
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7348 July 6, 1998
doing an outstanding job. I think
FEMA has been doing an outstanding
job, and we provided $1.3 billion to the
agency, $500 million over the request.
We also have provided a modest
amount for predisaster mitigation,
which I hope, as the bill moves forward
through conference, we can actually in-
crease because of the approach to pre-
venting disasters.

In my own State, Allegheny County
has gotten a $700,000 grant, and we have
worked with the Corps of Engineers
and the Governor. We are well on our
way to protecting communities that
normally are hit.

Now, in this legislation also there is
$9 million for FEMA to have resources
to do the training necessary to prevent
us from terrorist attacks due to weap-
ons of mass destruction. Senator BOND
and I are working to increase that
funding. I know it started out even
more spartan than this. But, Madam
President, we really have to worry that
the predators in the world—be they na-
tions or terrorists—are really going to
once again try to spread weapons of
mass destruction on the United States
of America. I know that the military is
standing sentry, our intelligence agen-
cies will give us the warning, but we
need to look out for our civilian popu-
lation. I think we need to have the
type of training at the local level that
we can be able to move in this bill.

Let me also thank the chairman for
including money for national service,
which does provide the opportunity for
so many people to volunteer in our own
communities, at the rate of $425 mil-
lion, last year’s request.

And let me close by saying there are
two independent agencies—the Neigh-
borhood Reinvestment Corporation,
which we funded at $60 million, that I
think specific amounts of money are
absolutely out there in poor commu-
nities and near-poor communities
doing a good job. Also, our Consumer
Product Safety Commission has gotten
out of the rhetoric business under its
able administrator Ms. Brown and real-
ly is giving much needed advice on con-
sumer product safety. Most recently,
she has been helping with the whole
issue of a particular type of blanket
which could cause the death of pre-
schoolers.

This is our bill. It goes from funding
Arlington Cemetery and the Consumer
Product Safety Agency, to protecting
us against national disasters, to honor-
ing our commitment to veterans, to
protecting the environment, and pro-
moting science. This is one of the most
interesting and exciting bills and sub-
committees in the U.S. Senate. I be-
lieve the chairman and I have done an
outstanding job in trying to get real
value for the taxpayer and for the Na-
tion in this bill. I hope that this bill
moves forward and that our arguments
have been so compelling that there
won’t be any amendments and we can
pass this bill by tomorrow afternoon.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I thank
my distinguished ranking member for
her very cogent and persuasive argu-
ments. She makes an excellent case for
the bill.

I note when she says this is an inter-
esting bill that there is an old curse
that one should live in interesting
times. But we are very fortunate to be
able to work on a bill that has so many
important programs and is of such
great interest among our colleagues.

I want to begin the debate. Before I
turn the floor over to our colleague
from Ohio, who I understand has other
business, I urge all of our colleagues to
please come forward if they have
amendments, if they have colloquies. It
would really help us if we could get as
many of those in today as possible in
order for us to complete work on this
measure by tomorrow afternoon, which
would be my hope.

I know we have two amendments
that are going to be argued with some
enthusiasm and with great feeling on
both sides. I hope we can complete
those. In order for us to do that, I ask
that all Senators who have amend-
ments that might be cleared or col-
loquies which they wish to enter with
us, they provide them by no later than
the Tuesday lunches tomorrow so we
may have an opportunity to look at
them. If we get near the end it would
be my desire to finish up, once we have
dealt with the controversial amend-
ments, and I would hate to have to
turn down an amendment that might
otherwise be agreed to because it is not
presented in a timely fashion. In order
for us to move forward with this bill so
we can expedite the work of the Sen-
ate, I ask colleagues bring to us this
afternoon, if possible, and tomorrow
morning in any event, any amend-
ments or colloquies or other matters it
wishes to consider so we can complete
work on them in as quick a fashion as
possible.

