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clarify procedures and the statutory
roles of various agencies in the inves-
tigation and prosecution of espionage
and other cases affecting national secu-
rity.

I thank all Senators for their co-
operation in this conference report,
particularly the members of the com-
mittee. I also thank the staff of the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence for
their hard work in developing this leg-
islation.

SECTION 304

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to ask a question of the Vice
Chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, Senator BRYAN, for purposes of
clarification with respect to one defini-
tion in the Intelligence Authorization
bill. And that’s the definition of ‘‘clas-
sified information’ in Section 304 of
the bill which amends Section 798A of
Title 18. Section 304 establishes as a
crime the willful disclosure of classi-
fied information to an unauthorized
person. In paragraph (c)(2) it defines
“classified information’ as ‘‘informa-
tion that the person knows or has rea-
son to believe has been properly classi-
fied by appropriate authorities, pursu-
ant to the provisions of a statute or
Executive Order. . .”

Mr. President, I would like to ask the
Vice Chairman’s assurance that this
bill is not intended to alter in any way
the existing definitions of classified in-
formation contained in other statutes
relevant to the protection of classified
information and whistleblower rights.
Is that correct?

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator is correct,
and I thank him for bringing this to
the attention of the Senate.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the conference re-
port be agreed to, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and any
statements be printed in the RECORD.

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

The conference report was agreed to.

——

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 4461

Mr. WARNER. I ask consent that at
10 a.m. on Friday the Senate turn to
the conference report to accompany
H.R. 4461, the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill, and it be considered under
the following agreement, equally di-
vided in the usual form.

I further ask consent that the debate
continue beginning at 9:30 a.m. on
Tuesday and proceed throughout the
day.

I ask consent that the vote occur on
adoption of the Agriculture conference
report at 11:30 a.m. on Wednesday and
that paragraph 4 of rule XII be waived
and the time between 9:30 a.m. and
11:30 a.m. on Wednesday be equally di-
vided in the usual form, and, finally, 45
minutes of the minority time be under
the control of Senator HARKIN.

Mr. REID. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.J. RES. 111

Mr. WARNER. I ask consent that im-
mediately following the vote on pas-
sage of the Defense authorization con-
ference report, the Senate proceed to
the consideration of H.J. Res. 111, the
continuing resolution, the resolution
be read the third time, and the Senate
then proceed immediately to a vote on
passage of the resolution with no inter-
vening action or debate.

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

————

THE FLOYD D. SPENCE NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the conference report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Committee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate on the bill H.R.
4205, to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2001 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year and for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, have agreed that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate, and agree to the same with an
amendment, and the Senate agree to the
same, signed by a majority of the conferees
on the part of both Houses.

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

(The report was printed in the House
proceeding of the RECORD of October 6,
2000.)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is my
privilege as chairman, together with
my distinguished friend and ranking
member, Mr. LEVIN, the Senator from
Michigan, to at long last bring to the
Senate the annual conference report
from the authorizing committee in the
Senate and the authorizing committee
in the House.

To refresh the recollection of Sen-
ators, I will read the time agreement: 2
hours under the control of the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
Mr. WARNER; 2% hours under the con-
trol of the ranking member, Mr. LEVIN;
1 hour under the control of Senator
GRAMM; 30 minutes under the control of
Senator WELLSTONE. Following the de-
bate just outlined, Senator ROBERT
KERRY will be recognized to make a
point of order. The motion to waive the
Budget Act will be limited to 2 hours
equally divided in the usual form.

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

Mr. WARNER. We hope to yield back
some time because I know many of our
colleagues are anxious to make com-
mitments, but this is a very important
piece of legislation. I am certain the
Senators who are going to participate,
whom I have identified, will do so in a
manner that fits the importance of this
annual piece of legislation.
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This is the 39th consecutive author-
ization bill passed by the Congress, as-
suming it passes this Chamber. It
passed the House by a vote of 382-31.
That will give some clear indication of
the importance of the legislation and
the strong support that it merits and
has merited in the House of Represent-
atives.

Mr. President, the Senate, as I have
been with my colleagues here for the
past hour or so for the voting, reflects
a very somber note on this sad day for
America—indeed, for all those who,
throughout the world, stand guard for
freedom. We have suffered a tragic loss
to the U.S. Navy. This is in parallel
with frightful losses taking place else-
where throughout the Middle East. It
brings to mind that this is a most dan-
gerous world that faces us every day.
Men and women in the Armed Forces of
the United States go forth from our
shores, serving in countries all over the
world. They, of course, now are on a
high alert because of the tragic ter-
rorist act inflicted upon one of our de-
stroyers, the U.S.S. Cole.

First in mind are thoughts for our
sailors who have lost their lives, and
most particularly their families and
the families who, at this hour, are still
waiting definitive news with regard to
the crew of that ship. The casualties
number four dead, approximately 12
missing, and some 35 to 36 suffering
wounds. Still the facts are coming in.

This clearly shows the danger; it
shows the risks the men and women of
the Armed Forces are taking—not only
in the Middle East region. This, of
course, happened in a port in Yemen.
The ship was on a routine refueling, a
matter of hours, as it worked its way
up towards the Persian Gulf to take up
its duty station in enforcing the United
Nations Security Council sanctions
against Iraq. Because of the smuggling
that is taking place in violation of
those sanctions, those are dangerous
tasks and they are being performed
every day by men and women of the
U.S. Armed Forces, Great Britain, and
other nations. Air missions are being
flown over Iraq every day, and often
those missions are encountering
ground fire and other military activity
directed against them. We must be a
grateful nation for the risks that are
constantly assumed by the men and
women of the U.S. Armed Forces and
their families.

The Senate will have an opportunity
to get further facts in the course of the
day.

I will now direct my attention to this
particular bill, and I see the distin-
guished President pro tempore, the
former chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee. It is my privilege
to succeed him. As an honor to our dis-
tinguished former chairman, I ask he
lead off the debate on this bill today.

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you very
much. I appreciate your fine work as
chairman.
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Mr. President, before I discuss the
conference report on the Defense au-
thorization bill, I want to join my col-
leagues in expressing my condolences
to the families of the sailors killed and
wounded in this morning’s attack on
the U.S.S. Cole. This heinous attack
again demonstrates the constant peril
faced by our military personnel and re-
inforces the need for this Nation to
maintain its vigilance at all times.

Mr. President, I join Chairman WAR-
NER and Senator LEVIN, the ranking
member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, in urging my Senate col-
leagues to support the conference re-
port to accompany the Floyd D. Spence
National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2001. The report, which is
the culmination of hundreds of hours of
work by the Senate and House Armed
Services Committees, is a continuation
of the Congress’ efforts to reverse the
decline in the readiness of our armed
forces. It increases the President’s
budget request by more than $4 billion.
More important, it directs the addi-
tional resources to the critical areas of
procurement, research and develop-
ment, and improving the quality of life
for our military personnel and their
families.

The chairman and ranking member
have already highlighted the signifi-
cant aspects of this bill. However, I do
want to comment on the comprehen-
sive health care provision for Medi-
care-eligible military retirees and the
Energy Employees’ Occupational I11-
ness Compensation Program, both of
which I consider significant aspects of
this legislation. The health care provi-
sion is long overdue legislation that
will ensure our military retirees and
their families receive life-long health
care committed to them as a condition
of their service. It will significantly
ease the uncertainty regarding health
care and financial burden for thousands
of military retirees who have dedicated
their lives to the service of the Nation.
The occupational illness compensation
provision provides fair and just com-
pensation to the thousands of workers
who were exposed to dangerous levels
of hazardous material and other toxic
substances while they worked on the
Nation’s nuclear weapons programs.
Although I understand that these bene-
fits come at a significant financial
cost, we must keep in mind our com-
mitment to these patriots and remem-
ber the greatness of a Nation is not
how much gold or wealth it accumu-
lates, but on how it takes care of its
citizens, especially those who serve in
the Armed Forces.

As with all conference reports, there
are disappointments. I am particularly
disappointed that the provision to in-
crease the survivor benefit plan basic
annuity for surviving spouses age 62
and older was dropped during the con-
ference. The provision would have in-
creased the survivor benefit plan annu-
ity for these individuals from 35 per-
cent to 45 percent over the next four
years. I understand that despite the ob-
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vious merit of the legislation it was
dropped during the conference because
it would have cost $2.4 billion over the
next 10 years. I find this ironic, since
there is more than $60 billion in direct
spending attributed to this conference
report.

Despite my disappointment regarding
the survivor benefit plan provision,
this is a strong defense bill that will
have a positive impact on the readiness
of our armed forces. It is also a fitting
tribute to my friend FLOYD SPENCE, the
Chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, to have this bill named in
his honor. FLOYD has worked tirelessly
for our military personnel throughout
his long and distinguished career in the
House of Representatives. Regrettably,
due to the House Rules he will give up
the chair of the Armed Services Com-
mittee at the end of this session. Al-
though he will be missed as chairman,
his leadership and concern for our mili-
tary personnel will have a lasting leg-
acy in this conference report and
FLOoYD will continue to serve the people
of South Carolina and the Nation as a
member of the House Armed Services
Committee.

I congratulate Chairman WARNER and
Senator LEVIN on this conference re-
port and urge my colleagues to give it
their overwhelming support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve there is a parliamentary inquiry
from our colleague. I yield for that pur-
pose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the Senator from Virginia and the Sen-
ator from Michigan, I be allowed to
speak.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, of
course, his request is in the unanimous
consent agreement, and, of course, we
will observe it.

Today the Senate begins consider-
ation of the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 4205, the Floyd D.
Spence National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2001.

Before I discuss the provisions of the
conference report, I want to report
that my fellow Senators on the con-
ference panel and I enthusiastically
joined the House conferees in naming
this bill. Representative FLOYD SPENCE
has served as the chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee for
the last six years. His chairmanship,
however, represents only a portion of
the almost 30 years Representative
SPENCE has been a tireless and dedi-
cated supporter of the military men
and women in uniform. As chairman of
the committee, in particular, he has
led the committee and the House of
Representatives in addressing the
many challenging national security
issues that have confronted our nation
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in the wake of the cold war. Represent-
ative SPENCE has accomplished this un-
dertaking with distinction. From this
former Marine captain to a retired
Navy captain, I salute him for his lead-
ership. Under the rules of the House, he
will relinquish command of the com-
mittee at the end of this Congress.
Representative SPENCE will remain a
member of the committee, and I look
forward to continuing to work with
him in the many years to come.

This legislation will have a profound,
positive impact on our nation’s secu-
rity and on the welfare of the men and
women of the Armed Forces and their
families. For the second year in a row,
the conference report before the Senate
authorizes a real increase in defense
spending. We have built on the momen-
tum begun last year by authorizing
$309.9 billion in new budget authority
for defense for fiscal year 2001—$4.6 bil-
lion above the President’s budget re-
quest. And how have we allocated this
increase? This bill authorizes $63.2 bil-
lion in procurement, which is $2.6 bil-
lion above the President’s budget re-
quest; $38.9 billion in research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, which is $1.1
billion above the President’s request;
and $109.7 billion in operations and
maintenance funding, which exceeds
the budget request by $1.0 billion.

It is said that success has a thousand
fathers and failure is an orphan. The
majority of credit for the successes in
this bill however, can be attribute to
five distinguished and decorated fa-
thers: the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the four service chiefs.
General Shelton, General Shinseki, Ad-
miral Clark, General Jones, and Gen-
eral Ryan came to Congress repeatedly
during this session and presented to
the Senate Armed Services Committee
their concerns about the state of the
Armed Forces today. They also shared
with us their observations about the
future. They have consistently shared
this information with us in a reason-
able, earnest, and nonpartisan manner.
We greatly appreciate their candor and
contributions to this process.

We all recognize that our military
today 1is over deployed and under
recourced—both in terms of people and
money.

Since the early 1990s, the U.S. mili-
tary has been sent on operations over-
seas at an unprecedented rate; at the
same time that force structure was re-
duced by a third and defense spending
was declining. From the end of the Viet
Nam War until 1989, there were 60 mili-
tary deployments. From 1990 to today,
there have been 343 deployments—a 571
percent increase. These statistics accu-
rately tell the story. This trend has in-
creased the risk to our forces and has
exacerbated the recruiting and reten-
tion problems in the military. This
cannot continue.

While the rate of military deploy-
ments is established by the President,
the Congress, within our constitutional
powers, is continuing to support the
Armed Forces by improving the quality
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of life for the men and women in uni-
form and their families, by providing
for funding increases to address declin-
ing readiness problems, aging equip-
ment, and recruiting and retention dif-
ficulties. The conference report does
this. For the servicemen and women
deployed around the world, and the
families at home that wait their re-
turn, they should know that the Con-
gress is steadfastly behind them.

I turn now to what is one of the most
important single item in this con-
ference report—military healthcare,
particularly for our retired personnel
and their families. History shows they
are the best recruiters of all.

The conference report before the Sen-
ate fulfills an important commitment
of “‘healthcare for life’” made by the re-
cruiters—the U.S. Government—begin-
ning in World War II and continuing
through the Korean war and the Viet
Nam war. The goal of making that
commitment was to encourage service
members to remain in uniform and be-
come careerists. Simply put, a commit-
ment of health care for life in exchange
for their dedicated career service.

Again, this convergence report ful-
fills the promise of healthcare for life.
I am proud of the bipartisan unanimity
with which the Senate Armed Services
Committee supported this initiative—
an initiative never taken before by an
congressional committee.

Let me describe for my colleagues
and for our active and retired service
members around the world the legisla-
tion in this conference report to au-
thorize health care benefits for Medi-
care-eligible military retirees and their
families, and how we arrived at this
outcome.

For as long as I can remember, mili-
tary recruits and those facing re-enlist-
ment have been told that one of the
basic benefits of serving a full military
career is health care for life. We all
know now that this commonly offered
incentive was not based in statute, but
was, nonetheless, freely and frequently
made; it is a commitment that we
must honor.

Let me briefly review the history of
military health care. Military medical
care requirements for activity duty
service members and their families
were recognized as early as the 1700’s.
Congressional action in the last 1800’s
directed military medical officers to
attend to military families whenever
possible, at no cost to the family. Dur-
ing World War II, with so many service
members on activity duty, the military
medical system could not handle the
health care requirements of family
members. The Emergency Maternal
and Infant Care Program was author-
ized by Congress to meet this road.
This program was administered
through state health agencies.

The earliest reference in statute de-
fining the health care benefit for mili-
tary retirees was in 1956 when, for the
first time, the Dependent’s Medical
Care Act specified that military retir-
ees were eligible for health care in
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military facilities on a space-available
basis. In 1966, this Act was amended to
create the Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Services,
CHAMPUS, to supplement the care
provided in military facilities. This
legislation, in 1966, specifically ex-
cluded from coverage military retirees
who were eligible for Medicare—a pro-
gram which had been enacted by the
Congress one year earlier, in 1965.

