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tax relief. That is not true. That is not 
the case. To be sure, Washington has 
been guilty of mishandling the Social 
Security system. 

Since 1983, Washington has raided 
more than $700 billion from the trust 
funds for non-Social Security pro-
grams, and Congress voted for the 
spending. In the next 5 years, the Fed-
eral Government will raid another $600 
billion from the Social Security trust 
funds, as well. 

Now I hear some who come to the 
floor and say they won’t vote to use 
Social Security trust funds to give tax 
relief. I ask, why their change of heart 
today? They voted for most, if not all, 
of the spending bills in the last 15 years 
which have used Social Security to 
make up the difference of revenues 
versus outlays. In other words, they 
are willing to take Social Security sur-
pluses and put it into higher Federal 
spending, but they are not willing to 
take excess income revenues and put it 
into tax relief for average Americans. 

I just note that no one raised the 
issue of saving Social Security when 
those spending initiatives were on the 
table. No one juxtaposed spending with 
Social Security. That was because 
Washington was spending other peo-
ple’s money. But once the tables are 
turned and the Senate is asked to pass 
tax relief for America’s hard-working 
taxpayers—meaning that Washington 
gets a little less—suddenly, we face 
gridlock and are in a quandary. 

Again, Washington says it just can’t 
afford to let Americans have some of 
their money back; Washington needs it 
to satisfy its spending appetite. I al-
ways ask Americans, ‘‘Did Washington 
ever call you and ask how are you 
going to get by with less money if we 
raise your taxes? How are you going to 
continue to provide for your families?’’ 
And they say, ‘‘No, they never call and 
ask that.’’ They just pass it and take 
it. So American families have to then 
learn how to do more with less, or get 
by without. 

Mr. President, despite the rhetoric of 
saving Social Security, few have come 
up with a concrete plan to actually 
save it. The problem is that, by law, 
the Social Security surplus has to be 
put into Treasury securities. That 
means Washington can legally use the 
money to fund its non-Social Security 
pet programs. They take the money 
out of the trust fund, put it into the 
General Treasury, and then spend it. 
Ask anybody how are they going to 
take any money out of the Social Secu-
rity trust funds? How are they going to 
redeem any of those notes or Treasury 
bills in the trust fund? They are going 
to have to go to the American people 
and ask for more money in taxes in 
order to retire the debts. 

In other words, the money Americans 
have already saved for their retirement 
future has been spent by the Govern-
ment, and the Government is now 
going to come back to you and say you 
have to pay again in order to satisfy 
the needs. So these assets are essen-

tially nothing more than Treasury 
IOUs, redeemable only by cutting 
spending, raising taxes, or borrowing 
from the public. Unless we change the 
law, Washington will continue to use 
Social Security until it goes broke. 

Mr. President, I am going to intro-
duce legislation next week that will 
help shift retirement decisions back to 
those who know retirees’ needs the 
best, and that is the retirees them-
selves. 

On the last day of the fiscal year, we 
can be proud of the Balanced Budget 
Act that Congress enacted and upheld 
over the course of the past year. But 
we must also be prepared for the up-
coming year, as well. A Government 
shutdown is looming again—a testa-
ment to politics in an election year 
more than sound debate over budget 
policy. I truly hope that this political 
chicanery does not make tax relief, and 
ultimately the hard-working American 
taxpayers, the losers in this inside-the- 
beltway game of politics. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague, Senator GRAMS, for deal-
ing with an issue that this Senate has 
to deal with, and in a very short time. 
Somehow there is this belief here in 
Washington that you can save Social 
Security, but you can’t give tax relief. 
Well, I, like Senator GRAMS, believe we 
must and can do both, not only to keep 
the economy moving and growing, but 
also to recognize the importance that 
we have a surplus, thanks to our dili-
gence over the last decade, and now we 
can use it to strengthen and reform So-
cial Security, and we probably have the 
opportunity of a generation to do that. 
I hope that the Congress can and will 
do both. 

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for no more than 10 
minutes. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 2533 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. CRAIG. With those consider-
ations and the bill introduced, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 3616 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate now proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 3616, the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill. 
I further ask unanimous consent that 

following any debate today in relation 
to the conference report, the con-
ference report be temporarily set aside. 

I further ask that at 9 a.m. on Thurs-
day, the Senate resume consideration 
of the conference report and there be 
an additional 3 hours for debate divided 
as follows: 1 hour equally divided be-
tween the majority and minority man-
agers, 11⁄2 hours under the control of 
Senator FORD, 30 minutes under the 
control of Senator THOMPSON. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
at 12 noon on Thursday the Senate pro-
ceed to a vote on adoption of the con-
ference report with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

STROM THURMOND NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1999—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3616) have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of 
the conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
September 22, 1998.) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 
the Senate takes up the conference re-
port on the national defense authoriza-
tion bill, it brings to an end a process 
that began in February with the intro-
duction of the President’s defense 
budget by Secretary Cohen. During the 
intervening months, the committee 
conducted more than 50 hearings which 
identified the declining readiness sta-
tus of our military. In response, the 
committee formulated a bill that ad-
dressed these issues and garnered the 
support of both the civilian and mili-
tary leadership of the Department of 
Defense. 

The committee completed the mark-
up of the defense bill in mid-May. How-
ever, due to the intervening debate on 
the tobacco bill, the Senate took more 
than four weeks to complete action on 
the bill. Although the floor debate was 
protracted, I want to thank my col-
leagues for their overwhelming 88 to 4 
vote in favor of the bill, and for their 
contributions during the floor debate. 

The Senate’s strong support of the 
bill was a key factor during the dif-
ficult conference with the House. When 
we began the conference to resolve the 
differences between the House and Sen-
ate bills, we faced a veto threat on four 
provisions. I am pleased to report that 
we were able to mitigate each of these 
objections. At this point, I am not 
aware of any remaining veto issues, 
and expect that the President will sign 
this bill. 
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Mr. President, tomorrow prior to the 

vote on final passage, Senator LEVIN 
and I will provide specific details on 
the conference report. Suffice it to say 
that this is a very good bill and con-
tains vital provisions necessary for the 
security of our nation. However, like 
all compromise bills it does not please 
everyone and, unfortunately, one Sen-
ator has objected to provisions in the 
bill and delayed action on the report 
despite the fact that all members of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the House National Security Com-
mittee signed the conference report 
and despite the fact that the House 
passed the bill by a vote of 373 to 50. I 
am disappointed that it took until 
today to get the report to the floor, but 
am certain that the Senate will show 
its strong support for the bill when we 
vote tomorrow. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
again that this is a sound bill. It pro-
vides the best possible outcome for our 
national security while complying with 
the guidelines established in the bal-
anced budget agreement. I recommend 
the conference report on the national 
defense authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1999 to the Senate and urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve my friend and colleague—and I 
wish to thank him very much for his 
cooperation in assisting Senator THUR-
MOND, myself, and others to bring up 
this bill—has a matter of great impor-
tance to the Senator which he wishes 
to address, and at this time I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. KYL. I thank Senator WARNER. I 
thank Senator THURMOND, the chair-
man of the committee, as well. 