I yield the floor.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I

wish to echo the request of Senator
BOND. I say to all my Democratic col-
leagues, if you have an amendment,
please let us know by noon tomorrow,
preferably even by 10 o’clock tomorrow
morning so we could have discussions
with you and perhaps find other ways
to resolve their, I am sure, very legiti-
mate concerns.

Also, we ask our colleagues to co-
operate with us in a time agreement.
There are many bills waiting to come
to the floor. We have very few days left
in July. We are ready to move our bill.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I

want to compliment Senator BOND and
Senator MIKULSKI for the hard work
they have done on this bill. I know per-
sonally of their efforts in this regard. I
certainly support the tack they have
taken and look forward to taking part
in the debate as it continues over the
next couple of days with regard to this
matter.

I wish to speak today on a different
matter. I ask unanimous consent we
proceed as in morning business for the
duration of my speech, which will not
be beyond about 15 minutes, and then
revert back to VA and HUD.

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

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair.
f

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND
SANCTIONS

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, if we
go back in history, we see that the de-
velopment of weapons of war have be-
come more and more hideous as time
goes on.

One of the biggest steps forward in
that direction—or steps downward, de-
pending on how you look at it—was the
development of nuclear weaponry near
the end of World War II. I was involved
in World War II and in the Korean war.
I have been through combat. I know
what it is like. When I came to the
Senate, I could not imagine anything
more horrible than the use of nuclear
weaponry in future wars, if they ever
came up. The horrors of conventional
war are bad enough without imposing
nuclear weaponry into that scenario.

My desire to do something in this
area motivated much of my work here
in the Senate, and I have taken a lead-
ing position on this issue through the
years. Some of it has been very con-
troversial. There have been various ap-
proaches to this issue. I want to discuss
just a few of those today.

We have been hearing much talk in
this body lately about the use and the
value of sanctions, which is one of the
tools we have applied to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons to more and
more countries around the world. This
tool has been applied in many other
foreign policy contexts as well, and I
am the first to agree with those who
say that we may have gone too far in
the application of some of these instru-
ments of foreign policy—some of them.
There have been successes and there
have been failures. It has been a rather
spotty record all the way through.

When you consider this whole issue,
it seems to revolve mainly around two
questions: First, in our international
relationships, where do we use carrots
and where do we use sticks, to put it in
those terms. Where do we use entice-
ments to people, to try and entice
them into a certain behavior we would
like to see, and where do we use sticks?
Where do we threaten the punishments
that they may consider ahead of time
that might cause them not to go into
certain areas of behavior we would like
to see them avoid?

Second, what role should sanctions
play as an expression of disapproval or
punishment in cases where it is mani-
fest that behavior will not be signifi-
cantly altered as a result of the imposi-
tion of sanctions?

Now, the debate in Congress and in
most of the think tanks around town
and across the country has been most
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curious because they seem to want it
both ways. They want sanctions in
some areas and not in others, but not
necessarily with regard to non-
proliferation.

If we consider some other areas, for
example, probably the most salient ex-
ample of the failure of sanctions from
every perspective is the drug war. Now,
all of us are against drug use. We want
to cut out drug use, whether by cutting
the flow from abroad or at our borders
or within our communities or what-
ever. We have those sanctions on, but
no one in Congress is standing up to
proclaim that sanctions against per-
sons or countries which are contribut-
ing to the illegal use of drugs ought to
be eliminated. We want to keep those
sanctions on. Why? In part, because the
drug war is politically popular. The
war against drugs is politically popu-
lar, and its effect on commercial activ-
ity by American business is mixed. We
have some businesses in this country
actually flourishing because of the
drug war—manufacturing of equipment
used in surveillance, construction of
jails, so on. So those people are not
about to go to the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers or the Chamber
of Commerce to complain about unilat-
eral U.S. sanctions. But the complaints
about sanctions are now legion when
sanctions are applied in other contexts,
like the one I am addressing today—
nonproliferation. This is not to say
that the critics of congressionally
mandated sanctions have no case. I
agree with some of the points that they
make. But there are extremists who
take the position that sanctions are
never effective and are therefore al-
ways inappropriate. There are also ex-
tremists who insist on taking a puni-
tive approach to every vexing foreign
policy problem. These folks never saw
a sanction they didn’t like, and any ap-
proach to an issue that doesn’t take
the hardest line is denounced as some
sort of appeasement. I might add that
quite often there are political points as
much as public policy points trying to
be made by some of the tacks that
these people seem to take.