The exclusion of over age 65, Medi-
care-eligible military retirees from
guaranteed care from the military
health care system was masked for
many years because the capacity of
military hospitals an the military
medical system exceeded that required
to care for active duty service mem-
bers; therefore, many Medicare-eligible
retirees were able to receive treat-
ment, on a space-available basis, at
military facilities. In the 1990s, we
began to reduce the size of our military
services and the base realignment and
closure, BRAC, rounds began to close
bases—and military hospitals—all
across the Nation. The combined effect
of fewer military medical personnel to
provide care and the closure of over 30
percent of the military hospitals elimi-
nated the excess capacity that had
been so beneficial to military retirees.
Also during this decade the retiree pop-
ulation grew dramatically, adding pres-
sure to the military health care sys-
tem. The true magnitude of the prob-
lem was finally exposed.

All of us have heard from military re-
tirees who served a full career and, in
so doing, made many sacrifices. Many
times the sacrifices these heroic vet-
erans made resulted in serious medical
conditions that manifested themselves
at the time in their lives when they
were pushed out of the military health
care system. As a nation, we promised
these dedicated retirees health care for
life, but we were ignoring that promise.

On February 23, 2000, I introduced a
bill, S. 2087, that provided for access to
mail order pharmaceuticals for ALL
Medicare-eligible military retirees, for
the first time. The Ilegislation also
would improve access to benefits under
TRICARE and extend and improve cer-
tain demonstration programs under the
Defense Health Program.

On May 1, 2000, I introduced S. 2486,
which added a retail pharmacy compo-
nent to the previous legislation, pro-
viding for a full pharmacy benefit for
all retirees, including those eligible for
Medicare.

On June 6, Senator TiM HUTCHINSON
and I introduced S. 2669, a bill that
would extend TRICARE eligibility to
all military retirees and their families,
regardless of age. Later that same day,
I amended the defense authorization
bill to add the text of S. 2669. This leg-
islation provided uninterrupted access
to the Military Health Care System,
known as TRICARE, to all retirees.

While the Senate bill extended
TRICARE eligibility to all military re-
tirees and their families regardless of
age, the defense authorization bill
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passed by the House of Representatives
took a different approach. The House
bill expanded and made permanent the
Medicare subvention program. Medi-
care subvention is a program that is
currently being tested in ten sites
across the country. Under Medicare
subvention, the Health Care Financing
Agency of the Department of Health
and Human Services reimburses the
Department of Defense for providing
health care to Medicare-eligible mili-
tary retirees in military hospitals.

There are several problems with
Medicare subvention. First, the
amount of the reimbursement from
Medicare to DOD falls well short of the
actual cost of providing that care,
causing DOD to absorb a loss for each
retiree covered by the program. Sec-
ond, expanding Medicare subvention
nationwide would provide access to
health care only for those beneficiaries
living in proximity to the remaining
DOD medical facilities. In contrast, the
Senate bill covered 100 percent of the
Medicare-eligible military retirees, re-
gardless of where they live.

As many of you know, since the de-
fense authorization conference began
in late July, Senate and House con-
ferees have been working toward the
mutual goal of adopting legislation
which would provide comprehensive
health care to all military retirees, re-
gardless of age. I am pleased to an-
nounce that the conference report to
accompany the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 in-
cludes a permanent health care benefit
for retirees—modeled on the Senate
bill. I am delighted that we have hon-
ored the commitment of health care
for life that was made to those who
proudly served this nation. This is long
overdue.

It had always been my intent to
make this health care benefit perma-
nent. In fact, when I originally intro-
duced my legislation in February, with
the support of many in the Senate,
there was no time limit on the benefits
contained in my amendment. During
Senate floor consideration, a discus-
sion arose about whether a budget
point of order could be made against
the bill due to the mandatory costs of
the amendment. At that point, I made
the decision to limit the provision to a
preliminary 2-year period to ensure
that there would be no point of order
against the authorization bill. We
knew of Senators who had a legitimate
interest in raising such a point of
order, and I did not want to put the bill
at risk.

All through this process, I have made
clear my commitment to work to make
these benefits permanent at the ear-
liest opportunity.

During the defense authorization
conference we had an opportunity to
make my retiree health care provisions
permanent by converting the benefit to
an entitlement and creating an accrual
account in the Treasury. This conver-
sion to an entitlement would not occur
until fiscal year 2003.
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Let me describe how funding the
health care benefit through an accrual
account would work. Accrual method
of financing is more of an accounting
mechanism than a change in funding.
Using an accrual method of financing
does not, in itself, increase the costs of
a program. Accrual funding is com-
monly used in entitlement programs;
one example of an accrual account is
the military retirement account. The
Department of Defense would annually
deposit such funds, as determined by
the actuarial board, into the accrual
account in the Treasury. The Treasury,
which would absorb the liability for
certain costs attributed to providing
health care, would also make an an-
nual deposit to the accrual account.
The costs of the health care benefit
would than be paid from the accrual
account.

The net effect of funding this impor-
tant program as an entitlement would
be similar to funding it from within
the discretionary accounts of the De-
partment of Defense. While a signifi-
cant portion of the burden of funding
this program is moved from the De-
partment of Defense budget, there is
little net cost to the federal govern-
ment.

Permanently funding the military re-
tiree health care benefit will be seen by
retirees, active duty service members
and potential recruits as the nation
keeping it’s commitment of health
care for life to military retirees. Those
serving today and those who are join-
ing the military will see that the prom-
ise of a lifetime of health care, in re-
turn for serving a full career, will be
honored in perpetuity.

Two weeks ago, in testimony before
both the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee and the House Armed Services
Committee, General Hugh Shelton,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and each of the service chiefs strongly
supported making this benefit perma-
nent and using the accrual account
method of financing. The Joint Chiefs
have repeatedly testified that failing
to honor the commitment to our retir-
ees has been detrimental to their re-
cruiting and retention efforts.

During our conference we made many
tough decisions on issues that are very
important to many Senators. I resisted
every proposal that would potentially
generate a point of order against the
conference report. The accrual funding
mechanism and the direct spending as-
sociated with the retiree health care
benefit will make our conference re-
port vulnerable to a motion to raise a
point of order against our bill which
would require a 60 vote majority to
overcome. It is any Senator’s legiti-
mate right to take such an action.
While I respect the right of any Sen-
ator to raise a point of order, I am urg-
ing my colleagues to consider the bene-
fits of the health care provisions in
this bill, which are fully justified. We
would not want to leave our over-65
military retirees in doubt about our in-
tentions with respect to their medical
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care. They must make critical deci-
sions regarding their medical insur-
ance plans and medical care. By mak-
ing this health care plan a permanent
entitlement, we are truly fulfilling the
commitment made to all those who
have completed a career in uniform.

If such a point of order is sustained,
then the Defense authorization con-
ference report will have to be recom-
mitted to a new conference. There is
simply not enough time in this Con-
gress to commence a new conference.

If the Defense authorization con-
ference report is not passed, there will
be no health care benefit for Medicare-
eligible military retirees. If the defense
authorization conference report is not
passed, this would be the first time in
38 years that the Congress has not
passed a Defense authorization bill.
That would be a tragedy. What a ter-
rible signal to send to our brave men
and women in uniform defending free-
dom around the world.

In addition to restoring our commit-
ment to our retirees, the conference re-
port also includes a number of impor-
tant initiatives for active and reserve
men and women in uniform today. The
conferees authorized a 3.7 percent pay
raise for military personnel effective
January 1, 2001 and a revision of the
basic pay tables to give noncommis-
sioned officers an additional pay in-
crease, effective July 1, 2001. I cannot
understate the importance of providing
our noncommissioned officers with this
support. They are our career soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines; tried and
true, they are the backbone of our
military and are more than deserving
of this pay raise.

We included a provision to reduce the
number of military personnel on food
stamps. The conference report would
provide up to $500 per month in an ad-
ditional, special pay for military per-
sonnel who are eligible for food stamps.
By our estimates, this provision should
reduce the 6,000 military personnel es-
timated by DOD to be on food stamps
today by about half. To further assist
our most needy service members, the
conferees agreed to eliminate the re-
quirement that service members pay 15
percent of their housing costs out of
their own pocket and directed imple-
mentation of the Thrift Savings Pro-
gram of active and reserve service
members.

The conference report extends cur-
rent and authorizes additional recruit-
ing and retention bonuses and special
pays. If the bill is not enacted into law,
all of these bonuses will expire on De-
cember 31, 2000. If the services are not
able to offer the recruiting and reen-
listment bonuses, their recruiting and
retention progress of this past year
will be for naught.

Also important to improving the
quality of life for servicemen and
women and their families is our con-
tinuing support for the modernization,
renovation, and improvement of aging
military housing. This conference re-
port contains $8.8 billion for military
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construction and family housing, an in-
crease of $788.0 million above the ad-
ministration’s request. More than
$443.0 million of this amount is for the
construction of 2,900 family housing
units—800 more homes than last year.
The conference report also provides
more than $585.0 million to renovate
and upgrade critical barracks space for
unaccompanied military personnel and
more than $660.0 million for vital mili-
tary construction projects for reserve
components.

This conference report also supports
a group of dedicated men and women,
who, while not in uniform, provided an
equally important contribution to the
defense of the Nation. The conference
report establishes a new program to
compensate Department of Energy,
DOE, employees and DOE contractor
employees who were injured due to ex-
posure to radiation, beryllium, or silica
while working at certain DOE defense-
related nuclear facilities. This new pro-
gram is intended to compensate those
employees who, for the past 50 years,
have performed duties uniquely related
to nuclear weapons production and
testing. Eligible employees would re-
ceive a lump sum payment of $150,000
and payment for all future medical
costs related to the covered illness.

At this point, I recognize the impor-
tant contributions of Senators THOMP-

SON, VOINOVICH, MCcCONNELL, and
DEWINE and their staff in crafting the
final conference outcome on DOE

workers compensation. Although they
were not conferees, they were involved
every step of the way as we negotiated
this important issue with the House.
They are to be commended for their
tireless efforts on behalf of DOE work-
ers.

I will now briefly highlight just a few
of the important measures in this bill
which support modernization and oper-
ations of our land, sea, and air forces,
and which support our continuing ef-
forts to identify and counter the
emerging threats—information warfare
or the use of weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

The conference report:

Increases funding by over $888.0 mil-
lion for the primary military readiness
accounts for ammunition, spare parts,
equipment maintenance, base oper-
ations, training funds, and real prop-
erty maintenance. While the additional
funds that the conferees have provided
will help with some of the most critical
shortages in these areas, further efforts
will be required over the next several
years if we are to restore the Armed
Forces to appropriate levels of readi-
ness;

Supports the Army’s transformation
efforts by: authorizing an additional
$750.0 million for this initiative; direct-
ing the Army to provide a plan that
charts a clear course toward the field-
ing of an objective force in the 2012
time frame; and requiring an evalua-
tion of equipment alternatives for In-
terim Brigade Combat Teams;

Adds $5660.0 million to the President’s
budget request for ship construction;
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Adds $15.7 million for five additional
Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil
Support Teams, WMD-CST, which will
result in a total of 32 WMD-CSTs by
the end of fiscal year 2001. WMD-CSTs,
formerly known as Rapid Assessment
and Initial Detection, RAID; Teams,
are comprised of 22 full-time National
guard personnel who are specially
trained and equipped to deploy and as-
sess suspected nuclear, biological,
chemical, or radiological events in sup-
port of local first responders in the
United States.

Includes a provision that would des-
ignate one Assistant Secretary of De-
fense as the principal civilian advisor
to the Secretary for Department of De-
fense activities for combating ter-
rorism. This provision—which is criti-
cally needed—ensures that there is a
single individual within the Depart-
ment responsible for providing a fo-
cused, comprehensive and well-funded
DOD policy for combating terrorism.

Provides additional funding to ad-
dress several of the Department of De-
fense’s most critical shortfalls in com-
bating cyber-warfare threats. The con-
ference report adds $15.0 million to cre-
ate an information Security Scholar-
ship Program to address shortages in
skilled DOD information assurance per-
sonnel by providing essential training
and education in exchange for a service
commitment, and $5.0 million to estab-
lish an Institute for Defense Computer
Security and Information Protection
to conduct critical research and devel-
opment that is currently not being
done by DOD or the private sector, and
to facilitate the exchange of informa-
tion regarding cyberthreats and related
issues;

Adds $146.0 million to accelerate
technologies leading to the develop-
ment and fielding of unmanned air
combat vehicles by 2010 and unmanned
ground combat vehicles by 2015. This
initiative will allow the Department to
exploit the opportunities created by
the rapid pace of technological devel-
opment to provide our men and women
in uniform with the most advanced
weaponry and leverage these develop-
ments in a way that minimizes the risk
to those deployed in harm’s why;

Authorizes a net increase of $391.8
million for ballistic missile defense
programs including a $129.0 million in-
crease for National Missile Defense
risk reduction, an $85.0 million in-
crease for the Airborne Laser program,
and an $80.0 million increase for the
Navy Theater Wide missile defense pro-
gram;

Reduces the congressional review pe-
riod from 180 days to 60 days for
changes proposed by the administra-
tion on the export control levels of
high performance computers;

Ensures service contractors receive
prompt and timely payment from the
Department of Defense by requiring a
plan for the electronic submission of
supporting documents for contracts
and the payment of interest for service
contracts for payments more than 30
days late;
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Authorizes $470.0 million in federal
assistance to the Nation’s firefighters
over the next two years. The con-
ference report also establishes a frame-
work for the review and reauthoriza-
tion of the program at the end of that
time.

I would now like to take a few mo-
ments to address a provision which is
not in the final conference report—the
Warner-Kasich amendment on Kosovo.

As my colleagues know, I started the
legislative effort to get our European
allies to live up to the commitments
they have made to provide assistance
to the peacekeeping operation in
Kosovo shortly after returning from a
trip to the region in January. I was
greatly troubled by what I saw in
Kosovo—a U.N. peacekeeping mission
that was out of money; a civil imple-
mentation effort that had barely
begun, almost seven months after the
war had ended; and U.S. and other
NATO troops having to make up for
shortfalls on the civilian side by per-
forming a variety of non-military mis-
sions, from performing basic police
functions to running towns and vil-
lages, to acting as judges and juries. I
could not allow this situation to con-
tinue without reviewing the issue with
our allies and bringing it to the atten-
tion of my colleagues.

The United Sates bore the major
share of the military burden for the air
war on behalf of Kosovo—flying almost
70 percent of the strike and support
sorties, at a cost of over $4.0 billion to
the U.S. taxpayer and great personal
risk to our aviators. In return, the Eu-
ropeans promised to pay the major
share of the burden to secure the peace.
European nations and institutions
quickly volunteered billions in assist-
ance and thousands of personnel for the
effort to rebuild Kosovo. Unfortu-
nately, as I discovered in January,
these resources and personnel were not
making their way to Kosovo—commit-
ments were simply not becoming reali-
ties.