As the Senator knows, I have raised 
an issue with the tritium provisions in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1999 National 
Defense Authorization Act conference 
report. And I would be happy to engage 
in this colloquy with respect to that 
issue. 

As the Senator knows, the conference 
report provision regarding tritium 
states, among other things, that ‘‘the 
Secretary of Energy may not obligate 
or expend any funds authorized to be 
appropriated or otherwise available to 
the Department of Energy for fiscal 
year 1999 to implement a final decision 
on the technology to be utilized for 
tritium production, made pursuant to 
section 3135 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1998.’’ 

I am concerned that the administra-
tion will use this provision to continue 
to delay progress on this important 
program and build in a one-year delay 
in meeting DOD requirements. 

Can the Senator please explain the 
intent of this provision? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again, I 
worked very closely with Chairman 
THURMOND throughout the conference, 
and I can reply to my colleague’s ques-
tion. I would be pleased to explain the 
impact of this provision. 

The intent of the proposed com-
promise is to keep the Department of 

Energy tritium program moving for-
ward. The proposed conference agree-
ment would require the Secretary of 
Energy to select his preferred tritium 
technology not later than December of 
this year, consistent with the require-
ments of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for fiscal year 1998. Al-
though the Secretary would be prohib-
ited from spending any money in fiscal 
year 1999 to implement the selected 
technology, he would not be prohibited 
from completing research, develop-
ment, demonstration, or design activi-
ties, and, indeed, we strongly encour-
age him to do so. 

I would like to call on the Senator 
from New Hampshire, Strategic Forces 
Subcommittee chairman BOB SMITH, 
for a few comments on this. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. I 
share the concern of the Senator from 
Arizona about tritium. We must have a 
new source of tritium to maintain the 
U.S. nuclear deterrent. As chairman of 
the subcommittee that is responsible 
for this issue, I can assure all of my 
colleagues that I am fully committed 
to ensuring that the Department of En-
ergy meets DOD’s requirement for new 
tritium production. 

I have made timely restoration of 
tritium production one of my highest 
priorities as chairman of the Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee. For the past 3 
years, the committee has taken action 
to accelerate DOE’s tritium selection 
process. We have accelerated the Sec-
retary’s decision date twice and in-
creased the DOE tritium budget three 
times. This year, we added $60 million 
to the tritium program in the commit-
tee’s markup. The conference outcome 
reflects a $20 million increase to the 
tritium program because that was the 
highest amount included in the energy 
and water appropriations bill. 

The committee has taken these ac-
tions to ensure that the tritium pro-
gram continues to move forward and 
we will continue to do so in the future. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
committee has a long history of keep-
ing the Department of Energy focused 
on restoring tritium production to 
meet defense needs. 

Unfortunately, we found that the De-
partment of Energy had not requested 
adequate budget authority nor devel-
oped sufficient plans to effectively im-
plement a tritium production source 
decision, which the Secretary is re-
quired to make in December of 1998. 
The conference report requires the Sec-
retary of Energy to submit with the 
President’s fiscal year 2000 budget re-
quest a comprehensive plan on how he 
would implement his preferred tech-
nology. The plan would include a pro-
posed implementation schedule, annual 
funding requirements for the life of the 
project, any legislation needed to im-
plement the technology selected, and 
an assessment of the viability of pur-
chasing tritium, if necessary for na-
tional security purposes, on an interim 
basis. 

By requiring the plan to be sub-
mitted with the President’s budget, 

Congress can act if we find the selected 
technology cannot reliably meet de-
fense requirements, the implementa-
tion schedule is too lax, or funding is 
inadequate. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator. 
Is it the Senator’s understanding 

that, should the Department of Energy 
submit a deficient plan or fiscal year 
2000 budget request, the committee will 
take action to rectify the problem? 

Mr. WARNER. I say to my colleague, 
in brief, the answer is yes. Consistent 
with the committee’s previous actions, 
we would address any schedule our 
funding shortfalls identified in the Sec-
retary’s plan and budget request. We 
fully expect that Secretary Richardson 
will submit the required plan on time 
and that the plan will include a cred-
ible budget request for this important 
program. 

Mr. KYL. Is it further the Senator’s 
understanding that the Department of 
Energy may reprogram funds to imple-
ment its December 1998 tritium produc-
tion decision? 

Mr. WARNER. In response, Mr. Presi-
dent, the Department is not restricted 
by this legislation from requesting per-
mission to reprogram funds to imple-
ment its December 1998 tritium produc-
tion decision. We expect the Secretary 
to take all actions necessary to restore 
a permanent and reliable tritium pro-
duction source in time to meet estab-
lished DOD requirements, and that in-
cludes reprogramming funds if nec-
essary. 

The comprehensive tritium imple-
mentation plan required by this bill re-
quires the Secretary to submit a life- 
cycle plan to fully fund and implement 
whichever technology is selected. We 
intend to review that plan very closely 
to ensure that it can be implemented 
and that it will result in the delivery of 
tritium by the date required by the De-
partment of Defense. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Senator. 
I hope the Department does submit a 

reprogramming request to implement 
the December decision. 

Is it the committee’s intent to indi-
cate in any way to the Department or 
other parts of the Federal Government 
that the committee expects DOE to 
defer selection of a preferred tritium 
source in December of this year? 

Mr. WARNER. I say to my colleague, 
as I stated previously, the legislative 
provision included in this conference 
report requires the Secretary to select 
his preferred option not later than De-
cember 31 of this year. 

Mr. KYL. The Senator from Virginia 
and Chairman THURMOND have been 
strong and consistent proponents of 
the tritium production program. What 
is the Senator’s view about how we 
should proceed at this point? 

Mr. WARNER. First, I would say we 
should ensure that the Department of 
Energy’s fiscal year 2000 budget request 
be adequate to ensure delivery of trit-
ium on a schedule that meets the De-
partment of Defense requirements de-
fined in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 
Memorandum. 
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Second, it is the responsibility of the 

Armed Services Committee, working 
with other committees of the Senate, 
to ensure that the program plan and 
budget laid out by the Secretary of En-
ergy in January of 1999 are credible and 
will allow the Department to meet the 
requirements of the Department of De-
fense. This means, among other things, 
that the Department of Energy is going 
to have to submit more credible budget 
requests than it has in the past. 

Third, we are prepared to consider re-
programming requests or other actions 
DOE believes necessary to meet trit-
ium production requirements on the 
schedule identified by DOD. 

Mr. SMITH. I agree. As Chairman of 
the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, I 
wish to emphasize to the Department 
of Energy and the administration that 
the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget 
request includes sufficient funds for a 
tritium production source. 

Mr. WARNER. I agree. As a senior 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I fully expect Secretary Rich-
ardson to submit a budget in fiscal 
year 2000 and the outyears that in-
cludes adequate funding for our tritium 
source. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I too 
am concerned about the tritium pro-
duction decision and its future funding. 
My position over the last several 
months focused on the debate to retain 
the decisionmaking authority of DOE 
so that the Department might be free 
to make the most technically feasible, 
cost-effective decision to meet our na-
tional defense needs. I share the con-
cerns of my colleagues about the delay 
of implementation and the need for 
adequate funding, and I am hopeful 
that DOE will include full funding for a 
tritium production source, not only in 
fiscal year 2000, but in the outyears as 
well. 