Well, as the author of numerous
pieces of legislation on nuclear pro-
liferation that have included both car-
rots and the sticks of sanctions as
tools for achieving certain non-
proliferation objectives, I have tried to
forge a balanced approach to the pro-
liferation problem. Most recently, my
1994 legislation, which has been re-
ferred to as the Glenn amendment, was
used by President Clinton to impose a
variety of economic sanctions against
both India and Pakistan because of
their recent nuclear tests. Those sanc-
tions were tough. We didn’t pull any
punches with those sanctions. Those
sanctions mandated that military sales
and any aid programs had to stop. It
said we would block credits and loan
guarantees by U.S. Government agen-
cies. We would oppose any loans or co-
operation with those countries under
sanction from the World Bank, or IMF,

the so-called IFITs, International Fi-
nancial Institution Transactions. We
would also block credit from private
banks, and we would prohibit the ex-
port of dual-use technology to those
countries which might be used for mili-
tary purposes.

Now, that is tough legislation. We
didn’t give a waiver authority at all.
We had rather spotty experiences with
Presidents in the past and we said we
were going to make this tough; the
President could delay the imposition of
those sanctions for 30 session days if he
wanted, but the President didn’t have
the authority to waive those sanctions,
as is the case with some other legisla-
tion. That was done very intentionally.
These sanctions now require congres-
sional legislation in order to remove
them.

Let’s look at the history behind the
1994 legislation—I think it is important
to know—in order to understand why
this legislation took the form that it
did. It is tied up with the history of the
cold war and U.S. nonproliferation pol-
icy. We could go back to the days of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Most people
realized since those days that we need-
ed to prevent a nuclear holocaust by
somehow, some way reducing nuclear
weapons. Now, that has remained
through the years a long-term objec-
tive. And through many of those years
it was very disappointing to see the
spread of nuclear weapons go on, or na-
tions trying to gain nuclear weapons
capabilities.

While nuclear reductions and ulti-
mately nuclear disarmament remained
our long-term objective, it would be-
come even more difficult if more and
more nations developed a nuclear
weapons capability. And with that
long-time objective in mind, we passed
legislation over a period of more than
20 years trying to stop the spread of
nuclear weapons, while at the same
time holding out the hope for eventual
weapons control.

In 1978, the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Act, which I coauthored, was en-
acted. It provided for carrots on nu-
clear cooperation for countries that ad-
hered to certain nonproliferation prin-
ciples, and it provided the stick of
sanctions—cutoffs of nuclear coopera-
tion for countries engaged in dangerous
nuclear activities related to bomb
making, including nuclear detonations.
The Presidential waiver was provided
within that legislation. A year earlier
than that—in 1977—I authored an
amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Act that provided for cutoffs of eco-
nomic and military assistance to coun-
tries that received or exploded a nu-
clear device, or were engaged in—and
this is important—either the import or
export of dangerous nuclear tech-
nologies involving plutonium produc-
tion and separation—either import or
export, either way, whether the coun-
try was supplying the stuff or receiving
it.