I introduced legislation that had a
very clear and simple purpose: to tell
our European allies that we would not
allow the commitment of U.S. military
personnel to Kosovo to drift on end-
lessly because of the failure of the Eu-
ropeans to live up to their commit-
ments. My legislation would have done
no more than hold our allies account-
able for the pledges and commitments
they freely made.

For a variety of reasons, a form of
the legislation that I originally spon-
sored failed in the Senate on a close
vote. However, Congressman KASICH,
after consulting with me, pursued simi-
lar legislation as an amendment to the
defense authorization bill in the House
of Representatives. The Kasich amend-
ment passed the House by an over-
whelming margin—over 100 votes. It
was this amendment that we addressed
during our conference.

I believe that the legislation Con-
gressman KASICH and I jointly pursued
this year has had a very positive effect.
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Money and personnel for civil imple-
mentation efforts are now flowing into
Kosovo. Our allies are making credible
progress in fulfilling their commit-
ments. The civil implementation effort
in Kosovo is now moving forward.
While more clearly needs to be done, it
was the feeling of a majority of the
conferees—myself included—that the
Kosovo legislation had largely
achieved its purpose, and keeping this
legislation in the final conference re-
port could have a negative impact on
relations with our allies and, perhaps,
developments in Kosovo.

In place of the Kasich language, the
conferees included a provision which
requires the President to submit semi-
annual reports to the Congress, begin-
ning in December of this year, on the
progress being made by our allies in
fulfilling their commitments in
Kosovo. Such reports will allow the
Congress to keep track of develop-
ments in this important area. If these
reports reveal that progress again lags,
it is the intention of this Senator to
pursue legislation in the future de-
signed to ensure greater burden shar-
ing by our European allies in this cru-
cial venture.

In conclusion, I want to thank all of
the members and staff of the Senate
and House Armed Services Committee
for their hard work and cooperation.
This bill sends a strong signal to our
men and women in uniform and their
families that Congress fully supports
them as they perform their missions
around the world with courage and
dedication.

I am confident that enactment of
this conference report will enhance the
quality of life for our service men and
women and their families, strengthen
the modernization and readiness of our
Armed Forces, and begin to address
newly emerging threats to our secu-
rity. I strongly urge my colleagues to
adopt the recommendations of the con-
ference committee.

Mr. President, I especially thank my
distinguished friend and ranking mem-
ber for the cooperation he has given
me. This is the 22nd year we have
served together in the Senate. We have
been partners all these many years. We
are proud to have the joint responsi-
bility of the leadership of the com-
mittee that tries at every juncture to
exert wisdom and decisions reflecting
bipartisanship and, as in the famous
words of another Senator, we check
politics at the water’s edge, particu-
larly as it relates to the forward-de-
ployed troops of our Armed Forces.

We are proud of that record. We have
worked together very well. There was
unanimous signing of the conference
report which is presently before the
Senate. I am very proud of the partici-
pation of all members of our com-
mittee and, indeed, the superb staffs of
both the majority and minority.

I join my distinguished colleague, the
President pro tempore and former
chairman, in recognizing this bill is
named for FLOYD SPENCE, the chairman
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of the House committee. Chairman
SPENCE has served many years. He was
a World War II veteran in the Navy and
rose to the rank of captain. He has had
a distinguished public service record in
the United States. It is most fitting
that this bill be named in his honor.

Mr. President, I see the presence of
our distinguished colleague from Ala-
bama. Perhaps he would like to follow
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. SESSIONS. If that is appro-
priate, I will be honored to follow the
Senator.

Mr. WARNER. Senator WELLSTONE,
to be correct. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent he be recognized
following Senator WELLSTONE.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, unless
the managers, Mr. LEVIN or myself, for
some reason need to be recognized.

For the second year in a row, the
conference report before the Senate au-
thorizes a real increase in defense
spending. We have built on the momen-
tum of last year by authorizing $309.9
billion in new budget authority for De-
fense for the fiscal year 2001, $4.6 bil-
lion above the request of the President
of the United States.

That additional funding over and
above the President’s request was the
result of the actions of many Senators,
most particularly our Senate leader-
ship, Republican and Democratic, the
Budget Committee chairman, Senator
DOMENICI, the ranking member, and
others, and I certainly had a strong
hand in it. We had a record to take be-
fore the Senate to justify that in-
crease, and that record, in large meas-
ure, was put together by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; specifically, the Chiefs
of the Services who have periodically
come before the Congress and, in ac-
cordance with the clear understanding
between the Congress and the Service
Chiefs, to give us their opinions with
regard to the needs for their respective
military departments and, indeed, the
other departments. They give us those
professional opinions, even though
those opinions at times are at variance
with the statements of the President,
the Secretary of Defense, and possibly
even the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

The Service Chiefs have come for-
ward repeatedly and told us about the
needs over and above budget requests.
Therefore, at this time, I specifically
thank them for their service and thank
them also for standing up for those in
uniform and their families in their re-
spective military departments.

When you are down there, whether it
is an enlisted man or junior officer,
looking up to those four-stars, it is a
long way, but they are the leaders and
they are the most trusted of all, the
most unbiased. When it comes to poli-
tics, there is not a trace. They are
there for the interest of our Nation and
most specifically for those who every
day follow their orders. I thank them.

They confirmed what we all know:
That today, the U.S. military is over-
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deployed and underresourced, resource
in terms of people, dollars, procure-
ment, and O&M funds. I will go into de-
tail about them in the course of this
debate.

Since early 1990, the U.S. military
has been sent on operations overseas at
an unprecedented rate. At the same
time, that force structure was reduced
by a third and defense spending was de-
clining every year up until 2 years ago.
From the end of the war in Vietnam
until 1989, the records of the Pentagon
show there were 60 military deploy-
ments.

From basically 1989 until today,
there have been 343 deployments in
sharp contrast to the 60 in the pre-
ceding period. This represents over a
500-percent increase in our deploy-
ments. These statistics tell the story.

I am not suggesting in any way that
most of these deployments were abso-
lutely essential. Many were in the vital
security interests of the United States.
As I think quite properly, those con-
tending for the Presidency today, both
Republican and Democrat, have point-
ed out that they will watch very care-
fully what has been brought to the at-
tention, largely by the Congress and
the Chiefs, that they are overdeployed
and underresourced. Those are the sta-
tistics of this period basically from 1989
until today.

While the rate of military deploy-
ments is established by the President,
the Congress, with our constitutional
powers, is continuing to support the
Armed Forces by improving the quality
of life for the men and women in uni-
form and their families, and the Presi-
dent, in his budget submissions, has
done that. But each time in the past 3
years, the Congress has gone above the
President’s request to add what we can,
given the budget constraints, to fur-
ther improve the quality of life of the
men and women in the Armed Forces,
to further increase procurement, to
further increase O&M funds because we
are highly aware of that theme—over-
deployed and underresourced.

The conference report takes great
strides in the direction to improve,
over and above that requested by the
President, the quality of life of our
men and women and, I may say, the re-
tirees.

I am proud of our committee. The
Senate Armed Services Committee, the
records show, is the first committee in
the Senate to recognize the need for re-
vising the health care program for ca-
reer military retirees. Basically, that
is 20 years or, in the case of those who
have medical retirement, earlier than
20, but the career military have long
been neglected.

I want to credit the many organiza-
tions and many individuals who ap-
proached this chairman, who ap-
proached, I believe, every Member of
the Senate, and brought to their atten-
tion the need for correction. That cor-
rection, I am proud to say, is incor-
porated in this conference report and
will be given in great detail.
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Basically, these retirees, in my judg-
ment, have been entitled to this for
many years. In my judgment, they
were promised this. At a later point in
this debate, I will go into the specifics
because I have researched it way back.
And now, at long last, in this 2001 ap-
propriations, we make the start for a
health care program to have the care
for those retirees which they deserve
and to which they have been entitled
for many years. One of the most impor-
tant single items in this conference re-
port is this military health care.

History shows that our military re-
tirees are the best recruiters of all. One
of the direct consequences of our mili-
tary being overdeployed and
underresourced—I will use that refrain
over and over again—has been the dif-
ficulty in recruiting the needed per-
sonnel, the difficulty in retaining the
middle grade officers primarily, and
the middle grade enlisted, particularly
those with skills that are in direct
competition with our ever-burgeoning
economy in the private sector, who
know full well that to get a military
person—trained in computers, trained
in electronics—they know they get a
well-trained, well-disciplined, reliable
employee.

That is quite a lure to these young
men and women who are overdeployed,
who suffer so much family separation.
There has been an over 500-percent in-
crease in these military deployments
in the past decade or so. So that is the
reason we are having difficulty in
meeting our recruiting goals.

But we are beginning to put a fix in
to take care of the retirees, so once
again they can go out, as they have
done in the past—I am not suggesting
they withstood recruiting, but cer-
tainly some of the incentive has been
lacking because they have not been
treated fairly—and, once again, they
will be in the forward vanguard of re-
cruiting. They are the best recruiters
of all.

I have to say on a personal note, my
father served in World War I. I am very
proud of his service and believe he re-
cruited me in World War II by simply
saying: It is your duty, son. Although I
had very modest service at the conclu-
sion of, the end of that war, fathers
like him all throughout the country—
and some mothers—were the recruiters
long before we got to the recruiting
station.

The conference report before the Sen-
ate fulfills an important commitment
of health care for life, as we have deter-
mined because in World War II, history
shows, and continuing through the Ko-
rean war, and indeed through Vietnam,
the goal of making that commitment
was to encourage service members to
remain in uniform and become career-
ists. Simply put, there was the com-
mitment of health care for life in ex-
change for their dedicated career serv-
ice.

Let me describe for my colleagues
and for our active and retired service
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members around the world the legisla-
tion in this conference report to au-
thorize health care benefits for Medi-
care-eligible military retirees and their
families. First, our committee, we were
in the forward vanguard of this. Then
we were joined by the House. But let
me describe what we have done in this
bill jointly—Senate and House—in this
conference report.

Military medical care requirements
for active duty service members and
their families were recognized as early
as the 1700s. That is how far back in
the history of our country it goes—
George Washington’s Continental
Army. Congressional action in the late
1800s directed military medical officers
to tend to military families, whenever
possible, at no cost to the family.

During World War II, with so many
service members on active duty, the
military medical system could not
handle the health care requirements of
many family members. The Emergency
Maternal and Infant Care Program was
authorized by Congress to meet that
need in that wartime period. This pro-
gram was administered through State
health agencies. The earliest reference
in statute defining the health care ben-
efit for military retirees was in 1956,
when for the first time, the Depend-
ent’s Medical Care Act specified that
military retirees were eligible for
health care in military facilities on a
space-available basis.

In 1966, a decade later, this act was
amended to create the Civilian Health
and Medical Care Program of the Uni-
formed Services, called CHAMPUS, to
supplement the care provided in mili-
tary facilities. This legislation, in 1966,
specifically excluded from coverage
military retirees who were eligible for
Medicare, a program which had been
enacted by the Congress 1 year earlier,
in 1965.

All of us have heard from military re-
tirees who served a full career and in so
doing made many sacrifices. Many
times the sacrifices these heroic retir-
ees made resulted in serious medical
conditions that manifested themselves
in a time in their lives when they were
pushed out of the military health care
program. As a nation, we promised
these dedicated retirees health care for
life, but at that period we were ignor-
ing that promise of America.

On February 23, 2000, I introduced a
bill, S. 2087, that provided for access to
mail-order pharmaceuticals for all
Medicare-eligible military retirees.
This was the first time that has ever
been done. The legislation would also
improve access to benefits under
TRICARE and extend and improve cer-
tain demonstration programs under the
Defense Health Program.

On May 1, 2000, I introduced S. 2486,
which added a retail pharmacy compo-
nent to the previous legislation, pro-
viding for a full pharmacy benefit for
all retirees, including those eligible for
Medicare.

Now, I staged this purposely because
throughout this period I was in con-
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sultation with the many veterans
groups who came forward in that pe-
riod, experts who had studied this for a
long time and brought to my attention
the added requirements in the legisla-
tion.

While I and other members of the
Senate Armed Services Committee
were working on this legislation, we
were doing so in consultation regularly
with those organizations representing
the retired military and the Depart-
ment of Defense. It is interesting, Sec-
retary Cohen had some difficulty, un-
derstandably, because of his budget
constraints. But I know in his heart of
hearts he was concerned about the
military retirees, as were the Chiefs.
But the time came when the Chiefs had
the opportunity to express their opin-
ions, which, as I say, were at variance
with those of the Secretary of Defense
and, indeed, the President. They told
us about the need for this legislation.

So while I thank the Senate and
most particularly our committee for
pioneering this effort for the first time
in the history of the Congress, we owe
a debt of gratitude to so many others
who helped us, gave us the encourage-
ment, and, indeed, showed us the path
to follow.

On June 6, Senator TIM HUTCHINSON
and I introduced S. 2669, a bill that
would extend TRICARE eligibility to
all military retirees and their families
regardless of age. Later that same day,
I amended the Defense authorization
bill to add the text of S. 2669. This leg-
islation provided uninterrupted access
to the military health care system,
known as TRICARE, to all retirees.

While the Senate bill extended
TRICARE eligibility to all military re-
tirees and their families regardless of
age, the Defense authorization bill
passed by the House of Representatives
took a different approach. I respect
their approach, but it was different
from ours.

The House bill expanded and made
permanent the Medicare subvention
program. Medicare subvention is a pro-
gram that is currently being tested in
10 sites across the country. Under
Medicare subvention, the Health Care
Financing Agency of the Department
of Health and Human Services reim-
burses the Department of Defense for
providing health care to Medicare-eli-
gible military retirees in military hos-
pitals.

There were two significant problems
with Medicare’s subvention in the judg-
ment of the Senate, and particularly
the conferees, when we got to con-
ference.

First, the amount in the reimburse-
ment from Medicare to DOD falls well
short of the actual cost of providing
that care, causing DOD to absorb a loss
for each retiree covered by the pro-
gram.

Second, expanding Medicare sub-
vention nationwide would provide ac-
cess to health care only for those bene-
ficiaries living in proximity to the re-
maining DOD medical facilities. In
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contrast, the Senate bill covered 100
percent of the Medicare-eligible mili-
tary retirees, regardless of where they
live.

This is important; I emphasize that.
Many of the military retirees live
under very modest circumstances and
have sought places in our Nation for
their retirement homes which cost less
and, therefore, very often are not co-lo-
cated with large military facilities and
military medical hospitals. They are
scattered. It has been a burden on some
of those people through the years to
travel considerable distances to avail
themselves of such medical assistance
as was afforded to them prior to this
bill.

Since the Defense authorization con-
ference began in late July, Senate and
House conferees have been working to-
wards the mutual goal of adopting leg-
islation which would provide com-
prehensive health care to all military
retirees regardless of age. I am pleased
to announce that the conference report
to accompany the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 2001
includes a permanent health care ben-
efit for retirees modeled on the Sen-
ate’s original version to have it perma-
nent.