Mr. WARNER. If I can say further, 
the Senator’s colleague, the senior 
Senator from Alabama, likewise 
worked with the Armed Services Com-
mittee in the course of this very impor-
tant resolution of this issue. That is 
Senator SHELBY. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the commitment that Senator WARNER 
and other members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and Senator SESSIONS 
have expressed regarding this program. 
I look forward to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that a new tritium 
source is implemented on schedule 
meeting DOD requirements. 

Again, I thank Senator WARNER for 
his cooperation in helping to bring this 
matter to the floor at this time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
our colleague. 

This is a subject that would not ordi-
narily attract the attention of a great 
many because it is a very complex and 
technical one. But this fine Senator, 
Senator KYL, has devoted much of his 
career to working with strategic pro-
grams. For that, I express my grati-
tude and, indeed, on behalf of most, if 
not all, of our colleagues for his very 

industrious and thorough work for 
many, many years as relates to the Na-
tion’s strategic programs. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise at this 
time to express my opposition to spe-
cific language in the defense authoriza-
tion conference report prohibiting the 
use of fiscal year 1999 funds to imple-
ment the decision of the Department of 
Energy regarding a production source 
for tritium. Specifically, the language 
states as follows: 

The Secretary of Energy may not obligate 
or expend any funds authorized to be appro-
priated or otherwise available to the Depart-
ment of Energy for fiscal year 1999 to imple-
ment a final decision on the technology to be 
utilized for tritium production, made pursu-
ant to section 3135 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1998 . . . 
until October 1, 1999. 

Mr. President, anything that might 
delay implementation of a tritium pro-
duction program ought to be of great 
concern to all of us. Tritium is the key 
to maintaining the credibility of our 
nuclear deterrent. Without a reliable 
source of tritium, our nuclear forces 
could become impotent, thereby under-
mining the very essence of a deterrent 
that has kept the peace for more than 
40 years. 

Mr. President, for the benefit of 
those who are not as familiar with the 
program, tritium is a gas that is in-
jected into a nuclear warhead to boost 
its yield. Once it is produced, however, 
tritium begins to decay at a rate of ap-
proximately 5 percent per year, there-
fore it must be replenished constantly. 

The United States has not produced 
tritium since 1988 when the Bush ad-
ministration made the decision to shut 
down the K-reactor at the Savannah 
River site. Since that time, replenish-
ment of tritium in the stockpile has 
continued only by recycling it from 
dismantled nuclear warheads. 

When the Bush administration made 
the decision to shut down the K-reac-
tor, it immediately embarked on a new 
production reactor program with the 
purpose of identifying and selecting a 
new production source for tritium. 

Mr. President, I should say at this 
point that I have no parochial interest 
in what type of technology the Depart-
ment of Energy selects to produce trit-
ium. I favor only the option that will 
provide an assured source of tritium in 
the timeframe necessary to meet the 
requirements set by the Department of 
Defense. My interest in tritium dates 
back to the 1988 decision by the Bush 
administration when I was the ranking 
minority member of the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee. 

It is because I have no parochial in-
terest and that I have had such a long-
standing interest in ensuring a reliable 
source for tritium in the United States 
that I rise in opposition to the actions 
taken by the conferees in the fiscal 
year 1999 defense conference report. 

For 10 years, the Congress has been 
on record as encouraging DOE to make 
a decision on a tritium production 
source. A report issued by former Sen-
ator Sam Nunn in 1990 said: 

The committee strongly supports the ac-
quisition of a new production reactor, believ-
ing an assured supply of tritium is the high-
est nuclear material priority in support of 
the nation’s nuclear deterrent forces. 

A 1992 defense authorization report 
from the Senate stated: 

As long as the United States maintains a 
nuclear deterrent it will need a reliable sup-
ply of tritium to retain the viability of the 
stockpile. 

A 1995 House report stated: 
The Committee is deeply concerned about 

the lack of progress by the department in es-
tablishing a long term source of tritium, 
which is necessary to maintain the nation’s 
nuclear deterrent. 

And section 3135 of the fiscal year 
1998 defense authorization bill required 
the Secretary of Energy to select a pro-
duction source for tritium not later 
than December of this year. 

For 10 years, Congress has been on 
record as pushing the Department of 
Energy to select among all of the tech-
nologies once thought to be optimum 
to produce tritium. First, there was 
the heavy water option, then the mod-
ular, high temperature gas cooled reac-
tor, then a triple play reactor. Even 
the heavy metal reactor came under 
consideration. The Fast Flux reactor 
was next, and then the commercial 
lightwater reactor and finally the ac-
celerator. Now DOE is selecting be-
tween the TVA reactor option—a civil-
ian lightwater reactor that may in-
clude irradiation services only, and 
building a particle accelerator at the 
Savannah River site. 

For ten years, Congress has pushed 
and pulled DOE along to make a deci-
sion on a production source for trit-
ium. Until now. This year, 
inexplicably, just three months before 
the Secretary of Energy will make a 
decision Congress has been waiting for 
ten years to hear, the conferees decided 
to stop the DOE from expending or ob-
ligating any funds to implement its De-
cember decision. Why? 

I certainly do not intend to criticize 
any individual Senator on the Armed 
Services Committee. Certainly they 
have all acted with deep concern for 
the national security of the United 
States. Senator BOB SMITH, the chair-
man of the subcommittee with juris-
diction over DOE nuclear matters and 
a strong advocate for a new production 
source, attempted to add $60 million to 
the budget line for tritium. He was 
thwarted for a variety of reasons. 

Senator THURMOND, the chairman of 
the full committee, has always fought 
hard to protect the interests of his 
state; but he has fought equally hard 
for the interests of all Americans in 
national defense matters. And Senator 
WARNER, with whom I just had a col-
loquy, attempted to do his best in this 
regard, as well. 

So why did the Congress prohibit the 
Department of Energy from spending 
or obligating funds to implement the 
tritium production decision? The an-
swer is: politics. This conference com-
promise, I am sad to say, is all about 
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politics. In the House, anti-nuclear foes 
teamed up with Members promoting 
one of the options under consideration 
by DOE, forming a coalition that 
threatened to jeopardize the entire de-
fense authorization bill. Senate con-
ferees had to find a ‘‘compromise’’ just 
to get the bill out of the conference 
committee. And the only compromise 
the House would agree to was cal-
culated to allow advocates for the los-
ing production option to challenge the 
Secretary’s decision for a year, in ef-
fect, without prejudice. 

I would be remiss in my duty if I did 
not express my strong opposition to 
this language, because I believe it is 
tragic that a matter of this mag-
nitude—literally going to the viability 
of our strategic stockpile—might be in-
fluenced by parochial interests. 

I can assure my colleagues that one 
of my top priorities from this point for-
ward will be to ensure that the Depart-
ment of Energy selects a tritium pro-
duction source, that the Department 
requests adequate funds to implement 
its decision in fiscal year 2000 and be-
yond, and that the Department be al-
lowed, indeed required, to proceed with 
the production of tritium without 
hometown politics or anti-nuke groups 
stopping it or slowing it down. 