I provided a Presidential waiver in
this case also. This legislation, along

with the so-called Symington amend-
ment on nuclear enrichment tech-
nology transfers, resulted in a cutoff of
economic and military assistance for
Pakistan in 1979. While the Glenn
amendment could have been waived,
the Presidential waiver attached to the
Symington amendment was impossible
to exercise; only congressional action
could remove the Symington sanction.
Then we came to Afghanistan. After
the Afghanistan war erupted—which
coincided almost very similar in time
to the installation of a new administra-
tion—the Reagan administration de-
cided they could not provide military
assistance to the mujahedin in Afghan-
istan without lifting the ban on assist-
ance to Pakistan. The reason was that
the material had to flow to Afghani-
stan through Pakistan. We could hard-
ly get them to transport material
through the Pakistani border area and
across their territory to Afghanistan if
we had sanctions on against Pakistan.
So there was a waiver.

The Administration went to Congress
and asked for a repeal of the Syming-
ton amendment, but Congress wasn’t
willing to do that. We were unwilling
to give the Pakistanis total relief from
pressure to halt their evident nuclear
weapons development program, so a
compromise was struck. Congress
agreed to a legislated 6-year waiver of
the Symington sanctions, but at the
same time passed an amendment that I
offered to remove the ability of the
President to waive a cutoff of economic
and military assistance to any non-
weapon state like Pakistan that ex-
plodes a nuclear device.

In effect, the line in the sand on
sanctions had been pulled back. My
purpose in removing the waiver was
simple. I didn’t know how long in fact
the Afghanistan war would proceed. I
believed that just as long as it went on,
the Pakistanis would count on the
Reagan administration not to put non-
proliferation policy ahead of cold-war
policy. My amendment did provide for
a possible 30-session-day delay of sanc-
tions by the President following a deto-
nation, but no waiver without congres-
sional action.

Now, turn over the calendar a little
bit. In 1985, when it was clear that the
Pakistanis were still going for the
bomb—something we had known for a
long time—which they consistently de-
nied at all levels of their government,
Congress moved the line in the sand a
bit closer by passing the Pressler
amendment, which also carried no
Presidential waiver. It mandated a cut-
off to Pakistan, unless the President
certified that Pakistan did not possess
a nuclear explosive device. Note the
wording: The President could not cer-
tify they did not possess a nuclear ex-
plosive device. It was under this
amendment that Pakistan was cut off
from economic and military assistance
in 1990, after the Afghanistan war
ended—and I should add about 3 years
after the Pakistanis actually had made
the bomb that we knew they were
working on all that time.
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But other international develop-

ments were going on all through this
same period. In terms of world events
at this point, we were witnessing the
demise of the cold war and the begin-
ning of the collapse of the Soviet
Union. This brought new hope for real-
ly, truly, and finally at least gaining
control of nuclear weaponry, after
going through years upon years upon
years of what we call MAD—mutually
assured destruction—on both sides if
anybody set off a nuclear weapon.
Those were long years where we
thought that nuclear nonproliferation
was dead and wasn’t something with
which we really were going to succeed.
But finally, with the collapse of the So-
viet Union, this brought new hope for
really gaining control of nuclear weap-
onry. In a comparatively short period
of time there was real optimism that
control over these weapons could be
gained. I was one of those who changed
my views on this completely during
that time period, because I had been
very pessimistic through the years.
Even though I am the author of much
legislation, as I just recounted, on this,
I didn’t feel that we were really gain-
ing much in the world, and we were
starting to move in place. And other
nations were really trying to get nu-
clear weaponry. So we weren’t really
accomplishing much.

But all at once I began to feel very
optimistic at this time, because at the
end of the cold war and the agreement
with the Soviet Union we saw missiles
being taken out of silos; weapons being
taken down; fissile material being
taken out; the cores of nuclear weap-
ons being taken out and used for other
purposes, for stockpile, or whatever.
But they were no longer in the weapons
aimed at each other halfway around
the world. Real progress was being
made. I began to feel pretty good about
this.