I am delighted that we have honored
the commitment of health care for life
that was made to those who proudly
served the Nation on a permanent
basis.

I acknowledge the strong participa-
tion by the House conferees; indeed,
the Speaker of the House and the
chairman of the House Subcommittee
on Personnel, and Chairman Spence,
Chairman Stump. I could mention
many who worked on this. That was a
subject of some concern in the con-
ference because Senator LEVIN and I,
when we had our bill on the floor with
provisions which would, in an orderly
way, have enabled us to have perma-
nency to this program, were going to
be challenged on a point of order. That
may occur again today. Frankly, I
would rather have it occur today than
when this bill first was on the floor 2
months or so ago for various reasons.

So the conferees made the decision—
a bold one—that they would make this
permanent, and we now present that to
the Senate. It had always been my in-
tent to make this health care perma-
nent. In fact, when we originally intro-
duced the legislation in February, with
the support of many in the Senate,
there was no time limit on the benefits
contained in the early Senate bills and
amendments. I have covered the his-
tory of how we have gotten where it is
now permanent.

The net effect of funding this impor-
tant program as an entitlement would
be similar to funding it from within
the discretionary accounts of the De-
partment of Defense. There is little net
cost to the Federal Government. Per-
manently funding the military retiree
health care benefit will be seen by re-
tirees, active duty service members,
and potential recruits, both enlisted
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and officers, as the Nation keeping its
commitment to health care for life to
military retirees. Those serving today
and those who are joining the military
will see that the promise of a lifetime
of health care in return for a career
will be honored by America.

Two weeks ago in testimony before
the Senate Armed Services Committee
and the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, Gen. Hugh Shelton, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and each of
the Service Chiefs strongly supported
making this benefit permanent and
using the accrual account methods of
financing. While I respect the right of
any Senator to raise a point of order, I
am urging my colleagues to consider
the benefits of the health care provi-
sions of this bill which are fully justi-
fied. We would not want to leave our
over-65 military retirees in doubt about
our intentions with respect to their fu-
ture medical care.

This issue is on the 1 yard line, ready
to be carried across for a touchdown by
the Senate, hopefully within a matter
of hours.

These retirees must make critical de-
cisions regarding their medical insur-
ance plans and medical care. By mak-
ing this health care plan a permanent
entitlement, we are truly fulfilling the
commitment made to all those who
have completed a career in uniform
and to those contemplating a career in
the future.

I am going to yield the floor at this
time so as to move along. I will return
to my remarks at a later point.

I yield the floor to my distinguished
colleague. Again, I thank Senator
LEVIN for his untiring efforts on our be-
half to create this historic piece of leg-
islation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let
me congratulate Senator WARNER, our
chairman, for his distinguished service,
as always, for his total commitment to
the men and women in the military, for
trying to produce a bipartisan product
which we have produced again this
year. Without his leadership, this
would not be possible. I, first and fore-
most, thank my good friend JOHN WAR-
NER for again coming through with a
really good bill that I think will com-
mand the large number of votes which
will be forthcoming.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague. I know he would wish to
share, with me, such credit for this leg-
islation with all members on both sides
of the aisle of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. We have a great team.

Mr. LEVIN. That was indeed the next
point. We are blessed with a committee
which operates on a bipartisan basis.
The members of the committee work
well together. The chairmen of our sub-
committees work well. Our staffs work
well together. We have many blessings
to count being able to serve in this
body and to serve our Nation, but sure-
1y one of our great blessings is being on
a committee which is able to operate
on such a bipartisan basis.
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I echo Chairman WARNER’S comments
about the tragedy in Yemen this morn-
ing that involved the Navy ship, the
U.S.S. Cole. Our hearts and prayers go
out to the families of those who have
been lost in this despicable act of ter-
rorism. Our hearts and prayers go out
to the sailors who have survived who
are now struggling for life. Our hearts
and prayers go out to their families.
We are in, as we surely understand, for
a long battle against terrorist acts.

I notice my good friend from Kansas
on the floor, chairman of the sub-
committee that addresses new threats
we face. The terrorist threat which was
exemplified this morning in Yemen has
been repeatedly pointed out by him and
other members of the subcommittee
and of the Senate as being the type of
threat that we face. That kind of ter-
rorist act is a real world threat which
is here and now.

That was not a weapon of mass de-
struction, but it was a weapon that
caused massive injury, massive death.
We must put our brains and our re-
sources together with allies to try to
prevent these kinds of actions from oc-
curring and, when they do occur, to
bring the perpetrators to justice.

The Senator from New York has re-
quested that I yield 5 minutes to him
so he may make a statement at this
time. The order that we had estab-
lished by unanimous consent was that
after my opening statement the Sen-
ator from Minnesota would be recog-
nized, and then the Senator from Ala-
bama would be recognized. I want
someone on the other side of the aisle
to hear this, but I ask unanimous con-
sent that that be modified at this time
so I may defer my opening statement
to yield to the Senator from New York
5 minutes.

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

The Senator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, the Senator from
Michigan. He is gracious as always, and
I appreciate the opportunity to briefly
interrupt this proceeding. I also com-
pliment him and Senator WARNER on
the bill they have put together. As was
mentioned, the whole Chamber admires
the bipartisan way in which the Sen-
ators from Michigan and Virginia have
worked together.

I rise today to say I am stunned and
saddened by the violence which has
erupted in the Middle East. I am sad-
dened by the loss of four innocent and
brave American sailors, victims of ma-
licious, malevolent, maddening ter-
rorism that has no rationale, no jus-
tification.

My prayers and thoughts are with
their families, as well as with those
who have been injured and those who
are missing, and their families as well.
Terrorism can strike anywhere at any
time. We have to be doing all we can in
this Chamber to deal with it.

I am stunned also that after 7 years
of good faith negotiations all too many
Palestinians still see violence as the
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means to achieve their ends. The vio-
lent pictures we saw of the two Israeli
reservists being thrown from a window
and brutally beaten is enough to turn
anyone’s stomach. Pictures such as
that and so many other pictures that
we have seen are not only very dis-
turbing to wus, but it lessens the
chances for peace in the Middle East.

I am disappointed and sad that Chair-
man Arafat has failed to stop or even
condemn the violence. Yasser Arafat
says he is for peace and he has signed
agreements for peace. Yet violence has
erupted in the Middle East and not
only has he failed to stop it, you don’t
hear a word of condemnation. Instead,
one may feel that he misguidedly
thinks violence is a means to an end. I
am saddened that a peace process
which saw the courage and sacrifice of
leaders such as Yitzhak Rabin and
Ehud Barak may be crumbling before
our eyes. The prospect for peace, at
least in the near future, has been shat-
tered by today’s events.

I have been a supporter of the Oslo
peace process because I truly believe
that peace is the only realistic, long-
term alternative for Israel and Israel’s
Arab neighbors. It will be through
peace that they achieve strength and
security. It will be through peace that
Israel will have its future aglow with
possibilities. But now, to be honest, I
am not so sure what will come of the
Oslo peace process, let alone how much
more Israel can sacrifice in the name
of peaceful compromise which may
never come to be. Prime Minister
Barak went further than anyone
dreamed he could go, and even those
exceedingly generous and courageous
offers were rejected.

Peace has to be a two-way street;
otherwise, it is just empty promises.

Chairman Arafat must be called to
task for his inability to control the vi-
olence and to embrace peace. The sad
truth is that while Israeli leaders were
preparing their citizens for peace by
bringing them to accept the com-
promises necessary for peace, Arafat
was doing the opposite. He was making
false promises to his people and raising
false hopes.

If there is to be real peace in the Mid-
dle East, Chairman Arafat has a re-
sponsibility to prepare his people for
peace, not violence. That means chang-
ing Palestinian textbooks which still
call for the destruction of Israel. It
also means stopping the rhetoric of
hate concerning Jewish claims to Jeru-
salem’s holy sites. Most of all, it means
telling his people, as Ehud Barak has,
that compromise is the way to attain a
fair and just settlement, and that vio-
lence is no longer an option.

As a result, today, sadly, extremists
on both sides have been strengthened.
Who has benefited from what has hap-
pened in the last 10 days? Ideologues,
and only ideologues; not average peo-
ple, whether they be Jew, Arab, Chris-
tian, or Moslem.

I believe Mr. Arafat will rue the day
he let this genie out of the bottle. He
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has let forces loose and he now has a
tiger by the tail, and I even wonder
whether he can survive.

To the Israelis, I say: Stay the
course, even at this painful moment. It
will be very easy to throw up one’s
hands and give up. Yes, be strong, and
make sure that when a horrible thing
such as happened to the two in
Ramallah happens, there will be a price
paid. But don’t give up on the course to
peace; don’t give up to those who will
tell you there is another solution.
There is not.

To my fellow Americans, I say: First,
we are so saddened, again, by the loss
of innocent lives—people defending
America as Americans have for more
than 200 years. I also say to my Amer-
ican brethren that we can’t isolate our-
selves, that this conflict in the Middle
East is not one on which we can turn
our backs. Just look; not only are four
Americans dead; several more are miss-
ing and many more injured, and oil
prices are up. We are carefully watch-
ing movements of troops in Iraq and
Iran at this moment. We are worried
about terrorism even on our own
shores. No, we all must stay the course.

As I mentioned, the prospects for
peace in the Near East have been shat-
tered by today’s actions. Only by
strong, courageous but careful and ju-
dicious action by people of good will—
Americans, Israelis, and Arabs—can
those pieces be put back together. I
thank the Chair.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
my colleague will yield for 30 seconds,
I know other colleagues want to re-
spond, but I say to my colleague from
New York in as sincere a way as I can,
I thought his words were powerful and
eloquent. They were beautifully writ-
ten, beautifully said, and very impor-
tant. I want to associate myself with
him. I know I can’t speak on it as well
as the Senator did, so I associate my-
self with what he said. It is just the
way I think about it and feel about it.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Kansas is
recognized.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
the distinguished Presiding Officer
this: It is my understanding that the
Senator from Michigan will be recog-
nized next, to be followed by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, to be
followed by the Senator from Alabama,
Mr. SESSIONS; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. ROBERTS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may be recognized following
the remarks by Senator SESSIONS.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, while the
Senator from New York is still on the
floor, I commend him for his thought-
ful comments about the Middle East. I
was not only struck by the content of
his comments, but also by the way in
which they were so forcefully and
calmly delivered, which I think will re-
verberate throughout this Chamber.
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These are times of great violence in
the Middle East. One of the most strik-
ing things to me is the silence of Chair-
man Arafat relative to violence. Prime
Minister Barak has said to his own
citizens, ‘I urge our Jewish citizens to
refrain from attacking Arabs and their
property under any circumstances.”
From Chairman Arafat, we have had si-
lence about the actions of the Palestin-
ians in the streets. That silence speaks
volumes. It was referred to by the good
Senator from New York, and I want to
again say that I thought his comments
were exactly the right substance and
tone.

I also want to expand on that one
thought, about what we have not heard
once from Chairman Arafat, which is a
statement saying that violence—by
whoever—is wrong. We have not even
gotten that much from Chairman
Arafat, and it is a huge and very obvi-
ous and intentional omission on his
part, which speaks very loudly about
what his intentions are.

I would be happy to yield to my
friend from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from New York summed up my
feelings. I think Americans have to un-
derstand that tiny, little Israel, the
only democracy in that part of the
world—surrounded by some of the
worst tyrannies in the world—is having
a very difficult time right now. If there
was ever a country in the history of the
United States that has shown their
friendship to the United States it has
been Israel. During this time of need
for Israel, we have to show our friend-
ship toward them—no one wants to see
the violence taking place—and recog-
nize that Israel is a democracy. It was
in 1948. It is today.

As my friend from Michigan said, I
hope we will have Chairman Arafat
come forward and do something pub-
licly to denounce what is taking place
on the Palestinian side. It has been
despicable—from the raiding of the
tomb, to the terrible murders of these
two Israeli soldiers today.

I support the statement made by my
friend from New York, and certainly
my friend from Michigan who is man-
aging this bill. Today, of all days, sig-
nifies to me the importance of the
work that he and Senator WARNER
have done to get this bill to this point
so we can authorize the many things
that need to be done by the U.S. mili-
tary. We have talked about the act of
terrorism against our U.S. Navy, and
this bill addresses that.

As I said yesterday, the Senator from
Michigan is to be commended for his
work on this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Nevada. He is always
thoughtful and on the point. He joins
those of us who have commented on
the tragic loss of our sailors and on the
injuries to our sailors on the U.S.S.
Cole because not only is it happening at
the moment—this act of terrorism—
but it is dramatizing what the major
threats to our security are. But it is
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just another reminder of the sacrifices
of the men and women of our military
and the risk that they face every day
in this world.

I thank him for his comments.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
thank both of my colleagues for not
only their kind remarks but for their
leadership on this and some other
issues. It is a pleasure to serve in the
Senate under such leaders as the Sen-
ators from Michigan and Nevada. I
thank them.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the good Senator
from New York.

Mr. President, let me now continue
with my remarks relative to the De-
fense authorization bill itself.

The most far-reaching step that we
have taken in this conference report is
to answer the call of Secretary Cohen
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to address
shortcomings in the health care pro-
gram. We provide health care for our
military personnel and our retirees and
their families. But there are short-
comings. There are gaps. There are
holes. There are lapses. We are trying
to fill those. We are trying to make the
commitment of health care to our mili-
tary men and women and to their fami-
lies, and after they retire, a real-world
commitment. We want to fulfill the
promise of lifetime health care to
those who complete a military career
by providing, as we do in this bill, that
retired members and their families re-
main in the TRICARE health program
for life. When they become eligible for
Medicare, TRICARE would serve as a
Medigap-type policy and pay virtually
all costs for medical care that are not
covered by Medicare itself. This means
that retirees will be able to choose any
medical provider that accepts Medi-
care, and TRICARE would pay the
deductibles and the copayments.

Second, the budget request that we
approved improves access to health
care for families of active duty mem-
bers by eliminating deductibles and co-
payments for care provided by the
TRICARE program.

We would also make TRICARE Prime
available to the families of service
members assigned to remote locations
where they don’t have access to mili-
tary treatment facilities. And we pro-
vide for physical exams for family
members when required for school en-
rollment.

Finally, we would address the rising
price of prescription drugs by providing
a generous pharmacy benefit for mili-
tary retirees. Under this provision, pre-
scriptions filled in a military facility
will be free. Prescriptions filled
through the military’s national mail-
order pharmacy will cost $8 for a 90-day
supply. Retirees would pay a 20-percent
copayment for prescriptions filled in a
way which is on an approved list of re-
tail pharmacies. There is the so-called
“‘network retail pharmacy.”” They
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would pay a 2b-percent copay for pre-
scriptions filled in a non-network re-
tail pharmacy; in other words, from a
pharmacy not on the approved list.