Force level requirements will dictate 
when the United States needs tritium. 
If START I levels are maintained, the 
United States may need tritium as 
early as 2005. Since it will take several 
years to complete TVA’s Belefonte re-
actor or to build an accelerator, two of 
the options, we are already bumping up 
against the deadline to begin producing 
tritium for the active stockpile. We al-
ready know that tritium will not be 
available for the inactive stockpile. 
That means if there’s a crisis, the 
United States will not be able to bring 
the inactive stockpile into the inven-
tory. 

Many hope that the United States 
and Russia will reduce their strategic 
forces to START II levels; however, 
there is no evidence that the Duma in 
Russia is inclined to ratify START II. 
And, U.S. law prohibits U.S. forces 
from being reduced beyond START I 
levels until START II enters into force. 
The Resolution of Ratification for the 
Start II Treaty states, ‘‘The START II 
Treaty shall be binding on the United 
States until such time as the Duma of 
the Russian Federation has acted pur-
suant to its constitutional responsibil-
ities.’’ At the START II level, the 
United States must make a decision on 
a tritium production source without 
delay. 

So, I support the requirement that 
Secretary Richardson make that deci-
sion this December, and I pledge to 
work as hard as I can to ensure that 
the decision is carried through to the 
actual timely production of tritium. I 
urge my colleagues, including those in 
the House, to put the nation’s interests 
first, and support a timely implemen-
tation of a tritium production facility 
decision. 

I appreciate that the majority leader 
will make a strong statement tomor-
row making clear his commitment to 
provide the leadership to ensure the 
achievement of that goal. And, the col-
loquy with Senator WARNER and Sen-
ator SMITH of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and Senator SESSIONS should 
make it clear that the Senate leaders 
on this issue are all strongly com-
mitted to seeing that the DOE follow 
up the Secretary’s Decision with every-
thing necessary to meet our tritium 
production requirements. 

With these assurances strongly as-
serted here today, I am hopeful the 
congressional majority will hereafter 
present a united front, leaving no 
doubt that the administration must 
move with dispatch to implement the 
tritium production decision. As a re-
sult, I will support the conference re-
port. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, ear-
lier today, my good friend, the junior 
Senator from Arizona, Senator KYL, 
entered into a colloquy with Senator 
WARNER and others regarding the trit-
ium provisions included in the Defense 
authorization conference report. Sen-
ator KYL later made a statement about 
the agreement we negotiated in con-
ference on the tritium issue. While I 
appreciated the kind words he said 
about me, I was somewhat surprised by 
some of his comments made about the 
tritium agreement we negotiated in 
conference. I’m reminded of something 
my old friend, Will Rogers used to say, 
‘‘It’s not what he don’t know that 
bothers me, it’s what he knows so well, 
that ain’t so.’’ 

I want to take this opportunity to 
clarify what the conference agreement 
actually does. The tritium provision 
included in this bill will not cause any 
meaningful delay in the resumption of 
tritium production. Let me repeat that 
so all of my colleagues are clear about 
this point—our conference provision on 
tritium does not cause any meaningful 
delay in the Department of Energy’s 
tritium production program. 

Energy Secretary Richardson stated 
this fact in a letter dated September 
24, 1998, in which he said that the con-
ference provision will have a ‘‘minimal 
impact’’ on DOE’s tritium program. 

Just so all Senators will understand 
the compromise agreement we made on 
the tritium issue, I want to take a few 
moments to explain it. 

First and foremost, we require the 
Secretary of Energy to select his pre-
ferred technology on time, in Decem-
ber of this year. Second, the Depart-
ment of Energy is prohibited from 
spending only about 5 percent of the 
overall tritium program budget in fis-
cal year 1999. The conference agree-
ment does not, however, limit the DOE 
from spending funds for design, re-
search, or demonstration activities. 
These design, research, and demonstra-
tion activities account for approxi-
mately 95 percent of the program that 
DOE presented to Congress this year, 
which the Congress authorized. Thus, 

virtually all of those activities which 
the Department intended to conduct in 
fiscal year 1999 are authorized to be 
conducted by the conference agreement 
and the conferees expect the Secretary 
to complete those activities in fiscal 
year 1999. This includes much of the 
work to be conducted on the tritium 
extraction facility, which would be 
constructed regardless of which tech-
nology were selected by the Secretary. 
Third, and most importantly, we re-
quire the Secretary of Energy to sub-
mit a comprehensive plan in January, 
1999—just 20 days after he makes his 
preferred technology selection—on how 
tritium production will be restored. 
Such a plan does not exist currently, 
nor has one been proposed by the ad-
ministration. This comprehensive im-
plementation plan goes to the very 
issue raised by the Senator from Ari-
zona. 

So I hope all Senators can readily see 
that we managed to achieve a com-
promise on this very difficult issue, 
with virtually no adverse impact on 
the tritium program, while avoiding a 
veto threat, and satisfying most of the 
desires of most members. 

This is a very strong bipartisan bill. 
Every member of the conference com-
mittee—both Democrats and Repub-
licans—have indicated their strong 
support the conference agreement by 
signing the conference report, which as 
many of my colleagues know has not 
happened in many years. This is a good 
conference report and it should be 
passed with unanimous support. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to address the importance of 
bringing up the defense authorization 
bill. I first commend my distinguished 
friend, long-time friend, Senator THUR-
MOND, and our ranking member, the 
Senator from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, and 
all members of our committee, to-
gether with staff, for a very hard job 
throughout the year to put together 
the bill and now the conference report 
which Chairman THURMOND worked out 
with his counterparts on the House 
Armed Services Committee. 

These are very difficult times in the 
history of our Nation. I look back over 
my lifetime when in World War II and 
the very closing days of that war I 
served briefly in the U.S. Navy. There 
was absolute clarity in the minds of all 
who served in uniform, in the minds of 
every citizen of the United States. We 
knew who the enemy was, what they 
stood for, what their capabilities were, 
and there was no doubt as to what this 
Nation should do to bring that conflict 
to an end, and, indeed, it was done. 

Subsequently, in the Korean war, 
President Truman made a very bold 
and correct decision to draw the line in 
the face of communism. Again, it was 
understood, understood by all of us in 
uniform. I happened to have served a 
second tour in the Marines in that con-
flict. All of us understood that as well 
as the people back home. Through his 
courage, he did draw that line against 
communism. 
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In subsequent conflicts, indeed in 

Vietnam, there was a measure of clar-
ity. I wish to stress, that clarity does 
not exist today. Today, the problems 
confronting the security of this Nation, 
as well as that of our allies and friends, 
lack clarity. It is very difficult, in 
many instances, to determine who is 
the enemy, what are their capabilities, 
and, most important, Mr. President, 
what are their intentions to inflict 
harm on this great Nation or the na-
tions of our allies or, indeed, the free 
peoples of the world. 

That is why yesterday we had a his-
toric meeting of the Armed Services 
Committee. Before that committee ap-
peared the chiefs of the several serv-
ices, the Army, the Navy, the Air 
Force, and the Marine Corps, together 
with General Shelton, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs. It was a very impor-
tant meeting. 