With U.S. leadership, we then worked
to obtain progress on arms control and
nonproliferation. Over a period of time
we had 185 nations sign up under the
nonproliferation treaty. Progress was
being made on the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty, also, which currently has
149 signatories. If anyone had come to
me and told me a few years ago that we
would have that many signatories, that
we would have 185 sign up under NPT
and 149 for CTBT, I would have told
them they were crazy to even con-
template such a thing. But that is what
has happened. So things are moving in
the right direction.

Indeed, so much progress was being
made on the test ban treaty and so
much progress had been made on com-
puter simulation of nuclear weapon
tests that it was unclear whether any
further nuclear explosions would have
to take place anywhere.

Back in the old days it was quite ap-
parent that if a nation was going nu-
clear they didn’t say they were a nu-
clear nation unless they had gone out
and really tested a weapon. They
couldn’t just say their engineering was

good, that they will rely on engineer-
ing and claim they were a nuclear state
and that they knew the thing would go
off. That wasn’t the way it went. You
had to take it out and test it. And if
you didn’t, you couldn’t rely on nu-
clear weapons. What has happened with
the supercomputer and supercomputer
simulation is that the need for testing
is no longer clear. The way it is now is
we think probably you could have a nu-
clear weapons capability without doing
any testing.

So the hope was at that point—the
hope we had in 1994—that much tough-
er sanctions would put the final nail in
the coffin for nuclear tests. There
wouldn’t be any nuclear testing if we
could just make this a tough law. So
although the circumstances in 1994
were much different than those of 1981,
the Glenn amendment of 1981 was up-
dated with tough sanctions. It became
the Glenn amendment of 1994. I
thought it was working. And it was
working until just a few months ago.
Unfortunately, the hope on which the
amendment was based went down the
drain when India’s extreme Hindu Na-
tionalist Party overrode what most of
the world thought should have been
more responsible behavior and set off a
nuclear weapon. And Pakistan re-
sponded in kind with their demonstra-
tion also to make sure they were not
left out of things, too.

So we are now faced with a situation
which will test the mettle of our diplo-
macy in south Asia like few times in
history, I guess we could probably say
like never before. The sanctions that
are being imposed because of the In-
dian and Pakistani tests will fall on
both of them, and may help us—I hope
it does—move the Indians and Paki-
stanis toward more responsible behav-
ior in the aftermath of the tests.

We must admit that the sanctions
did fail in their primary purpose, which
was to prevent a test in the first place.
But I look at this as a setback, not the
end of our efforts. One could only spec-
ulate if this failure was due to the
sanctions’ unilateral nature or whether
the Indians would have tested under
any circumstance. This is not to say
that unilateral sanctions are never to
be imposed as nonproliferation threats.
Quite the contrary. For example, the
threat of such sanctions was helpful in
the special cases of Taiwan and South
Korea, when both of those countries
were taking steps toward proliferative
activity some years ago. We could also
indicate that there were other nations
that we thought were moving perhaps
in that direction, too, and who ulti-
mately gave up their programs—like
Argentina and Brazil, and South Afri-
ca.

But anyway, to go back to Taiwan
and South Korea, both of those coun-
tries were heavily dependent on the
United States. So unilateral sanctions
worked, and they worked well. I think
our sanctions also worked for a while
in maybe holding back some of Paki-
stan’s advance in their nuclear weap-

ons program, because we made it more
difficult for other nations to cooperate
with Pakistan as they were trying to
achieve their nuclear weapons capabil-
ity.

But in general I believe it has been
increasingly clear that with the dra-
matic expansion of the world commu-
nity—sources of information, sources
of equipment, sources of trade around
the world—I believe that sanctions be-
come really effective only if they have
multilateral support.

Let me repeat that because that is
the basis of some of these things that I
want to elaborate on just a little bit
further. Sanctions become really effec-
tive only if they have multilateral sup-
port, whether through our allies or
through the United Nations. Unilateral
sanctions are not as effective as we
would like to see them. That is the un-
derstatement of the day. And there are
situations where the imposition or con-
tinuation of mandated unilateral sanc-
tions may make a problem even worse.