I am appalled, as so many Members
of this body are appalled, by the rising
costs of pharmaceuticals in this coun-
try, and by the growing gap between
the prices paid for drugs by our citizens
and people who live in other coun-
tries—frequently, by the way, for pre-
scription drugs manufactured in this
country and often subsidized either di-
rectly by taxpayers in the form of NIH
grants to people who develop those
drugs and do the research on them, and
indirectly through the Tax Code. We
provide credits for research and devel-
opment. We have this gap between
what our citizens pay and citizens in
other countries pay for drugs manufac-
tured in the United States. We are not
curing that gap in this bill, except we
are taking a step relative to military
retirees. This step at least addresses
that problem for military retirees.

It is my hope that before the end of
this session or in the next Congress
that we will provide a similar benefit
for Medicare beneficiaries.

The importance of this prescription
drug program is shown by the effort
that was made to achieve it. The im-
portance of this benefit is reflected in
the fact that military retirees brought
to our attention the extraordinary ex-
pense to them of prescription drugs. We
are responding to that. We have a
moral obligation to respond to that be-
cause we made a commitment to them.

This country has a moral obligation
surely to our seniors—I think to all of
us, but at least to our seniors—to make
prescription drugs affordable. We
haven’t made the same kind of com-
mitment technically to our seniors.
But surely we should feel the moral ob-
ligation to make sure our seniors have
access to affordable prescription drugs.
That commitment that we surely
should feel, I believe, will be advanced
by this action that we are taking rel-
ative to our military retirees. Hope-
fully it will prod us to do the same for
all of our seniors as we do for our mili-
tary retirees in the area of prescription
drugs.

We cannot overlook the fact that
these provisions are going to be expen-
sive to implement. This bill would es-
tablish a new entitlement program for
military retiree health care at an esti-
mated cost of $60 billion. The $60 bil-
lion cost of this program is over the
next 10 years. It is actually, tech-
nically, a $40 billion net cost to the
Government for reasons that I will go
into when we get to the waiver of the
point of order relative to the budget.

It is a significant amount of money,
$60 billion of direct spending, or $40 bil-
lion net, over the next 10 years. Either
one of those numbers is a big number.
We should be very conscious of what we
are doing. That is why it is very impor-
tant this body act openly and forth-
rightly on this proposal.

Senator WARNER mentioned that we
had made a proposal in committee
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which would have achieved this same
goal on a phased-in basis, first for 2
yvears and then permanently, in a way
which would have met the require-
ments of the Budget Act without cre-
ating a point of order.

In the wisdom of the conferees, we
made this a permanent benefit. It is
the right thing to do. But there is a
cost to it which exceeds the amount of
money this committee has been au-
thorized to allocate under our manda-
tory spending limits. This body will
then be offered the opportunity and
presented with the question: Do we
wish to waive that limit, to use the
waiver authority as provided for us in
the Budget Act, in order to approve
this permanent benefit?

That will be argued at a later time in
this debate. I intend to vote to waive
the Budget Act and permit this benefit
to go into effect for our retirees. How-
ever, it is important that this body,
when it exceeds these spending alloca-
tions, does so in a way where everyone
has a chance to recognize what it is we
are doing in that regard.

As I said, there was no provision
made in this year’s budget resolution
for this level of mandatory spending.
We were given a very small amount,
closer to half a billion. There was a
way we could have operated within
that level in a 2-year program, then ex-
pecting to make that permanent later
on in a way which would have complied
with the Budget Act. But this con-
ference went in a different direction. It
is a reasonable approach, perhaps even
a more straightforward approach. In
any event, it does create this point of
order which we now need to address in
this bill.

I believe these steps to address prob-
lems in the military health care sys-
tem are the right thing to do. Again,
we just should do so openly. We should
not do so blindly. The problem is not
with this bill but in the budget resolu-
tion itself, which is not realistic in the
amount of money it provided for this
and for other purposes.

The conference report also includes a
title numbered 35 in the Senate bill
which is the Energy Employees Occu-
pational Illness Compensation Pro-
gram. This Nation now has a great debt
to the many workers in our nuclear
weapons facilities who played such a
vital role in winning the cold war, a de-
terrent which they produced which was
able to deter aggression to help main-
tain security and peace. But we now
know that many of these workers were
exposed to dangerous radioactive and
chemical materials in the course of
their work, and they are now suffering
from debilitating and often fatal ill-
nesses as a result. It is simple justice
that these workers and their families
should be compensated for those ill-
nesses.

The Department of Energy Employ-
ees Occupational Illness Compensation
Act provides that compensation, and it
does so in a fair and balanced manner.
We were able to overcome significant

S10343

opposition in the House of Representa-
tives and provide compensation to the
loyal Department of Energy workers
who were poisoned by that work in sup-
port of our Nation’s defense. Now there
is a cost. We should be aware of that
cost. It is a cost of $1.1 billion over 5
years and about $1.6 billion over 10
years.

I am particularly pleased that the
conferees rejected a House provision
which would have prohibited the con-
tinued deployment of United States
ground combat forces in Kosovo under
certain circumstances. What the House
provision said was, if the specified con-
tributions by our allies for civilian po-
licing and reconstruction were not met
by a target date, then our troops would
automatically be withdrawn.

First of all, our European allies are
almost to those levels. They are now
clearly the senior partner in Kosovo.
That is the right thing. We want our
allies to be senior partners and the
United States to be the junior partner.
Many times we are not the senior part-
ner. That is a very good development.

It would be a mistake, and this body
voted it would be a mistake, to put in
an automatic withdrawal date because
of the uncertainty that would create,
the weakening of the NATO alliance
which would be created, and the nega-
tive impact of morale on our men and
women who would then believe, some-
how or other between now and that
automatic removal date, that our
troops may be removed. That kind of
uncertainty is not healthy either in
terms of who our adversary was and
could still become theoretically; it is
not healthy in terms of the NATO alli-
ance; it is not healthy in terms of the
morale of our men and women in uni-
form.

We have all put pressure on our Euro-
pean allies to do more. It is something
in which many of us, if not most of us,
believe. They are now doing more. Our
response should be a positive response
rather than this automatic threat that
unless they meet a specified numerical
target by a fixed date, something
would automatically happen without
any further action of the Congress.

The process in the House bill, which
was rejected by the Senate after a
lengthy floor debate, but adopted by
the House, would have led to the auto-
matic withdrawal of our forces, even if
there was no action in the future by
Congress. That at least, in my judg-
ment, would not have been a respon-
sible exercise of congressional author-
ity but rather its abdication. Putting
this on automatic pilot would not have
been the best way to exercise congres-
sional authority.

We have the power of the purse, and
we have a right to exercise it. If we
want to withdraw troops, we have the
right to do that. If we have troops in
too many places, we have the right to
say: Pull them out, don’t spend any
money to keep them there. We have
that responsibility. If we are in too
many places, we are the ones with the
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power of the purse. We can say: Pull
forces out of here, pull forces out of
there.

The specific effort to do that was
made relative to Kosovo. It was re-
jected. I am glad, by the way, that both
the candidates for President rejected
that approach. But if we are going to
do it, we ought to be accountable our-
selves for doing it and not put some-
thing on automatic pilot so that some-
thing will happen in the future even if
we do nothing between now and then.
That is not the way I believe the power
of the purse should be used.

I believe very deeply in the power of
the purse, and I believe there are occa-
sions when we want to say we believe
that troops should not be in a certain
place and we are not going to provide
money for it. But that ought to be done
directly and not be done at a future
date in the absence of a decision by the
Congress.

The conferees also rejected a provi-
sion that would have placed burden-
some restrictions on our efforts to sup-
port the antidrug effort in Colombia.
We rejected a provision that under-
mined our ability to implement agree-
ments designed to prevent development
of nuclear weapons by North Korea. We
rejected a provision which implied that
a national missile defense would be de-
ployed immediately without regard to
the system’s operational effectiveness
or affordability or the impact that it
might have on our overall national se-
curity. Those were unwise provisions,
in my judgment, and I am pleased they
were not included in the conference re-
port. T am pleased the conferees did
adopt a series of provisions imple-
menting the agreement between Presi-
dent Clinton and the Governor of Puer-
to Rico regarding the status of training
exercises by the Navy and Marine
Corps on the island of Vieques. Train-
ing on Vieques, as we know, was sus-
pended last year after the tragic death
of a security guard at the training
range. The Secretary of the Navy, the
Chief of Naval Operations, and others
have testified that there is just no ade-
quate substitute for that training on
the island of Vieques.

As of today, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico has lived up to its obliga-
tions under the agreement. The train-
ing range on Vieques has been cleared
of protesters with the assistance of the
government of Puerto Rico, and Navy
training exercises have now resumed
on the island with the use of inert ord-
nance, as provided for in the agree-
ment.

The Navy is working with the citi-
zens of Vieques and others throughout
Puerto Rico towards the resumption of
live-fire training on Vieques. This bill,
hopefully, provides the framework for
the resumption of that training.

The President’s budget request added
$12 billion of defense spending to last
year’s appropriated levels, and the Con-
gressional Budget Resolution added an
additional $4.5 billion. For the most
part, the conference report spends this
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money wisely, to meet needs that were
identified as priorities by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff or to accelerate items
that are included in the Future Years
Defense Plan.

The bill also provides funding sup-
port and legislative guidance for key
Department of Defense priorities, in-
cluding the Army’s transformation
plan and the Joint Strike Fighter Pro-
gram.

On the first point, the conference re-
port provides appropriate support for
the Army transformation plan, the
plan that was put forward by Secretary
Caldera and General Shinseki. The con-
ferees concluded that the Army needs
to transform itself into a lighter, more
lethal, survivable, and tactically mo-
bile force. We approved all of the funds
requested by the Army for this pur-
pose, and we actually added some re-
search money to the amount requested
to help the Army in the long-term
transformation process.

At the same time, we directed the
Army to prepare a detailed roadmap
for the transformation initiative and
to conduct appropriate testing and ex-
perimentation to ensure that the
transformation effort is successful.

Mr. President, I have a few more
minutes but I have taken a little
longer than I expected. I would like, at
this point, if the Senator from Min-
nesota is ready, to yield to him for his
presentation.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
do not want to break up the flow of my
colleague. I am pleased to follow the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Actually, if the Senator
from Minnesota is ready to speak at
this time, it will work to my conven-
ience if I interrupt myself at this mo-
ment and yield to the Senator, but I
ask unanimous consent I then be given
back the floor for perhaps 10 more min-
utes of remarks following the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand Senator ROBERTS was seeking
to speak. Perhaps with that exception?
The two of you could talk about that,
perhaps.

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to com-
ment on the request of the Senator
from Alabama because he is correct. As
I understand it, the order now is that
at the end of my remarks Senator
WELLSTONE is to be recognized, the
Senator from Alabama is to be recog-
nized, and then the Senator from Kan-
sas is to be recognized.

What I am suggesting is that the re-
marks of the Senator from Minnesota
come now in the middle of my remarks,
I then complete my remarks following
the Senator from Minnesota, and then
we go back to the Senator from Ala-
bama and the Senator from Kansas; if
that is all right?

Mr. SESSIONS. That is fine. I have
no objection.

Mr. LEVIN. It will just take me 10
minutes more when Senator
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WELLSTONE has finished. I thank my
friend from Alabama.

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

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me again thank Senator WARNER of
Virginia for his statement about the
crew of the U.S.S. Cole. My under-
standing is four American sailors have
lost their lives, others have been in-
jured. As a Senator from Minnesota, I
want to express my support and my
concern. I do not think we have as yet
knowledge of who is behind this. It cer-
tainly looks like a well-planned ter-
rorist attack, but I echo the words of
my colleague from the State of Vir-
ginia.

The chair of the committee, Senator
WARNER, and the ranking minority
member, Senator LEVIN, are two of the
best Senators in the Senate. Therefore,
I want to speak with a little bit of hu-
mility because I don’t want this to
come off as arrogant. I want to express
my opposition to this bill. I don’t think
there will be many opposed, but I want
to give this at least my best effort.

Let me start out with my own frame-
work. I believe part of the definition of
real national security for our Nation is
a strong military, but I also think part
of the definition of real national secu-
rity is the security of our local commu-
nities—whether it is affordable hous-
ing, whether it is affordable child care,
whether it is good health care for citi-
zens, or whether we have the best edu-
cation for every child. It is within this
framework that I rise to speak against
this bill.

The bill provides $309.8 billion for the
military. That is $4.5 billion more than
the administration’s request and $19
billion above fiscal year 2000 levels. Yet
the majority party could not find the
additional money for more school
counselors, could not find additional
money for Head Start. One of the scan-
dals is we keep talking about how im-
portant the early years are, we keep
talking about how important the Head
Start Program is to give children a
head start. Yet I think we provide
funding for about 3 or 4 percent of the
children who could benefit from the
Early Head Start Program.

The majority party could find the ad-
ditional $4.5 billion, above and beyond
the administration’s request, but they
could not find the additional money for
affordable housing. They could not find
additional money up to this time for
prescription drug benefits for elderly
people. It is a matter of priorities. I
think as long as our country is first in
the world when it comes to spending on
the military but ranks 10th in the
world when it comes to spending on
education, we will never achieve our
strength and our greatness.

The cry for more money, the rallying
cry from some of my colleagues for
more Pentagon funding, was for readi-
ness. We have heard about the crisis in
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readiness, lack of spare parts, inad-
equate training funds, difficulty retain-
ing pilots and other key personnel, de-
clining quality of life. I am all for the
part of this budget that increases fund-
ing in these decisive areas. But if you
look at the category of spending with
the largest increase from fiscal year
2000 to fiscal year 2001, it is procure-
ment of weapons. It is not military
readiness, with an 11-percent increase;
or operations and maintenance, which
funds most of the readiness programs,
which goes up 4 percent; or family
housing, on the other hand, which ac-
tually declines by 3 percent; military
construction declines by 6 percent.
These figures are from the Pentagon
budget authority.

But the real increase in the funding—
if you look at fiscal year 1999 to fiscal
year 2005, procurement increases 39
percent. This is the largest increase in
this Pentagon budget. In fact, 53 per-
cent of the increase in budget author-
ity during this 6-year period goes to
new weapons.

I have to ask the question in this
post-cold war period, in an opportunity
to redefine some of our priorities and
to redefine national security and to
have a strong military, but also to
make sure that we concern ourselves
with national security as in the secu-
rity of local communities—good edu-
cation, good health care, good jobs, af-
fordable housing. It seems to me this
budget does much more for the mili-
tary contractors than it needs to do, is
beyond the President’s request. And,
frankly, we are in a zero sum game.
You cannot have it all. Money spent in
one area is money not spent in another
area.

I believe that overall what we have
before us in this piece of legislation,
and the amount of money it calls for,
for the Pentagon and military, reflects
some distorted priorities. It is for that
reason I will oppose this conference re-
port.