Reports today in the press describe, 
and, indeed, we had strong differences 
of views, but the issues are so serious, 
they merited nothing less than strong 
expressions of opinion by Members of 
the Senate, and, indeed, the members 
of the Joint Chiefs, I think in a very 
steadfast and credible manner, stated 
what their positions are today and for 
the future. There is no doubt in my 
mind that those fine individuals, all of 
whom I know very well, have foremost 
in their hearts the interests of this Na-
tion and the people, the men and 
women who proudly wear the uniform 
of this country and the thousands of ci-
vilians who dedicate their careers to 
work in the Department of Defense or 
other agencies directly related to our 
national security. 

Yesterday was a landmark hearing. 
We, as a matter of practice, in the 
Armed Services Committee, whenever 
these men—hopefully someday 
women—come before that committee 
seeking confirmation of the U.S. Sen-
ate to become a chief of staff, it is a 
long tradition of our committee that 
we obtain from them their commit-
ment, at any time the committee so 
desires, to have them present to testify 
and to give their personal opinions re-
garding the state of the Armed Forces 
of the United States and the need for 
the President and for the future. 

They did that yesterday in a very 
forthright and courageous manner. 
They had consulted with the President, 
they had consulted with the Secretary 
of Defense, and they came before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee and 
laid down with specificity the respec-
tive needs of their departments. Those 
needs, in my judgment, should be ad-
dressed as quickly as possible by the 
Senate, then by the Congress, and 
those dollar needs authorized and ap-
propriated so that we can restore the 
full confidence of those who proudly 
wear the uniform today in their ability 
to endure the hardships and the risks 
associated with military service and to 
having nothing less than the best 
equipment to carry out their respective 
missions proudly as soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines. 

I commend the chiefs for their testi-
mony yesterday. I think our col-
leagues, in the course of the hearing, 
elicited, by way of questions and other 
colloquy, important facts which make 
an irrefutable case to bring before this 
body in the very near future requests 
for immediate funding to take care of 
certain needs and then, in the next fis-
cal year, considerable sums of money, 
Mr. President, for each of the military 
departments and, hopefully, lay down 
the foundation for the outyear budgets 
to be increased in amounts comparable 
to those in the year 2000 budget so 
that, once again, America can avoid, in 
the words of the respective members of 
the chiefs, a hollow military force. 

I remember so well that period when 
General Shy Meyer, then Chief of Staff 
of the U.S. Army, used the phrase ‘‘a 
hollow army.’’ It resonated not only in 
the Department of Defense and in the 
Halls of the Congress and not only in 
the United States, it resonated all over 
the world, that America, the super-
power—at that time there was a second 
superpower, the Soviet Union—but the 
superpower acknowledges that its 
army was hollow, that they lacked the 
quality and the quantity of personnel, 
that they lacked the equipment to de-
fend the security interests of this coun-
try and to associate with our allies 
wherever it might be in the world in 
the cause of freedom. 

It was a real bugle call. And this Na-
tion responded, largely through the 
leadership of President Reagan, to 
build back America’s military 
strength. Well, we did not reach, in the 
judgment of the Chiefs—and I concur in 
that judgment—we did not reach that 
bottom that would in any way reflect 
back on the hollow Army of the early 
1970s, fortunately, because the Chiefs 
have come to the Congress and stated 
their case. 

Now I am absolutely confident—and 
indeed I hope for the participation of 
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense—that the Congress will begin to 
do the necessary authorizations and 
the appropriations to pull, in the very 
words of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, that aircraft which is 
nosed over in the dive, pull it out and 
to bring it back up to that level of 
readiness, that level of quality of life 
that the men and women of the Armed 
Forces deserve—that level of a mili-
tary that will leave in the minds of 
Americans and people all over this 
world no doubt that the United States 
has behind it, the military power to 
support its foreign policy and to pre-
serve the cause of freedom here at 
home and wherever we are challenged 
throughout the world. 

I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I first com-

mend the Senator from Virginia for his 
eloquent remarks, highlighting the re-
sult of the very important hearing yes-

terday before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and calling all of us to 
the challenge of providing the adequate 
resources necessary for our armed serv-
ices to carry out their mission in the 
defense of the security interests of the 
United States of America. It was an el-
oquent statement, and I think it is 
something that all of us need to take 
to heart. 

Again, I want to thank Senator WAR-
NER for his efforts, largely I suspect 
unappreciated, because they are behind 
the scenes to deal with all of the myr-
iad of problems in putting together a 
defense conference report and assisting 
the chairman of the committee, Sen-
ator THURMOND, and working with our 
House colleagues as well. The colloquy 
that we had a moment ago was, in sig-
nificant respect, to the result of his ef-
forts. And I appreciate that. 

JUNIPER BUTTE RANGE WITHDRAWAL ACT 
COLLOQUY 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I would 
like to inquire of the managers as to the in-
tent of the conferees with respect to the 
issuance of grazing permits for lands with-
drawn and reserved under Title XXIX of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1999 in the event that the Air Force 
relinquishes such withdrawn lands. As the 
managers know, the Juniper Butte Range 
withdrawal under title XXIX, would with-
draw certain public lands for use by the Air 
Force as a training area. The lands are with-
drawn from the existing Juniper draw allot-
ment managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM) in an area south of the 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho. The 
withdrawal is from the center of the allot-
ment, leaving approximately 6,000 perimeter 
acres of the allotment still under a grazing 
permit and the jurisdiction of the BLM. It is 
my understanding that, at such time as the 
Air Force relinquishes its use of the with-
drawn lands and returns jurisdiction to the 
Department of the Interior, the holder of the 
grazing permit for the Juniper draw allot-
ment at that time should have an oppor-
tunity to obtain a grazing permit for the re-
linquished lands in the center of the allot-
ment. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, would my col-
league yield the floor? 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I would be pleased to 
yield to my friend. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I appreciate the 
leadership that my friend and colleague, 
Senator KEMPTHORNE, has shown on this leg-
islation. He has raised a very important 
point here today. Anyone familiar with 
ranching in the West knows that an eco-
nomically viable ranch requires access to 
large blocks of land to raise livestock in an 
environmentally sound way. With the inter-
mingling of federal, state, and private lands 
in our state of Idaho, access to BLM land is 
essential for ranchers. Any time 12,000 acres 
are withdrawn from an existing BLM allot-
ment, it will dramatically impact the ranch-
er who holds the permit for that allotment. 
Blocked up land is more easily and economi-
cally managed. Scattered parcels have the 
opposite effect. There may come a time, as 
contemplated by the legislation, when the 
Air Force would relinquish its control over 
these lands. While Air Force relinquishment 
of the withdrawn lands may not occur for 
what would be considered a long time by 
most people, members of the ranching com-
munity measure such events by the passing 
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of generations, and that end result can rea-
sonably be anticipated. And so, I seek clari-
fication for the inquiry initiated by my col-
league from Idaho. The answer to his ques-
tion will be vitally important to whoever 
holds the permit surrounding the withdrawn 
land at such time as the Air Force would, in 
fact, relinquish it to the Department of the 
Interior. I thank my colleague for yielding. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I would 
tell my able friends and colleagues from 
Idaho that I concur with their assessment of 
the intent of the conferees following relin-
quishment of the Juniper Butte Range to the 
Department of the Interior. The conferees 
are mindful of the impact this withdrawal 
will have upon the surrounding BLM lands 
and the use of those lands by current and fu-
ture grazing permittees. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I thank the Chair and 
I thank the managers of this important leg-
islation for their response to our inquiry. 
Mr. President, I wish to determine whether 
the managers of the legislation agree with 
my understanding as to one additional provi-
sion. Section 2917(b)(3) of the Juniper Butte 
Range Withdrawal Act provides for delegated 
authority and approvals granted by the Bu-
reau of Land Management pursuant to the 
decisions of the Secretary of the Interior, or 
the Assistant Secretary for Land and Min-
erals Management. Section 2907(b)(1) specifi-
cally refers to the authority of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior for Land and Min-
erals Management to grant rights-of-way 
and approvals must be granted by the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Interior for Land and 
Minerals Management. This is as it should 
be. Mr. President, I ask the managers of this 
legislation if my characterization is accu-
rate? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Idaho has correctly interpreted 
the intent of the conferees as to the author-
ity of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Land and Minerals Management. It is the 
intention of the conferees that the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior for Land and Min-
erals Management shall grant rights-of-way 
and approvals and take such actions as are 
necessary under Section 2907(b)(1). 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have been 
listening to the discussion of the Juniper 
Butte Range Withdrawal as it pertains to 
grazing permits and the delegation of au-
thority. As to the relinquishment of with-
drawn lands to the Department of the Inte-
rior for grazing use, I fully agree with the 
statements of the Senators from Idaho. I 
also agree with the need to clarify the con-
gressional intent regarding the delegation of 
authority, as stated by my friend, the junior 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, again, 
I wish to thank the managers of the bill and 
the senior Senator from Virginia for their 
cooperation in clarifying the congressional 
intent. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the fiscal year 1999 
Defense authorization conference re-
port. 

