitment only to a next-
generation submarine, not to a next-
generation bomber, ballistic missile, or
air-launched cruise missile.”

This makes it sound like the admin-
istration lacks commitment to a cred-
ible deterrent, but that is just not true.
Where decisions need to be made now,
the administration has made them,
with respect to the SSBN(X), the next-
generation submarine. Where decisions
would benefit from further consider-
ation, and do not need to be made now,
that is what is happening.

The administration is undertaking a
comprehensive set of assessments of
21st century threats and needs, and it
will then make decisions on what fol-
lows the Minuteman III, the Air-
Launched Cruise Missile, and the B-52
and B-2.

The Minuteman III missile is, by con-
gressional mandate, having its life ex-
tended through 2030. Studies to inform
the decision about the follow-on are
needed now, and they are happening.

Similarly, the Department of Defense
is studying the right mix of long-range
strike capabilities, and part of that
will be the appropriate role for succes-
sors to the Air-Launched Cruise Missile
and the bomber. The decision with re-
spect to our bombers can be made in
the future because the bombers, though
old, don’t get that much stress and
still have a lot of life left in them. The
same is true for the Air-Launched
Cruise Missile, though a decision on
what will follow next needs to be made
sooner.
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The decision on our long-range strike
capabilities should be deferred in part
because, as the Under Secretary of De-
fense recently explained, the DoD will
seek the same productivity growth and
cost savings here as it is pursuing with
the SSBN(X) submarine.

On the nuclear stockpile, the admin-
istration, with congressional support,
is moving forward with the ongoing
Life Extension Program for the W76
and with studies for the B61 Life Ex-
tension Program. It will also conduct a
similar study for the W78, including ex-
ploring the potential for a common
system with the W88 warhead.

Some of my Republican friends have
complained that the administration’s
policy for the refurbishment, reuse,
and replacement of nuclear compo-
nents in the warheads unduly con-
strains the work of scientists in the
nuclear complex. This is not so, as the
lab directors have testified. These lab
directors are on the frontlines of main-
taining and modernizing the stockpile,
and they will have the flexibility they
need.

Then there is the nuclear complex. In
the 10-year plan the administration
submitted under section 1251 of last
year’s defense authorization, the ad-
ministration made an historic invest-
ment in the nuclear complex. It set a
dramatically higher baseline for fiscal
year 2011. It included several years of
funding increases consistent with what
the NNSA can absorb and execute. And
over 10 years, it initially committed to
an $80 billion investment in the nuclear
complex, a $10 billion increase.

Now, the Democratic Congress took
the extraordinary step this past Sep-
tember of including funding at the full
fiscal year 2011 level for weapons ac-
tivities in the continuing resolution we
passed. Almost everything else in the
continuing resolution stuck to 2010 lev-
els.

The nuclear complex is one of the
most controversial parts of the debate
over nuclear modernization, particu-
larly the prospect of replacing two
major facilities. The first is the chem-
istry and metallurgy research facility
replacement at Los Alamos, which is
central to our plutonium capabilities.
The second is the uranium processing
facility at the Y-12 plant in Tennessee.

Republicans have complained that
there is uncertainty and not enough
funding for these two replacement
projects. But the administration’s
budget has shown a significant com-
mitment. Where there is uncertainty,
it is not due to a lack of commitment
on the administration’s part, but sim-
ply because the design and planning
processes for these facilities are in an
early phase.

We simply do not know what con-
struction of the facilities is going to
cost, and that is something the fiscal
year 2011 budget submission from
NNSA makes abundantly clear. To
budget as though we did know those
costs would be irresponsible—espe-
cially for an agency that has histori-
cally been plagued by cost overruns. It
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is simply too soon to have a solid base-

line planning number.
To be sure, the administration has

been updating and revising its plans
and estimates. Two weeks ago, it re-
leased an update to its section 1251 re-
port with a revised, substantially high-
er cost estimate for both replacement
facilities.

It also included yet more funding for
the NNSA’s overall budget. The admin-
istration has proposed an additional
$600 million in funding for fiscal year
2012 and an additional $4.1 billion over
the next 5 years. That brings the total
for the next decade to $85 billion. This
both serves as a reminder that it is too
early to have a fixed budget for the
new facilities, and also strongly rein-
forces the administration’s good-faith
effort and commitment.

This brings me back to my funda-
mental point. I believe that support for
the two new facilities can be sustained
if we follow the path laid out by the
Perry-Schlesinger Commission and
pursued by the administration. This
means balancing deterrence, arms con-
trol, and non-proliferation. The reality
is that there will be significant ques-
tions and doubts about proceeding with
such a costly modernization effort if it
is not accompanied by equal support
for arms control and non-proliferation.

There is no doubt that the existing
facilities are aging and run down.
There are even safety problems. Some-
thing must be done.

But if we are going to move forward
effectively, modernization must be
paired with arms control. And that
starts with a modest first step—ratifi-
cation of the New START.

Without that step, consensus will

break down, the replacement facilities
will once again lose a coherent mis-
sion, and we will be stuck with drift
and controversy. The Perry-Schles-
inger Commission recognizes that if it
is not possible to sustain the budget
requisite for both facilities concur-

rently, choices will have to be made.

They give powerful reasons for mov-
ing forward with the chemistry and
metallurgy research facility before the
uranium processing facility. That is
the kind of tough choice we will have
to make if New START is not ratified.
Similarly, real uncertainty will creep
into the consideration of just what sort
of project the chemistry and metal-
lurgy research facility should be.