Related to this question I have raised
about budget priorities is an amend-
ment which was dropped from the con-
ference report. This was an amendment
I offered, which was accepted, which
asked that we in the Congress do a
careful study of child poverty under
welfare “‘reform” to find out how chil-
dren are doing, to find out whether not
only has there been a decrease in pov-
erty of children but among those chil-
dren who are poor—from the last re-
port we received—we have an increase
in poverty among children who are
poor. I wanted us to do an honest pol-
icy evaluation.

Over the last 2 years I have offered
this amendment four or five times, and
every time it is dropped in conference
committee—every single time. It seems
to me we would want to know, as we
move into the reauthorization of the
welfare bill, what this dramatic decline
in the welfare roll means. Any fool can
throw people off the welfare rolls. That
is easy. The question is, Where are the
mothers and where are the children
and are they better off?
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Some I think are better off. For that
I am grateful. Some have living-wage
jobs and can support their families, and
that is what it was supposed to be
about. But I am telling my colleagues,
I traveled some of the country—I am
going to do more over the next 2 years
because obviously we need to know
what is happening out there—and it is
my observation that the vast majority
of the women and children are in the
following situation: These women are
working but now they are working
poor. These jobs do not provide any-
where close to our salaries or even
close to what would be called a living
wage; in other words, on what they can
support their families.

From the studies of Families USA
and what I have seen with my own
eyes, too many of these women no
longer have medical assistance for
themselves and their children and in
all too many situations—Yale and
Berkeley did a study on the child care
situation—2- and 3-year-olds—these are
mothers with children—are in child
care situations which at best are inad-
equate and quite often are dangerous.

We have seen, roughly speaking, a 25-
to 30-percent decline in food stamp par-
ticipation, the major safety net for
poor children.

I want to know what is happening
out there. I would think colleagues
would want to know, but sometimes we
do not want to know what we do not
want to know.

For the fourth or fifth time, this
amendment has been dropped, and I
have come to the floor to express my
opposition to the dropping of this
amendment. The majority party found
$4 billion more than the administration
requested, I am sorry, but is unwilling
to do an honest policy evaluation of
the welfare bill, its effect on children,
the poverty of children, and whether
we can do better for poor children.
That is a misplaced priority.

When we come back next year—we
will be moving into the period of time
of reauthorization of this welfare bill—
one of my commitments as a Senator
from Minnesota is to do everything I
can to focus the Senate, Democrats and
Republicans, on an honest policy eval-
uation of what is happening to poor
women and poor children in our coun-
try.

I can think of better uses for some of
this money in the Pentagon budgets as
opposed to new weapons systems, for
example. I can see putting more into
child care. I can see putting more into
education. I can see putting more into
expanded health care coverage. I can
see putting more into affordable hous-
ing. I can see putting more into mak-
ing sure there is long-term care so el-
derly people are able to stay at home
and live at home with dignity as op-
posed to being forced into nursing
homes. I can see some other priorities.

The Hate Crimes Prevention Act,
which was passed by the Senate as an
amendment, was taken out of the con-
ference. In the United States of Amer-
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ica, surely we as a people no longer ac-
cept the proposition that a citizen can
be killed or injured because of his or
her race, national origin, religion, gen-
der, disability and, yes, sexual orienta-
tion.

Not that long ago, James Byrd was
dragged to death by the most vicious of
racists, and he was Kkilled for only one
reason: He was black.

It was less than a year ago that two
men were Killed and three others were
injured in Pittsburgh when a gunman
shot them down for only one reason:
They were white.

It was only a few months before that
when a man went on a shooting spree
in Chicago aiming at people for one
reason and one reason alone, and that
was because they were either black,
Asian or Jewish.

Let’s not forget Matthew Shepard
who was killed in Wyoming for one rea-
son and one reason only: He was gay.

The amendment we adopted in the
Senate with 57 votes and was taken out
of this conference report would have
permitted Federal intervention in seri-
ous violent crimes. In addition, the
crimes that would have been covered
would have included gender, disability,
and sexual orientation.

There is not one Senator who can say
that Matthew Shepard was not mur-
dered because of hate. By failing to
keep this amendment in this con-
ference report, we have communicated
a message that says we still tolerate
these hate crimes; we are not willing to
take strong action.

The majority party took that amend-
ment out of this conference report. The
majority party took the hate crimes
amendment out of this conference re-
port, and I think we have commu-
nicated a terrible message to the coun-
try.

Hate crimes are a kind of terrorism.
They are not just meant to intimidate
the victim but all those who belong to
the group and make all of the people
victims. They are meant to instill fear.
They are meant to communicate the
idea that one group of people has su-
premacy over others. They are meant
to dehumanize people. They say not
just to the victim but to all those who
are like the victim: You are vulnerable
and you could be next because you are
gay, lesbian, transgender, or bisexual;
you could be next because of your dis-
ability; you could be next because of
your religion; you could be next be-
cause of the color of your skin; you
could be next because of your national
origin. And they took this amendment
out of this conference report. I believe
that is shameful, and that is another
reason I am going to vote against this
conference report.

Mr. President, I have 30 minutes re-
served. How much time do I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 minutes 47 seconds.

STATE DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZATION

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Alabama, I will take a
couple more minutes to speak on one
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other related issue, not so much to this
conference report.

While I am on the floor of the Senate,
I express my disappointment—I have to
do this with a little bit of a twinkle in
my eye—at the eleventh hour attempt
by some of my colleagues to ram
through—and this is not, I say to the
Senator from Virginia, in this con-
ference report; this is separate—an ill-
conceived, unjust, and unbalanced
“pbankruptcy reform’ through the Sen-
ate by co-opting an unrelated con-
ference report, although I am not sur-
prised.

The fact that the House and the Sen-
ate Republican leadership is willing to
trample the traditions of the Senate in
their rush to pass this legislation
speaks to the tremendous clout and the
financial resources of the financial
services industry.

Make no mistake about it, that is
why I say I have to have a twinkle in
my eye. This is a tactic straight out of
“Invasion of the Body Snatchers.” Lis-
ten to this. House and Senate Repub-
licans have taken a secretly negotiated
bankruptcy bill—I am sorry; I do no
damage to the truth when I say this—
and they have stuffed it into a
hollowed-out husk of the State Depart-
ment authorization bill. Not one provi-
sion of the original State Department
bill remains.

Of course, the State Department au-
thorization is the last of many targets.
The majority leader has talked about
doing this on an appropriations bill, on
a crop insurance bill, on the electronic
signature bill, on the Violence Against
Women Act. So desperate are we to
serve the big banks and the credit card
companies that no bill has been safe
from this controversial baggage.

Colleagues, there is no question that
this is a significantly worse bill than
the one that passed the Senate. In fact,
there is no pretending that this bill is
designed to curb real abuse of the
bankruptcy code.

Does the bill take on wealthy debtors
who file frivolous claims and shield
their assets in multimillion-dollar
mansions? No. Let me repeat that—no.
It guts the cap on the homestead ex-
emption which was adopted by the Sen-
ate. Nor does this bill contain another
amendment adopted by the Senate,
that Senator SCHUMER worked on, that
would prevent violators of the Fair Ac-
cess to Clinic Entrances Act—which
protects women’s health clinics—from
using the bankruptcy system to walk
away from their punishment.

Indeed, colleagues, this legislation
would deny a fresh start to low- and
moderate-income families who file
bankruptcy out of desperation. It has
an arbitrary test making it very hard
for people to go to chapter 7. But at the
same time, this legislation has no bal-
ance, does not hold the credit card in-
dustry accountable, does not hold the
financial institutions accountable. It
has now been stuffed into a hollowed-
out State Department bill, and it is
going to come over to the Senate, I
suppose, sometime around Wednesday.
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I just want to say—I could go into all
of the detail, but I will not—should the
majority leader follow through on this
strategy, I announce I will use my pro-
cedural rights as a Senator, of course,
as any other Senator would, to slow
down this conference report. The con-
ference report would be hard to stop,
but we could take at least a couple of
days of the Senate’s precious remain-
ing time to consider the ramifications
of this legislation on working families.

And finally——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could I
ask my distinguished colleague, on my
time—I was momentarily off the floor
due to the unfolding crisis in regard to
one of our Navy’s ships in the Middle
East. He made reference to the hate
crimes legislation.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. At an appropriate
time, I would like to give to my distin-
guished friend and colleague from Min-
nesota, and also to inform the Senate
precisely, my role as chairman of the
conference and what I did in that con-
text. So at the appropriate time, I
would like to do that. And perhaps the
Senator would like to make a reply to
what I have to say. Indeed, perhaps my
distinguished friend and colleague, the
ranking member, would like to make a
comment. But I think that should be
made a part of the RECORD.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased
to hear from my colleague from Vir-
ginia.

To expedite matters, included with
my statement about this so-called
bankruptcy reform bill I just will in-
clude a letter from the White House.
This is from John Podesta, announcing
that the President will veto this bank-
ruptcy bill that has been stuffed into a
hollowed-out State Department au-
thorization bill. The President just
makes it clear that none of the funda-
mental problems with this piece of leg-
islation has been addressed and that he
fully intends to veto this. I thank the
White House for their very strong sup-
port. The President is doing the right
thing.

So I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, October 12, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I understand that the
House will take up today the conference re-
port on H.R. 2415, which apparently incor-
porates the text of S. 3186, a recently filed
version of bankruptcy legislation. if this
bankruptcy legislation is sent to the Presi-
dent, he will veto it.

Over the last few months, this Administra-
tion has engaged in a good faith effort to
reach agreement on a number of outstanding
issues in the bankruptcy legislation. The
President firmly believes that Americans
would benefit from reform legislation that
would stem abuse of the bankruptcy system
by, and encourage responsibility of, debtors
and creditors alike. With this goal in mind,
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we have pursued negotiations with bill pro-
ponents on a few key issues, notwithstanding
the President’s deep concern that the bill
fails to address some creditor abuses and dis-
advantages all debtors to an extent unneces-
sary to stem abuses by a few.

An agreement was reached in those nego-
tiations on an essential issue—limiting
homestead exemptions—with compromises
made on both sides. Unfortunately, H.R. 2415
fails to incorporate that agreement, instead
reverting to a provision that the Administra-
tion has repeatedly said was fundamentally
flawed. The central premise of this legisla-
tion is that we must ask debtors, who truly
have the capacity to repay a portion of their
debts, to do so. This would benefit not only
their creditors but also all other debtors
through lower credit costs. Unlimited home-
stead exemptions allow debtors who own lav-
ish homes to shield their mansions from
their creditors, while moderate-income debt-
ors, especially those who rent, must live fru-
gally under a rigid repayment plan for five
to seven years. This loophole for the wealthy
is fundamentally unfair and must be closed.
The inclusion of a provision limiting to some
degree a wealthy debtor’s capacity to shift
assets before bankruptcy into a home in a
state with an unlimited homestead exemp-
tion does not ameliorate the glaring omis-
sion of a real homestead cap.

Moreover, the President has made clear
that bankruptcy legislation must require ac-
countability and responsibility from those
who unlawfully bar access to legal health
services. Yet the conference report fails to
address this concern. Far too often, we have
seen doctors, health professionals and their
patients victimized by those who espouse
and practice violence. Congress and the
States have established remedies for those
who suffer as a result of these tactics. How-
ever, we are increasingly seeing the use of
the bankruptcy system as a strategic tool by
those who seek to promote clinic violence
while shielding themselves from personal 1i-
ability and responsibility. It is critical that
we shut down this abusive use of our bank-
ruptey system and prevent endless litigation
that threatens the court-ordered remedies
due to victims of clinic violence. The U.S.
Senate was right in voting 80-17 to adopt an
amendment that would effectively close
down any potential for this abuse of the
Bankruptcy Code. We fail to understand why
the bill’s proponents refuse to include this
provision and shut down the use of bank-
ruptcy to avoid responsibility for clinic vio-
lence.

I repeat President Clinton’s desire to see
balanced bankruptcy reform legislation en-
acted this year. The President wants to sign
legislation that addresses these known
abuses, without tilting the playing field
against those debtors who turn to bank-
ruptcy genuinely in need of a fresh start. He
will veto H.R. 2415 because it gets the bal-
ance wrong.

Sincerely,
JOHN PODESTA,
Chief of Staff to the President.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair
and yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed,
as the manager, on my time, to address
this issue for such time as I believe
may be necessary.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, I just
want to, while the Senator from Ala-
bama is on the floor, alert him that
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this will delay his place. He has been
very patient here.

Mr. WARNER. I know he has been pa-
tient, but this is important. It will be
put in the RECORD. I shall probably not
take more than 3 or 4 minutes.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the an-
nual Armed Forces bill should really
become almost an omnibus bill because
so many amendments can be attached
under the rules of the Senate, which I
support. I do not criticize any Member
exercising his or her rights under the
rules of the Senate to put on bills, sub-
ject to a vote, such legislation as they
deem appropriate.

There are other rules that preclude
that in certain areas, but in this in-
stance we had a freestanding, amend-
able piece of legislation on the floor.
Senator KENNEDY courteously informed
me, the ranking member, and others
that he was going to raise the issue of
what is generically referred to as the
hate crimes legislation. Senator HATCH
likewise said he had a version and he
was going to put it before the Senate.
Both Senators brought those bills.
Both bills passed. Both bills went to
conference as a part of the Senate bill.

My decision, as chairman of the con-
ference, was made to drop those pieces
of legislation—both of them; Senator
KENNEDY’s bill, Senator HATCH’s bill—
because I looked upon it as my duty to
get this bill passed and enacted into
law. That is my principal responsi-
bility as chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, working with my
ranking member and other members of
the committee.

I have been here 22 years. I under-
stand Senators quite well. I respect
their rights, and I know when they
speak with sincerity. I was advised, not
by one, not by two, but by many Sen-
ators on both sides of this issue, of the
gravity of the issue and the seriousness
of the issue. It was made clear to me
that if this legislation—either Senator
KENNEDY’s bill or Senator HATCH’s
bill—were left in the conference report,
in all likelihood we would have a series
of filibusters. And given the very short
period of time which is remaining in
this session—even though we have been
active as a committee and got the bill
timely to the Senate; even though we
were on the floor for weeks intermit-
tently, having to have it laid aside—we
are here in the final hours of this ses-
sion of this Congress. If we do not act
on this bill tonight, and if we do not
pass this bill tonight, it is questionable
whether the leadership will find addi-
tional time for consideration. And, as
we say, it may be that pieces of it
would be put into some appropriations
bills or a CR or something—some
parts—but much of it could well be
lost, unless this conference report is
enacted. So I made the decision. I take
full responsibility for the decision of
urging the conferees to drop this legis-
lation.

My distinguished colleague, the
ranking member of the committee, 1
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presume, will address the Senate in a
moment on this point. Exercising his
rights in a very courteous way, he said
he wished for me to convene the full
Committee on Armed Services and
have a vote: That we did. By a narrow
margin, my recommendation was sus-
tained by the full committee, I might
add, in a bipartisan exchange of votes.