This bill emerges in the turmoil of a 
post-cold-war world—one demanding a 
U.S. military that can face 
transnational developments such as 
weapons proliferation, regional tyrants 
such as Saddam Hussein, and emerging 
powers such as China. 

As a result, the authorization cycle 
of the last few months allowed Con-
gress to bring the Pentagon’s budget 
into alignment with the changing 
Armed Services on which the nation 
will rely to deter a broad and unpre-
dictable spectrum of global threats to 
U.S. national security. 

The conference report emphasizes a 
type of warfare that will loom large in 
future defense planning: littoral oper-
ations near coastal plains. Accordingly 
to the Navy’s official definition, lit-
toral engagements require forces to 
maneuver ‘‘close enough to influence 
events on shore if necessary.’’ 

This post-Soviet mission connects 
our force structure to our security in-
terests since 80 percent of the world’s 
population lives near the shorelines 
and waterways that open into the 
littorals. 

The priorities established by the con-
ference report demonstrate how lit-
toral concepts have started to displace 
more conventional ideas of weapons de-
velopment. 

Major research and modernization 
programs, for example, share the com-
mon goal of delivering increased fire-
power, speed, and precision at a lower 
cost. 

Ship and aircraft architectures have 
sacrificed the hard angles prone to 
enemy detection in favor of modular 
composite materials that leave smaller 
signatures on a radar screen. 

Smaller crews will maintain more 
advanced command an control systems 
configured for instant data trans-
mission. 

And self-guided missiles now assume 
the targeting role that concentrated 
divisions of heavy armor had to bear in 
the past. 

In addition to high technology hard-
ware, Mr. President, efficient training 
programs remain critical to the evo-
lution of the military. I am therefore 
pleased that the bill allows the Armed 
Services to manage their gender-inte-
grated training policies as commanders 
and instructors have designed them. 

The new international security envi-
ronment gives us new guidelines to 
measure the readiness of the Total 
Force. Active duty men and women 
must subsequently continue to train as 
they will deploy to accomplish the gen-
der-neutral task of supporting our war 
fighters. 

Common sense means that recruits 
destined to repair fighter-bombers, 
frigates, submarines, and missile 
launch tubes should train the same 
way, under the same standards, and at 
the same time. 

Common sense means that radar op-
erators, quality assurance engineers, 
and military police should follow uni-
versal rules of engagement for males 
and females who wear identical uni-
forms. 

Yet we would suspend our common 
sense by pretending that the solution 
to workplace harassment means the 
segregation of enlistees into isolated 
training components. 

We have to move beyond the charge 
that integrated training fosters sexual 
misconduct to ask how the men and 
women of the All-Volunteer Force can 
each play a decisive role in support of 
combat readiness. 

It is for this core mission purpose, 
rather than the testing of social policy 

theories, that the armed services unite 
men and women to acquire the skills 
expected of all soldiers. 

Gender-integrated training maxi-
mizes the return on the taxpayers’ de-
fense investment in making all service 
members accountable for a range of 
logistical, medical, and technical jobs 
that sharpen the ability of the Defense 
Department to protect both our home-
land and the country’s core interests 
abroad. 

Finally, Mr. President, both the 
House and Senate defense authorizing 
committees struggled this spring with 
the nation’s incoherent contingency 
operations policy. By the end of the 
coming fiscal year, the taxpayers will 
have devoted $9.4 billion to the mainte-
nance of our Bosnia mission since the 
conclusion of the Dayton peace agree-
ment in November 1995. 

But the administration has requested 
this enormous sum of money in a vacu-
um of silence about our strategic pur-
pose and an aura of deception about 
the length of our commitment. 

Officials perpetuate their failure of 
leadership with the assumption that 
Congress supports the Bosnia deploy-
ments simply by funding them. This 
assessment, however, only uncovers 
the cynicism of the administration’s 
foreign policy. 

Neither the House nor the Senate, as 
the President knows, would inten-
tionally place our overseas forces in a 
position of jeopardy by depriving them 
of money for daily operations and self- 
protection. 

At the same time, the Pentagon can-
not continue to hold the safety of our 
troops hostage to unjustified budget re-
quests for keeping between 6,000 and 
8,000 military personnel in a country 
struggling to restore its political insti-
tutions. 

The confusion underpinning U.S. 
policies toward Bosnia led Senator 
CLELAND and I to draft an amendment 
requiring the submission of statutory 
reports to Congress on the purpose and 
potential endpoint of military contin-
gency operations involving more than 
500 people in uniform. The reports must 
accompany all budget requests made 
for such operations. 

Our amendment, including in the 
Senate’s version of the bill and ap-
proved by the authorization conferees, 
reflects the lessons that the Bosnia ex-
perience teaches us about the inter-
action between the executive and legis-
lative branches on the Defense Depart-
ment’s non-wartime deployments. 

Congress must insist on a regular 
process under which we can match the 
administration’s own peacekeeping 
policy arguments with its ongoing 
budget demands. 

We need to determine more defini-
tively if the Pentagon has a contin-
gency operations strategy that ad-
vances the security interests of the 
United States rather than the false 
hope of relying on our military pres-
ence to solve the domestic political, 
economic, and cultural problems of 
other nations. 
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The Snowe-Cleland amendment, I be-

lieve, will equip Congress with the 
tools necessary to exercise aggressive 
oversight of the administration’s 
peacekeeping initiatives. 