So I have come to believe that except
in very special circumstances, such as
those we faced in 1981, sanctions legis-
lation that give the President no role
in their implementation or continu-
ation should be avoided, and laws
which have been constructed in such
fashion should be amended. That is the
reason I am here on the floor today.

In my 1994 legislation, the President
has no role in the process of implemen-
tation or the continuation of sanc-
tions. And the Congress, because of the
tradition of no limit on Senate debate,
can be hamstrung by a determined mi-
nority of Senators who wish to retain
sanctions because of considerations
that may have nothing to do with the
original transgression. So we don’t
want to permit that to happen, either.

So, accordingly, on June 26, just be-
fore the recess, I introduced the Sanc-
tions Implementation Procedures Act
of 1998, which is labeled Senate bill
2258, which, if passed, will be applicable
to all country sanctions laws that do
not contain a Presidential waiver
which the President may exercise on
the grounds of protecting the national
interest. I want to, in order to give the
President more leeway, get multilat-
eral support, which is what I would
like to see happen either with our
major allies or through the United Na-
tions. This bill would give the Presi-
dent the option of delaying any imposi-
tion of congressionally mandated sanc-
tions for a period not to exceed the
combination of 45 calendar days, fol-
lowed by 15 session days of Congress.
The President, if he chooses to delay
the sanctions, must provide a report to
Congress no later than the end of the
45-day period in which he discusses the
objectives of the sanctions, the extent
of multilateral support for the sanc-
tions, and the estimated costs and ben-
efits, both tangible and intangible.

If in this report the President rec-
ommends that we don’t go ahead with
the sanctions—he recommends non-
implementation of the sanctions—then
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expedited procedures are triggered for
15 session days in both the Senate and
the House of Representatives—both
Houses of Congress—for the purpose of
approving or disapproving the Presi-
dent’s recommendation—in other
words, expedited procedures which pro-
vide for no filibuster. We take it up in
preference to other legislation. We give
it priority. So it could not be delayed.

Equally important, if the sanctions
go into effect—let’s say that the Con-
gress says, ‘‘OK. Yes. Mr. President, we
think this should go into effect,’’ or if
the President just chooses to put it
into effect and says, ‘‘Yes, we do have
multilateral support, and, yes, we do
have enough support to make the sanc-
tions really bite to make them mean-
ingful’’—if the sanctions go into effect,
they remain so for two years and then
this procedure is repeated on the sanc-
tions’ second anniversary, and each an-
niversary thereafter. In other words,
there would be a time certain after
every sanction in which the adminis-
tration would have to consider the ef-
fectiveness of it, a report to the Con-
gress, and Congress then would either
take appropriate action as they saw fit
at that time or we let the sanctions
continue on for another year.

For sanctions already in effect at the
time of enactment of this bill, this pro-
cedure is triggered at the next anniver-
sary of the sanction if it has been in
place for 2 years or more, or at the sec-
ond anniversary for sanctions less than
2 years old.

So this proposed legislation is retro-
spective and prospective both. We are
trying to set down rules here that
would apply and make sense on how we
will operate in the future with existing
sanctions that are in there now and
ones that might be applied in the fu-
ture under current and future laws of
our land.

Madam President, this bill does not
give the President carte blanche to
waive congressionally mandated sanc-
tions, as some bills do, and does not
allow a minority of the Senate to pre-
vent sanctions from being lifted as is
the case with some of our laws.

We have worked on this very hard,
and I believe this bill provides a bal-
ance of responsibilities between the
President and the Congress. We do not
cut the President out of the equation.
We do not cut the Congress out of the
equation. We recognize our constitu-
tional responsibilities at both ends of
Pennsylvania Avenue. This would
apply in the imposition and removal of
sanctions, and I urge the support of my
colleagues for this bill.