So that is the history as to why this
legislation was dropped, I say to my
colleague from Minnesota. I take re-
sponsibility. I believed it was necessary
that this bill should be passed. On this
day when the world is in such a tragic
situation, whether it is the violence in
the Middle East or the attack on an
American ship, all of America expects
Congress to do its duty on behalf of the
men and women of the Armed Forces,
and this is the most important piece of
legislation done every year.

So I do not regret for a minute the
decision I had to make in the face of
representations, fairly and honestly
made to me, by colleagues on both
sides, as to the tactics that would be
used if this bill would be brought up in
a conference report before the Senate
with either pieces of that legislation
contained in the bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, on
the hate crimes legislation issue, my
good friend from Virginia has accu-
rately presented the facts. There are
some additional facts, though, which
should also be brought to bear.

I can’t remember a time, although
there may have been one, when the
Senate has adopted language, as we did
by a vote of 57-42, and when the House
of Representatives has adopted lan-
guage, as they did by 30 or 40 votes—
when I say ‘‘adopted language’ in the
House, let me be clear, what the House
of Representatives did was even more
precise than adopt the hate crimes lan-
guage; they instructed their conferees
to agree to our hate crimes language
by 30 or 40 votes—I cannot remember a
time when one body has adopted lan-
guage and the other body has in-
structed their conferees to yield to the
first body’s language where that lan-
guage has then been dropped in con-
ference.

I am not saying that has never hap-
pened because I haven’t checked the
records to be sure. I can say I can never
remember it happening. Think about
it. We had a big debate on this issue.
We adopted Senator KENNEDY’s hate
crimes language by a vote of 57-42 in
this body. Then the House had a de-
bate, instructing their conferees to
agree to our language, and somehow or
other it is dropped in conference.

Let it be clear as to what happened.
The House conferees would not accept
our language, despite the instruction
from the House of Representatives.
Then we were faced with the question,
Do we then give it up, despite the vote
in the Senate?
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There was a vote among Senate con-
ferees. Ten Republicans and one Demo-
crat voted basically to give it up,
which was the 11-vote majority. Eight
Democrats and one Republican voted
not to give it up; let us maintain this
fight; let us bring this language back
in the conference report. If someone
wants to filibuster a conference report,
they have that right. But this legisla-
tion is too important. This is the hate
crimes bill that this body adopted. It is
simply too important a subject to be
dropped because of the threat of a fili-
buster after being adopted in the Sen-
ate and having the House telling their
folks to yield to us. If we refused to
adopt important legislation around
here whenever there was the threat of
a filibuster, we would never adopt any-
thing important. The civil rights legis-
lation of the 1960s was adopted after
weeks of debate, a filibuster that lasted
weeks, with numerous cloture votes,
because it was important legislation.

Let me say this about our chairman:
He is absolutely correct that he felt
that his responsibility was such that he
had to bring a bill to the floor. He
made the judgment, as he indicated,
and it was a good faith judgment. I
may disagree with him, which I do, but
I don’t in any way disagree with the
fact that the chairman made a good
faith judgment that it was necessary to
drop this language because the House
would not accept it. And even though I
disagree with it and think we should
have put this language in here and let
someone filibuster, nonetheless, I sure-
ly agree that as always he acts in the
best of faith.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may 1
express to my colleague my respect for
his acknowledging the fact that my
judgment was predicated on sound
facts.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia was gracious
enough to say I may want to respond.
Other colleagues want to speak, and I
believe the exchange between my two
colleagues covered the ground and
spoke to the question I raised. If I had
spoken, I would have said what Senator
LEVIN said. I just wouldn’t have said it
as well. I appreciate the forthrightness
of the Senator from Virginia, his di-
rectness and, as always, his intellec-
tual honesty.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
I only say to him, the fervor with
which he addresses issues and pursues
his goals in the Senate for this cause,
be it hate crimes in favor, I think he
will recognize that that same fervor is
matched by others who have a different
point of view very often. Therein lies
the issue which I had to take responsi-
bility to resolve, and this bill was of
paramount interest to anything else
before the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize to my good friend from Minnesota.
I assumed he had yielded the floor. Has
the Senator yielded?
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Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield back my
time.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank him for his con-
tribution to this debate, so many de-
bates of this body.

I am going to be briefer than I had
actually planned to because our good
friends from Alabama and Kansas have
been waiting for some time. I do want
to spend a couple more minutes.

One of the items in this conference
report which should be noted is the
fact that we have agreed to the lan-
guage in the Senate bill that would re-
place the Army’s School of the Amer-
icas with a new Western Hemisphere
Institute for Security Cooperation.
This new institute is going to provide
professional education and training to
military personnel, law enforcement
personnel, and civilian officials of
Western Hemisphere countries in areas
such as leadership development,
counterdrug operations, peace support
operations, disaster relief, and human
rights.

The legislation specifies that the cur-
riculum of this institution include
mandatory instruction for each stu-
dent of a minimum of 8 hours of in-
struction on human rights, the rule of
law, on due process, on civilian control
of the military, and the role of the
military in a democratic society. In a
very significant addition, we have a
Board of Visitors, which includes,
among others, four Members of Con-
gress and six members from academia,
the religious community, and the
human rights community, to review
the institute’s curriculum and its in-
struction. The Board of Visitors will
submit an annual report to the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Secretary of
Defense, after consultation with the
Secretary of State, will submit an an-
nual report to Congress on the oper-
ation of the institute.

I am hoping that this will be a posi-
tive, new chapter and that some of the
controversial history of the School of
the Americas can now be, in fact, in
the history books and that we can turn
to a new approach in terms of our rela-
tionship with the leadership, both ci-
vilian and military, in the democratic
countries of the Western Hemisphere.

We have some important beliefs that
we want to share with others in demo-
cratic societies about civilian control
of the military and human rights.
These and other subjects, such as due
process, are vital to us and, we believe,
vital to the success of any democratic
institution. They have been under chal-
lenge, under stress in too many coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere. They
have been too often violated. We have a
positive role to play in this area. This
provision, particularly now with the
kind of Board of Visitors we are going
to have that includes members of the
religious community, human rights
communities, and Members of Con-
gress, I think is now going to make it
possible for us to have a new Western
Hemisphere Institute which is going to
have a proud record of achievement.
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Second, the bill contains an amend-
ment that I offered to prohibit DOD
from selling to the general public any
armor-piercing ammunition or armor-
piercing components that may have
been declared excess to the Depart-
ment’s needs. This prohibition was en-
acted on a one-year basis in last year’s
Defense Appropriations Act, and Sen-
ator DURBIN has introduced a bill in
the Senate to make the ban perma-
nent. There is no possible justification
for selling armor-piercing ammunition
to the general public, and I am pleased
that we have taken this step toward
enacting the ban into permanent law.

Third, the conferees rejected House
language that would have effectively
restricted the bidding when DoD
privatizes its utility to the sole utility
authorized by a state government to
operate in that particular area. The
conference agreement requires com-
petitive bidding, with a level playing
field for all bidders, when DoD
privatizes these assets, and allows DoD
to determine the rates they will pay
after privatization as a matter of con-
tract rather than by state regulation.
The conference agreement also pro-
tects people on military installations
by requiring DoD to enforce prevailing
health and safety standards.

Mr. President, this is a good bill as
far as it goes. But I am deeply dis-
appointed, however, by the failure of
the conference to include several im-
portant provisions that were added in
the Senate.

First, I am disappointed that con-
ferees refused to include title XV of the
Senate bill—the Kennedy hate crimes
legislation—in the conference report
despite the clear support of a majority
of both Houses for this legislation.

Hate crimes are a special threat in a
society founded on ‘‘liberty and justice
for all.” Too many acts of violent big-
otry in recent years have put our na-
tion’s commitment to fairness to all
our citizens in jeopardy. When Mat-
thew Shepard, a gay student was se-
verely beaten and left for dead or
James Byrd, Jr., was dragged to his
death behind a pick-up truck, it was
not only destructive of the victims and
their families, but threatens more
broadly to others, and to the victims’
communities, and to our American
ideals.

When a member of the Aryan Nations
walked into a Jewish Community Cen-
ter day school and fired more than 70
rounds from his Uzi submachine gun,
and then Kkilled a Filipino-American
federal worker because he was consid-
ered a ‘‘target of opportunity,” it not
only affected the families of the vic-
tims and their communities, but the
broad group of which they were a part
of.

The conferees had an opportunity to
address this problem and send a mes-
sage that America is an all-inclusive
nation—one that does not tolerate acts
of violence based on bigotry and dis-
crimination. Sadly, we failed to do so.

Despite a 232-192 vote in the House of
Representatives instructing the con-
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ferees to adopt the Senate provision,
the House majority refused. And then
despite a b57-42 vote in the Senate to
make the hate crimes legislation part
of the bill, the Senate conferees voted
11-9 to drop the legislation.

Mr. President, this issue will not go
away. If this Congress will not pass leg-
islation addressing the acts of hatred
and violence that terrorize Americans
every day, I am confident that another
Congress will, and I will continue to
work toward that objective.

The Senate bill also included land-
mark legislation authored by Senator
CLELAND that would have permitted
our men and women in uniform to ex-
tend the benefits of the GI bill to fam-
ily members in appropriate cir-
cumstances, and would have addressed
an inequity toward disabled veterans
by eliminating the requirement that
disability pay be deducted dollar-for-
dollar from retirement pay. I am dis-
appointed that we were unable to find
a way to include these important pro-
visions.

Overall, however, this is a bill which
should become law. Once again, I want
to thank our chairman, Senator WAR-
NER, all of the members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, and the
staff on both sides of the aisle, for their
long hours of hard work on this legisla-
tion. I hope the Senate will join us in
passing this bill and sending it to the
President for signature.

I thank my good friend, the chairman
of the committee, for his fine leader-
ship, and all the members of the com-
mittee and our staffs.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in expressing my
support for the Defense authorization
bill. I salute Senator WARNER and Sen-
ator LEVIN, the ranking member, for
the work they have given in creating a
bill that strengthens our Nation’s de-
fenses and allows us to be more effi-
cient and innovative as we move for-
ward into the future. I wish we could
have done more, but irregardless, we
will in the future. I must give Senator
WARNER credit. Under his leadership,
for the last 2 years, we have produced
a defense budget with real increases in
defense spending. A defense spending
increase that has outpaced the infla-
tion rate.

For 15 consecutive years, we had a
net reduction in the defense budget. As
a result, we have some real problems
today, as the Joint Chiefs of Staff told
us 2 weeks ago in a very important
Armed Services Committee hearing.
We need to focus on the It is also im-
portant for us, all of us who care about
the men and women in uniform, to
pause and remember the men and
women of this Nation who risk their
lives daily, including the five who were
killed in a dastardly attack by terror-
ists in the Middle East today. Unfortu-
nately, this is the kind of world we live
in. I wish it weren’t so.



October 12, 2000

This is a $310 billion bill. In fact, it is
$4 billion above what the President re-
quested. It is above what the Joint
Chiefs, who are appointed by the Presi-
dent, said they needed to maintain an
adequate force, although they told us
after the budget had been written they
really needed a lot more over a sus-
tained period of time.

Two weeks ago, in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, which I am honored to
be a member of, we had the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Shelton, and the Chiefs for each of the
service branches—Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marines. They were asked
by Senator WARNER: Tell us the truth,
what is the situation in with the mili-
tary?

Each one of these men were ap-
pointees of this administration, but
under oath they came forward and told
the truth. That is, they testified that
they have thankfully restored and
maintained the readiness of two Army
divisions that had fallen to the lowest
readiness rating possible last fall. In
other words, the Chiefs in the past
were forced to take resources from
other areas to maintain readiness. I be-
lieve Senator ROBERTS, who will speak
in a minute, used the phrase, ‘‘The
point of the spear then is OK, but it is
the shaft that is wrong.” That is what
they agreed to. At least three of the
five used the phrase, ‘“We are mort-
gaging our future.”

What did they mean by that? They
meant that this Nation has been rob-
bing research and development, recapi-
talization, new equipment, and the
kinds of things we need to maintain
the greatest military in the world. But
to maintain that, you have to continue
to invest in those requirements. We are
not doing that. The Chiefs stated it
plain and simple, and I emplore any-
body who doubts it to read the tran-
script of that hearing. They agreed
with the phrase that one Senator used,
quoting the Clinton Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense, that the defense
budget is in a death spiral. What he
meant by that was that when you
spend more and more money to try to
maintain equipment that is worn out,
you are pouring money down a bottom-
less pit. What we should have done, and
what we have not done these past 8
years when we have had good economic
times, is increase this defense budget.
We could have recapitalized and re-
placed wornout equipment. But we
haven’t been doing that. As a result, we
will face a future readiness crisis.

The Secretary of Defense, Bill Cohen,
testified earlier this year that this Na-
tion has been living off Ronald Rea-
gan’s military buildup of the 1980s. He
said we are going to be facing a crisis
in the years to come. That is testi-
mony by the Secretary of Defense and
this administration has not listened to
that warning. They are going to let
this burden fall on the American people
in the immediate future. The Secretary
of Defense says it, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff says that, and the
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chairman of our committee who has
been involved in these issues for so
many years says that. It has been com-
plicated, as they testified, with our ex-
cessive and unusually high number of
deployments of our men and women
around the world. This wears out
equipment, it drains additional re-
sources, and it tires our men and
women in uniform. In addition, it sepa-
rates them from their families for ex-
traordinary periods of time.

We have a real problem because we
have a peace dividend. Oh, they say,
President Bush cut the Defense Depart-
ment when he was in there. Well, of
course, he did. We had a legitimate
peace dividend. The Berlin wall fell. We
had a tremendous change as a result of
the will of President Reagan and Presi-
dent Bush to maintain an unwavering
stand against the Soviet Union. Con-
sequently, we were able to save a lot of
money.

So, yes, he was cutting; yes, we want-
ed to reduce manpower and reduce any
costs we could, and use those savings
to strengthen this country. But he
didn’t pretend to have it go on forever.

So that is where we are. I have to say
that we have not yet faced up to the
challenges of our future. I am reminded
by the gulf war and our soldiers taking
on the Iraqis. Our fighting men and
women did an outstanding job. At that
time, I heard the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, say we needed
more preschool teachers and we needed
more guidance counselors, and any-
thing else you can think of that he
would spend money on, but when we
committed those men and women in
the desert, what did they use? They
used the finest equipment the world
had ever seen. We were able to put mis-
siles in the windows of buildings and
our tanks were able to destroy the en-
emy’s before they new it.

Our forces were able to defeat the
enemy and devastate them with min-
imum loss of life on our side. That is
what we want to do. We do not want to
get into a war in which this Nation is
not able to carry out its just national
interests and suffer a huge loss of life.
We want to be able to carry out our
just national interests effectively. We
do not want to over extend ourselves
and become engaged in conflicts all
over the world. But we need to be ready
to execute to defend our legitimate na-
tional interests. We can’t do that if we
don’t spend some money on it.