The fiscal year 1999 Defense author-
ization conference report, Mr. Presi-
dent, foreshadows both the challenges 
and the phenomenal capabilities that 
the Armed Forces will manage in the 
new century. I, therefore, urge the Sen-
ate to uphold its tradition of bipartisan 
support for the military by adopting 
this responsible legislation. 
ALABAMA SPACE SCIENCE EXHIBIT COMMISSION 

LAND CONVEYANCE 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise 

to make a few remarks concerning a 
specific land conveyance provision in 
the DoD Authorization Bill (section 
2837). I am pleased that the conferees 
were able to make these technical, but 
necessary changes to the conveyance 
terms of real property from the Army’s 
Redstone Arsenal to the Alabama 
Space Science Exhibit Commission. 

Section 2837 of the Bill ensures that 
the future development of the U.S. 
Space & Rocket Center property pre-
viously conveyed by the Army to the 
appropriate agency of the State of Ala-
bama will remain consistent with the 
long term master plan for the use of 
that property as agreed upon by the 
Center, Redstone Arsenal, and Mar-
shall Space Flight Center, and that 
present financing arrangements and 
mortgages relating to new and existing 
facilities at the Space and Rocket Cen-
ter are preserved, and appropriate co-
ordination of further financing initia-
tives, mortgages and other debt society 
arrangements in accordance with the 
agreed-upon master plan is assured. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, permit 
me to quote from the Armed Services 
Committee’s report accompanying the 
Senate-passed version of the fiscal year 
1999 defense authorization bill: 

The Committee views with concern the 
slow progress of the C–130J program, the in-
creased expense of developing the aircraft 
. . . and notes the Department’s failure to 
provide a report on the remanufacture of ex-
isting C–130 airframes . . . Development 
costs were initially estimated at $350 million 
and introduction of the new model forecast 
to begin in mid-1997 . . . However, it has 
been estimated that the program has cost 
more than $900 million and is over two years 
behind schedule. 

To the objective observer, this lan-
guage would indicate a certain frustra-
tion or disenchantment with the devel-
opmental history of the C–130J 
airlifter. Indeed, cognizant as we are of 
the Air Force’s enormous surplus of C– 
130s and the fact that, of the 256 such 
planes funded by Congress since 1978, 
only five were actually requested by 
the Air Force, one could reasonably 
conclude that Congress would not be in 
a hurry to expend scarce financial re-
sources for additional planes. Yet, that 
is precisely what we continue to do, 
every year, to the tune of literally bil-
lions of dollars. 

Let me see if I can summarize the 
situation. We are concerned about 

enormous cost overruns associated 
with the C–130J’s development and 
with the degree to which that develop-
ment has fallen behind schedule. The 
Air Force has far more C–130s than it 
needs. So our response is to spend hun-
dreds of millions of dollars per year to 
purchase more. 

Over the last two weeks, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, on which I 
serve, has devoted considerable time 
and energy to the issue of military 
readiness. My office has only recently 
received the responses of the Armed 
Forces Chiefs of Staff to a number of 
questions I had submitted in an effort 
to ascertain to the extent possible the 
true state of military preparedness. In-
deed, I have for the past six years spent 
a great deal of time tracking prepared-
ness trends in the military in order 
that we might prevent the resurgence 
of the kind of preparedness problems 
that plagued our armed forces during 
the 1970s. I warned in the early 1990s 
that if we continued on our then-cur-
rent path, the ability of our military to 
respond to crises and to prevail in the 
major regional contingencies for which 
they exist would eventually reach cri-
sis proportions. As the train advanced 
down the track, those of us who did ad-
vance such warnings were categorized 
as Cold War anachronisms. As the train 
neared over the past two years, our 
numbers increased somewhat, but the 
President and many in Congress con-
tinued to ignore the growing problem. 
And now the train has arrived. 

The United States Armed Forces are 
the finest in the world. No one would 
deny that basic fact. The quality of in-
tellectual discourse on the subjects of 
force posture and military prepared-
ness, however, has been disappoint-
ingly shallow. How often, Mr. Presi-
dent, have we heard critics of defense 
spending argue that the United States 
spends more on defense than the sum of 
its potential adversaries combined? Do 
such individuals honestly believe that 
the subject lends itself to such sim-
plistic equations? Has history taught 
them nothing? 

The United States military, alone in 
the world, is tasked by this country’s 
civilian leadership to be prepared to re-
spond to crises anywhere in the world, 
on short notice, and with sufficient 
strength to defeat aggression with a 
minimal loss of life. No other country 
bears that burden. 

We have serious problems afflicting 
our armed forces that six years of pres-
idential rhetoric to the contrary could 
not deny, although the Administration 
did its best to ignore it. So how do the 
committees with oversight of U.S. de-
fense policy react to the current con-
fluence of budgetary restrictions and 
historically high operational tempos? 
With the aforementioned C–130s, with a 
$1.5 billion ship not requested by the 
Department of Defense, with the con-
tinued acquisition of unrequested C–35 
passenger jets, with the exasperatingly 
constant tendency to send hundreds of 
millions of dollars a year to National 

Guard units whether it is needed or 
not, and with the repeated acquisition 
of rockets and grenade launchers solely 
because contractors have convinced, 
with little effort, their congressional 
representatives to continue the flow of 
money for unneeded weapon systems. I 
fully support and encourage the alloca-
tion of additional funding to address le-
gitimate readiness concerns, which we 
have in abundance. The programmatic 
and highly questionable operations and 
maintenance expenditures that are in-
cluded in the lists I am submitting, 
however, do not qualify. 

It has been said that a million dollars 
here, and a million dollars there, and 
pretty soon we’re talking real money. 
The list I am submitting pretty much 
fits that category. It is composed of 
hundreds of Member-adds. They range 
from half-a-million dollars to $94 mil-
lion, not including the ship and 
airlifters, which are in a category all 
their own. The total dollar amount of 
the list from the defense authorization 
bill is $4.5 billion. 

The continued practice in the defense 
appropriations bill of restricting pro-
curement of major weapon system 
components to United States manufac-
turers at the expense of more cost-ef-
fective options—and, I should point 
out, at the expense of other U.S. com-
panies that benefit from the coopera-
tive arrangements we maintain with 
allied countries and are consequently 
threatened by these ‘‘Buy America’’ 
provisions—represent a throwback to 
an earlier time when defense budgets 
allowed for such congressionally-man-
dated inefficiencies. Similarly, prohibi-
tions and restrictions on the Depart-
ment of Defense’s ability to manage 
itself in order to protect hometown 
contractors and civil servants, such as 
are included in the appropriations bill 
are reaching ever-more multifarious 
levels that would make Rube Goldberg 
proud. I invite my colleagues to read 
Section 8071 of the bill for one such ex-
ample. 

I am also concerned about the prece-
dent set by Section 8125 of the appro-
priations bill, which intervenes in the 
relationships between Federal agen-
cies, prime and subcontractors. The 
ramifications of that effort to benefit 
specific subcontractors will redound to 
the Federal government’s misfortune 
in complicated contractual matters in-
volving primes that go out of business, 
leaving their subcontractors in the 
lurch. Obviously, we are all sympa-
thetic to those subcontractors’ plight, 
but intervening in bankruptcy pro-
ceedings like this provision does is not 
good government. 