Let me conclude by noting that the
administration and the Democratic
Congress have met every demand that
many of my friends across the aisle
have made on modernization. To my
friends on the other side, I say, look at
the demands in the December 2009 let-
ter that you all signed. The adminis-
tration has met each of those demands.

Look at what Senator KYL said in an

op-ed in July: ‘““A key test is whether
the Democratic-controlled Congress
will approve the president’s nuclear
modernization requests for the coming
fiscal year.”” We passed that test, and
as I mentioned earlier under an other-

wise flat-lined continuing resolution.
In that same piece, and in his March
letter with Senator MCCONNELL to the
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President, Senator KYL indicated he
wanted assurances that the fiscal year
2012 budget would include adequate
funding as well. Although next year’s
budget is not due out until February,
as I mentioned before, the administra-
tion has already announced what it
will be requesting, and it will be an-
other enormous increase in the weap-
ons activities budget. Can there really
be any doubt that the administration
will move aggressively forward with
modernization—if Republicans take the
first modest step of ratifying New
START now?

We have passed our key test. The ad-
ministration has met the demands Sen-
ator KyL had laid out. Now the key
test for Senator KYL and others is
whether they will join us in ratifying
the New START. If they don’t do that
now, the consensus that we have built
will fall apart. Our national security
will be put at risk. And we will return
to the dark days when the nuclear en-
terprise was the subject of neglect and
controversy.

The New START is a modest but very
important step. It is one we should all
take together, without controversy.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

——

RECESS

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now stand in recess for the weekly cau-
cus meetings, as provided under the
previous order.

There being no objection, at 12:21
p.m., the Senate recessed until 4 p.m.
and reassembled when called to order
by the Presiding Officer (Mr. BENNET).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

FAREWELL TO THE SENATE

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, first of all,
let me express my gratitude to all of
the colleagues and other individuals
who have come to the Chamber at this
moment.

Everyone who serves in Congress usu-
ally recalls two moments in their serv-
ice: the maiden speech they give short-
ly after their arrival and their closing
remarks. I can’t recall what the first
speech I gave as a new member of the
House of Representatives 36 years ago
was even about. I do, however, recall
very vividly that there was no one else
in the Chamber when I gave it. It was
an empty hall early one evening with
the exception of one colleague, Johnny
Dent from Pennsylvania. He was sit-
ting in his chair with his trademark
dark glasses, listening patiently as I
gave my Knee-rattling, hand-shaking
maiden address. Midway through the
speech, he walked up to me and said
quietly: You know, kid, it is not on the
level. Well, that was my first speech
before the House, and I am deeply hon-
ored that so many of you have come
out to listen to my closing remarks
today so I do not have to speak to an
empty Chamber.

For more than 200 years, a uniquely
American story has unfolded here in
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the Chamber of the United States Sen-
ate—a fascinating, inspiring, often tu-
multuous tale of conflict and com-
promise, reflecting the awesome poten-
tial of our still-young democracy and
its occasional moments of agonizing
frustration.

For much of my life, this story has
intersected with my own in ways that
have been both thrilling and humbling.
As a 14-year-old boy, I sat in the family
gallery of this very Chamber watching
as my father took the oath of office as
a new Senator. A few years later, in
1962, I sat where these young men and
women sit today, serving as a Senate
page. John F. Kennedy was President
and Lyndon Johnson presided over this
body. Eighteen years later, in the fall
of 1980, the people of Connecticut gave
me the honor of a lifetime when they
asked me to give voice to their views,
electing me to serve as their U.S. Sen-
ator. For the past 30 years, I have
worked hard to sustain that trust. I am
proud of the work I have done, but it is
time for my story and that of this in-
stitution, which I cherish so much, to
diverge. Thus, Mr. President, I rise to
give some valedictory remarks as my
service as a U.S. Senator from Con-
necticut comes to a close.

Now, it is common for retiring Sen-
ators to say the following: I will miss
the people but not the work. Mr. Presi-
dent, you won’t hear that from me.
Most assuredly, I will miss the people
of the Senate, but I will miss the work
as well. Over the years, I have both
witnessed and participated in some
great debates in this Chamber, mo-
ments when statesmen of both parties
gathered together in this Hall to weigh
the great questions of our time. And
while I wish there had been more of
those moments, I will always remem-
ber the Senate debates on issues such
as Central America, the Iraq war, cam-
paign finance reform, securities litiga-
tion, health care, and, of course, finan-
cial reform.

And when I am home in Connecticut,
I see the results of the work we did
every day. I see workers coming home
from their shifts at Pratt & Whitney,
Electric Boat, the Sikorsky helicopter
plant—the lifeblood of a defense manu-
facturing sector so critical to our na-
tional security and to the economic
well-being of my home State. I see
communities preparing for high-speed
rail and breaking ground for new com-
munity health centers. I see the grants
we fought for helping cities and towns
to build sustainable communities and
promote economic development.

When I am home, I meet parents who,
because of the Family and Medical
Leave Act, don’t have to choose be-
tween keeping their jobs and taking
care of their sick children. I visit with
elderly folks who no longer have to
choose between paying for their pre-
scription drugs and paying for their
heat. I hear from consumers who have
been victimized by unfair practices on
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