I know that a task force has been
formed to look at some of the sanc-
tions legislation, and I will be present-
ing this to that task force also for its
consideration. There are several bills
that will address this particular prob-
lem, but I think this bill really estab-
lishes a balance, and I hope I can rely
on my colleagues for support when this
subject comes to a vote.

Madam President, I 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. BOND. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
f

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 3056

(Purpose: To increase funding for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency
antiterrorism activities)
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I send

an amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator MIKULSKI and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for
himself and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an
amendment numbered 3056.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 73, line 11, strike ‘‘$231,000,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$239,000,000, including $11,000,000 for
assisting state and local governments in pre-
paring for and responding to terrorist inci-
dents’’.

On page 42, line 14, strike ‘‘$1,000,826,000’’
and insert ‘‘$992,826,000’’.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask it
be considered en bloc as it amends the
bill in two places.

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, this
amendment responds to the critical re-
quirement of enhancing antiterrorist
activities at the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. In our budget
hearings with the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, Senator MIKUL-
SKI and I raised the question of whether
this country is ready to respond and
take all appropriate actions to deal
with the threat of terrorist activities
in our country. The administration has
submitted a budget amendment on
June 8 to increase spending in several
agencies for antiterrorism activities,
including $11 million more than the
original budget request for FEMA’s
emergency planning and assistance.
With this amendment we will meet the
request.

The bill as reported by the commit-
tee adds $3 million above the initial re-
quest for such activities, and this
amendment now pending before the
Senate would add another $8 million,
for a total of $11 million in this key

area. These funds are to be used for
such critical activities as planning at
the Federal, State, and local level for
the unique aspect of terrorist-related
incidents.

I note this is part of a larger proposal
for $249 million to strengthen our abil-
ity to defend against and respond to
terrorist incidents involving the use of
biological or chemical weapons. I
wholeheartedly support this effort. I
think it is vitally important and I
think this is a vital first step.

In a recent self-assessment by the
States, they rated themselves as being
unprepared in this critical area. The
funds we are adding today should go a
long way in helping State and local
governments prepare for these in-
stances that we hope they never have
to face. But, as in all emergency man-
agement agencies’ activities, we have
to be prepared for things that could
happen that we hope never happen.

With this amendment, FEMA funding
would total almost $18 million. The
FEMA program, as I said, complements
a broader initiative involving the De-
partment of Defense, Department of
Justice, and the Department of Health
and Human Services. That effort in-
cludes building a civilian stockpile of
antidotes to respond to any large-scale
attack, improving the public health
surveillance system, and providing spe-
cial equipment to first responders.

We have already included in this bill
assistance for first responders in deal-
ing with a problem that is particularly
acute in my State of Missouri, and that
is the explosion of methamphetamine
clandestine labs in our State. We have
recognized in this bill the need to pre-
pare first responders—emergency per-
sonnel, firefighters, police—when they
go into a methamphetamine lab. These
are very dangerous facilities that can
blow up with any kind of heat or light,
or even the discharge of a gun. So we
recognize that the people who do the
vitally important work responding to
emergencies, whether they are fire-
fighters or police or sheriffs units, the
first responders as they are often
called, need to be prepared. In this
amendment, we are going to provide
additional assistance to the people who
will come on the scenes first.

These are very frightening issues.
The terrorism issue—we have already
experienced domestic acts of terrorism
in Oklahoma City and at the World
Trade Center, so we know they can
occur. We need to be prepared. We need
to make our country as safe as pos-
sible. It is all too easy to ship weapons
of mass destruction, be they explosives
or chemical or biological weapons,
even in a suitcase. This risk is not ac-
ceptable, and I strongly support the
amendment as an important first step
towards dealing with these problems.

Our country has to be prepared to
protect its citizens from the dangers of
a hostile world. Unfortunately, the
constant threat we face from rogue
states makes it vital that Congress
provide the funding for FEMA to use
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