At a time when our declining force 
structure is stretched virtually to the 
breaking point; when our most skilled 
personnel are leaving the service in 
droves for better paying, less stressful 
jobs in the private sector; when front- 
line aircraft are routinely cannibalized 
so that squadrons may deploy and 
equipment and personnel are cross- 
decked to the long-term detriment of 
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both, it is disheartening in the extreme 
to still witness the scale of unneces-
sary and wasteful spending represented 
in these bills. 

The airplane mechanic having to re-
move parts from one fighter in order to 
repair another can be excused for not 
understanding why $5 million is di-
verted from the defense budget to the 
public school system in the state of a 
senior member of the Armed Services 
Committee. He or she can be excused 
for not comprehending the mind set 
that allocates $75,000 for establishment 
of a State Maritime Academy with no 
realistic military application. Five 
million dollars for Agricultural Based 
Bioremediation and $20 million for the 
National Defense Center for Environ-
mental Excellence—the word ‘‘defense’’ 
being inserted in the title strictly for 
propagandistic purposes—and $3 mil-
lion for research into stainless steel 
double hull technology, on which pri-
vate industry is supposed to be spend-
ing its own money per the require-
ments of the Oil Pollution Prevention 
Act, are just the tip of a very large ice-
berg. 

Try as I might, I cannot rationalize, 
with the scale of readiness problems 
highlighted in yesterday’s Armed Serv-
ices Committee hearing, the expendi-
ture of $64 million for the National 
Guard Youth Challenge program. In 
fact, the budget authority earmarked 
for the Guard and Reserve, once again 
solely for parochial reasons, continues 
to represent one of the greatest hemor-
rhages of defense dollars for low-pri-
ority programs in the defense budget. 
Ten million dollars, Mr. President, to 
convert a National Guard Armory into 
a Chicago Military Academy in order 
to provide a Junior ROTC program is 
not consistent with national security 
imperatives that should be driving the 
process. I have no idea—no idea—why 
we are earmarking a million dollars for 
Lewis and Clark. 

Earmarks for specific facilities are 
out of control. Whether it’s the Francis 
S. Grabeski Airport in New York, the 
earmark of $2,250,000 from the Oper-
ations and Maintenance budget—yes, 
the very portion of the budget most 
closely tied to readiness—for the White 
Sands Missile Range and Fort Bliss, 
Texas, or the earmarking of $4.6 mil-
lion for the Montana National Guard 
Distance Learning Network, such prac-
tices illustrate all too well the unwill-
ingness of Congress to translate its 
rhetoric on readiness problems into 
constructive action and to cast aside 
once and for all the business-as-usual 
approach that is so damaging to our 
national defense. 

The appropriations bill adds $50 mil-
lion for the B–2 bomber for continued 
upgrades. The continued expenditure of 
millions for upgrades for that formi-
dable fleet of 21 aircraft is particularly 
disturbing, as the B–2’s practical util-
ity scarcely warrants the funding Con-
gress lavishes upon it every year. If it 
could fly combat air patrols, I would be 
inclined to be a little more sympa-

thetic. Its’ theoretical application to 
real world contingencies, however, 
leaves me aghast at the cost of that 
program. 

Mr. President, my views on paro-
chial-oriented spending remain very 
much in the minority. That is why we 
continue to see billions of dollars wast-
ed by Congress to satisfy parochial in-
terests. I will not, however, shy away 
from continuing to shine a spotlight on 
these wasteful practices. During a 
week in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have testified on the myriad of readi-
ness problems afflicting our armed 
forces, to ignore the scale of the prob-
lem represented in the lists I am sub-
mitting for the record would be to fail 
the men and women who wear the uni-
form of our Nation. They deserve bet-
ter. It is a shame they will not receive 
better. 

I ask unanimous consent that high-
lights of special interest provisions in 
the fiscal year 1999 Defense Authoriza-
tion and Appropriations Conference Re-
ports be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Highlights of provisions in the fiscal year 1999 

defense authorization and appropriations con-
ference reports 

Increase purchase of C–130 
J (Hercules), from 1 to 7, 
Marietta, Georgia ........... $465,000,000 

LHD (WASP Class) Am-
phibious Assault Ship, 
authorization for $1.5 bil-
lion, Pascagoula, Mis-
sissippi ........................... 50,000,000 

Purchase C–XX, Executive 
travel aircraft built in 
Wichita, Kansas and Sa-
vannah, Georgia ............. 27,000,000 

Los Alamos, New Mexico 
public school system di-
version from military 
readiness ........................ 5,000,000 

Agricultural Based Bio-
remediation .................... 20,000,000 

Stainless steel double hull 
technology research, 
Mississippi ...................... 3,000,000 

Conversion of a National 
Guard Armory into a 
Chicago Military Acad-
emy ................................. 10,000,000 

Testing and training oper-
ations and support at the 
White Sands Missile 
Range, New Mexico and 
Fort Bliss, Texas ............ 2,250,000 

B–2 Bomber upgrades, Cali-
fornia and Washington ... 50,000,000 

Increase purchase of MK–19 
grenade launcher from 
697 to 800, Maine ............. 3,000,000 

Various Medical Research 
Programs ........................ 355,000,000 

Disaster relief and 
emergency services 

Breast cancer research 
Osteoporosis research 
Teleradiology 
Diabetes 
Pain 

Mentor-Protege Program .. 10,000,000 
National Guard and Re-

serve: 
National Guard Youth 

Challenge Program ... 64,000,000 
Montana National 

Guard Distance 
Learning Network .... 4,600,000 

Highlights of provisions in the fiscal year 1999 
defense authorization and appropriations con-
ference reports—Continued 

Civilian Technicians 
personnel reduction 
restrictions: Mis-
cellaneous equipment 100,000,000 

Buy America restrictions: 
Ship anchor and moor-

ing chain 
Ball and roller bearings 
Carbon, alloy and 

armor steel plate 
Shipboard auxiliary 

and propulsion sys-
tems 

Ship cranes 
Other miscellaneous 

items 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, A com-

plete listing of these parochial provi-
sions concerning the fiscal year 1999 de-
fense appropriations conference report 
and the fiscal year 1999 authorization 
conference report are available on my 
web site. 

Mr. President, shortly, I intend to 
propound a unanimous consent request 
for the Internet Tax Freedom Act to be 
considered. In the meantime, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 442 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that the majority leader, after 
notification of the Democratic leader, 
may proceed to S. 442, the Internet tax 
bill, and the motion to proceed then be 
considered agreed to; and further, at 
that time the Commerce Committee 
amendment be adopted, to be followed 
by the immediate adoption of the Fi-
nance Committee amendment. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be considered as original text for 
the purpose of further amendment. I fi-
nally ask consent that during the pend-
ency of the bill only relevant amend-
ments be in order in addition to a 
Bumpers amendment in order relating 
to catalog sales. 

Mr. President, let me clarify, there 
will be relevant amendments, but there 
will be a Bumpers amendment that will 
be in addition which is not a relevant 
amendment but the Senator from Ar-
kansas wants very much it to be con-
sidered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, let me 

also point out that the other side, the 
Democratic side, has agreed to this 
after some very difficult negotiations. 
I appreciate the work especially of the 
staff on the other side of the aisle for 
helping us make this be a reality. 
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