We are heading to a time where we
can’t live off the Reagan buildup any-
more. We are going to be at a time
where we will have to do something
about it. We will be at a time when we
need to improve our cruise missiles and
our smart bombs and during the gulf
war, we had superiority in the Middle
East. We avoid wars by being strong.

Senator STEVENS, chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, understood
these issues and fought for them. When
the conflict occurred, we prevailed at
minimum loss of life to American citi-
zZens.

S10349

I agree with Senator WARNER. This
bill does not need to be jeopardized by
adding such measures as hate crimes
legislation, that should have come out
of Judiciary on a law enforcement bill,
rather than on a Defense bill. This type
of ploy only adds to the complication
on these matters.

I think we are making a solid step
forward. It would have been better if
the Commander in Chief had told us we
needed more money and challenged us
to find more. It is hard for Congress to
find more money when the President
says, as Commander in Chief, he
doesn’t need it. Nevertheless, we spent
$4 billion more than he asked for,
which is hard to do. But the core func-
tion of Government ultimately is to de-
fend our national sovereignty. We have
a leadership role in this world, whether
we want to have it or not. We have the
ability to lead this world into the
greatest century in the history of man-
kind. We can avoid wars if we remain
strong. If we have competent leader-
ship, we can maintain peace. We need a
steady, mature funding of defense so
that we are always above and ahead of
our competitors. We do not want to go
into a war on a level playing field. If
we do have to go to war, we must have
the resources available to prevail at a
minimum loss of life.

All of this could create a more stable
world order, and promote peace. Good-
ness knows, the events in the last few
days are enough to make an impact
and to see what happens in Belgrade, to
see what happens in the Middle East,
to see what happens now with an at-
tack on our warship. Doesn’t that tell
us we live in a very dangerous world?
The history of the world hasn’t
changed. There will always be strug-
gles, fights, and wars, it seems. But if
we are prepared, if we lead, and if we
have a strong military that allows us
to speak softly but carry a big stick,
we can do great things. We can fulfill
our destiny at this point in time; that
is, to lead this world into a peaceful fu-
ture.

I will just say this: We need to main-
tain the ability to act unilaterally
when we need to. This Nation cannot
allow some multinational group to de-
cide for us how to use the power that
we have. Of course we want the support
and friendship of every nation in the
world, but we don’t need to be in a po-
sition where we have to have NATO
votes to tell us whether or not we can
deploy our forces. We don’t need to
have the U.N. voting with a single veto
in the security council stopping us
from deploying either. Would that be
wiser than the leadership within the
United States? Not at this point in
time. I believe we can help the world.
We need to maintain our independence.
We need to maintain a strong national
defense.

If T haven’t used my time, I will yield
it back and thank the chairman for
giving me this opportunity.

Once again, I thank Senator WARNER
and Senator LEVIN for their leadership
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and bringing a bill that I believe will
help preserve this Nation’s strength in
the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as
chairman of the committee, I thank
the Senator from Alabama for his serv-
ice on the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. He has only recently joined the
committee. But his voice and his wis-
dom are brought to bear on many key
issues. His attendance at the hearings
is among the highest. I thank him for
the time that he has been working for
our committee. We very much value
his judgment and his wisdom as we
deal with these tough issues.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the chair-
man. I am honored to serve with him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would
be happy to yield to my colleague, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Military Construction.

At this time, may I say, Mr. Chair-
man, it is essential that the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, and
most specifically the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Military Construc-
tion, and the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, and, indeed, our
two ranking members—Senator BYRD,
is on the Armed Services Committee,
as well as the Appropriations Com-
mittee—our ability to work together as
a team is essential. In my many years
on their committee, I can recall where
the relationships between the chair-
man and the various committees was
somewhat strained. I say to Senator
STEVENS that he has been an exem-
plary and wonderful working partner
on our two bills in tandem on behalf of
the men and women of the Armed
Forces. I thank him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Kansas is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
all of my time, or such time as our dis-
tinguished colleague and a very valu-
able member of the Armed Services
Committee may wish to take

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the regular order is that I have
the time. But I ask unanimous consent
that the distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee be recog-
nized prior to my remarks at this time,
and I would be delighted to have him
speak, or I will yield to the distin-
guished chairman, whatever is his pref-
erence.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank both Senators. I am delighted
that I was able to be here at the time
Senator SESSIONS made his remarks. I
thank him for his kind remarks about
my service, and I am delighted that he
is on the Armed Services Committee
because I like very much what he said.

I had intended to make a statement
on the Defense bill. But I have been en-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

gaged this week in sort of herding tur-
tles around this place. If it is agreeable
to my friend from Virginia, I will make
my statement concerning the Defense
bill next week and ask it be printed in
the permanent record as part of this
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to my distin-
guished friend and colleague from
Oklahoma for a unanimous consent re-
quest.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be recognized at
the conclusion of the remarks of the
Senator from Kansas.

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, there
has been some discussion on the floor
in reference to this bill, the Defense
authorization bill, on the merits of in-
cluding a hate crimes provision. I am
struck by the fact that we have just
witnessed an international terrorist
hate crime with the attack on the
U.S.S. Cole, leaving, according to my
notes, 5 dead and 36 wounded, 12 miss-
ing. All of our U.S. military are on
alert in terms of force protection. Our
intelligence services are working full
time to make sure that we have the
proper force protection as they do their
duty. In fact, I think that is a hate
crime to which this particular bill
speaks.

I associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished chairman. While
Members on both sides have strong
feelings about the hate crimes bill, in
no way should this defense authoriza-
tions bill be further held up or im-
peded.

I express my sincere condolences, as
my colleagues have, to the families and
friends of the crewmembers of the
U.S.S. Cole who were killed and injured
today in the Port of Aden in Yemen.
They died or they were injured in the
services of this Nation, and we all feel
their sacrifice. The apparent—I say
“apparent’; I think we all know it
was—terrorist attack on the U.S. ship
was brutal, it was unprovoked, it was
an act of terrorism. All the informa-
tion is not yet available to determine
the source and the motivation of the
attack. The Government of Yemen has
said they are certainly not involved, so
we have to reserve judgment on the re-
sponse, if this is a terrorist strike.

No matter what the cause of the ex-
plosion, this again points out the risks
that our service men and women face
every day. We have to be ready every
day. There is no strategic response to
terrorism in regard to the service they
provide to our Nation.

We must never forget that we ask the
members of the military to be on the
front line of U.S. diplomacy, and, un-
fortunately, they are the obvious tar-
gets of terrorist groups.

I have the privilege of being the
chairman of the Emerging Threats and
Capabilities Subcommittee on the
Armed Services Committee. As has
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been indicated by Senator LEVIN and
others, we have the responsibility to
make sure we are ready and we have
the proper resources to combat ter-
rorism.

I can make a solemn promise to the
families involved and to our military:
We are going to continue to do our
very best budgetwise and our very best
in regard to legislation and policy to
assure the force protection that we
must have to protect our troops.

I rise to add my compliments to the
chairman and the distinguished rank-
ing member, Senator LEVIN, of the
Armed Services Committee on a job
that I think is well done. Through
their hard work and their perseverance
over the last legislative year, and in
particular in regard to the conference
with our colleagues in the House, we
are presenting to the Senate a bill that
will make significant progress.

Senator SESSIONS has made what I
consider to be an excellent speech on
the state of military readiness, the
problems and the challenges we face. 1
see the distinguished chairman of the
Readiness Subcommittee, the Armed
Services Committee, Senator INHOFE,
who does a splendid job in that regard.
He has been sounding the alarm for
years in regard to the readiness prob-
lems we face. We will make significant
progress toward stopping what I call
the readiness drain now facing our
military. It is not enough, but this bill
does actually lay down a marker that
the Congress is very serious, that the
committee is very serious about its
commitment to reversing the dam-
aging readiness cuts. We owe the men
and women of the Armed Forces noth-
ing less.

Over time, the last several years, we
have authorized significant increases
in pay. We have certainly done a better
job in regard to the retirement system.
We reformed that. As the distinguished
chairman and the ranking member
have pointed out, under the health care
banner, we are now providing health
care for the military retired. That is an
obligation we must keep.

As I have indicated, I have the privi-
lege to serve as the chairman of the
Emerging Threats and Capabilities
Subcommittee. I am very proud of our
accomplishments this year in the sub-
committee. I thank the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, for his assistance, as well as all
the members of the subcommittee,
working in a bipartisan fashion to
produce this work product.

Behind the success was the hard work
of our staff. I have always said that
there are no self-made men or women
in public office today. It is your friends
who make you what you are. I put staff
in that category. We are only as good
as our staff in terms of the work prod-
uct we are able to pass. I take this op-
portunity to thank them. They are not
expecting this, but I want to take this
opportunity to present: The head of our
Emerging Threats and Capabilities
“‘posse,” if I can refer to us in that
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vein, and who I consider to be the iron
lady and the iron fist of the science and
technology world, Ms. Pam Ferrell; Mr.
Military Transformation, who did an
outstanding job, Mr. Chuck Alsap; the
strong duo dealing with counterter-
rorism, the very subject we are dealing
with today, even as I speak, as the 250
members of the U.S.S. Cole try to right
the ship and save the ship, is Mr. Ed
Edens and Mr. Joe Sixeas; the guy, the
young man or the staffer that the drug
cartels probably fear as much as any-
body, Mr. Cord Sterling; our cyber war-
rior, Mr. Eric Thommes; and our tough
negotiator in dealing with the Russian
programs, the counterthreat reduction
programs, an investment for us, and we
think an investment for the Russians,
as well, Miss Mary Alice Hayward; and
the cleanup hitter, Miss Susan Ross.

I thank each and every one of them
for their hard work, their profes-
sionalism, and the work product we
were able to produce.

There are many successes for this
year I want to address, but time is an
issue. I know the Senators from Okla-
homa and Iowa want to make some re-
marks, but there are four areas I would
like to highlight of which I am espe-
cially proud.

First, we have two educational pro-
grams designed to increase research
and the number of technically trained
Americans. We have a technology per-
sonnel gap. I do not know what the ac-
ronym is for that. We hear about gaps
in the past in terms of arguments in re-
gard to the military. But, boy, this is a
gap that is real and it is a gap that
must be filled.

We have authorized $15 million to es-
tablish what is called an Information
Security Scholarship Program for the
Secretary of Defense to award grants
to institutions of higher education to
establish or improve programs in infor-
mation security and to provide scholar-
ships to persons who would pursue a de-
gree in information assurance in ex-
change for a commitment of service
within the Department of Defense.
That is a breakthrough.

Senator WARNER gave his personal
leadership to this. As a matter of fact,
it is his initiative. I like to think I had
something to do with it, as well as all
members of the committee in a bipar-
tisan fashion.

We have also authorized $5 million to
establish something called an Institute
for Defense Computer Security and In-
formation Protection. This institute
will conduct research in technology de-
velopment in the area of information
assurance and to facilitate the ex-
change of information with regard to
cyber threats, technology tools, and
other relevant issues.

Again I go back to the technology
personnel gap. This will assist us to
really close that gap. As a matter of
fact, when we asked the experts in our
subcommittee, What keeps you up at
night? they mentioned a lot of things,
but they mentioned two things of pri-
ority interest. No. 1 is the possibility
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of the use of biological weaponry by
some state-supported terrorist or non-
state-supported terrorist. The second
thing they worry about is cyber at-
tacks, information warfare. So we
think this institute is long overdue. We
have authorized $5 million. That is
going to get it started.

The second thing I would like to
mention is that we ensure that the De-
partment of Defense will focus real co-
ordination in their responsibilities to
combat terrorism activities through a
single office. We had four people before
the subcommittee testifying in regard
to DOD responsibilities and the chal-
lenge they face in regard to terrorism,
so I asked the witnesses: Would you sit
in order of your authority. Nobody
knew where to sit—No. 1, 2, 3, 4—be-
cause they didn’t know. We had so
many people within the DOD who
shared partial responsibility for this
that we did not find one person in
charge. So that is what we are going to
have after this bill passes.

We made a suggestion on the Senate
side; we really singled it out and put it
in a particular person’s area of respon-
sibility. The House came back and said
let’s let the Secretary of Defense de-
cide that. But I will tell you again, we
are going to ensure the Department of
Defense is focused in regard to their re-
sponsibilities to combat terrorism
through one single office.

We included a provision that would
designate one Assistant Secretary of
Defense as the principal civilian advi-
sor to the Secretary for Department of
Defense activities for combating ter-
rorism—one guy in charge, one lady in
charge, one person in charge. This pro-
vision ensures there is a single indi-
vidual within the Department respon-
sible for providing focused and com-
prehensive and well-funded DOD
antiterrorism policy.

I have said that about three times
now, but three times I want to say how
important that is. I think it is a real
step forward.

The third area is to reduce the risk of
the expansion of weapons of mass de-
struction and to help provide opportu-
nities to Russian scientists outside of
their weapons development. We author-
ized over $1 billion for nonproliferation
and threat reduction programs for the
Departments of Defense and Energy to
assist nations of the former Soviet
Union in preventing the expansion of
their weapons of mass destruction and
dissemination of their scientific exper-
tise. This is a program really started
by Senator Nunn and Senator LUGAR.
Conferees included several initiatives
to obtain greater Russian commitment
to these programs—these programs are
not without controversy—and the nec-
essary U.S. access to ensure these pro-
grams do achieve their threat reduc-
tion goals.

We authorized $443.4 million for the
Department of Defense Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program for fiscal
year 2001 to reduce the threat posed by
the former Soviet Union weapons of
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mass destruction. So, let’s see, there is
$443.4 and $1 billion for the non-
proliferation and threat reduction pro-
grams. That is quite an investment to
assist the Russians, to work together
with the Russians to reduce that kind
of capability.

Last, I would like to say to help the
military continue to put a solid effort
in the invaluable area of science and
technology and to ensure we are ready
to address the emerging threats, we
added $209 million for the Defense
Science and Technology Program; that
is the S&T programs, the science and
technology programs. We focused on
revolutionary technologies to meet the
emerging threats. And we required the
services to undertake a comprehensive
planning process to identify long-term
technological needs in consultation
with the warfighting and the acquisi-
tion communities, and to ensure that
the services’ programs in regard to
science and technology are appro-
priately designed to support these
needs.

I could list some other significant ac-
complishments in the joint warfighting
area, in the continued focus on helping
our military communities prepare for
the possibility that they may have to
handle the consequences of a terrorist
attack on our homeland.

We all know about the U.S.S. Cole.
That threat exists in regard to our do-
mestic situation as well and in several
other key areas where we have jurisdic-
tion. But I am going to let that go. I
will probably put something in the
RECORD at a later date in regard to
what I think we have done in meeting
our responsibilities in that area.

Again, I thank the chairman, Sen-
ator WARNER, who has labored long and
hard. We did this several months ago.
We have been in conference for 2 or 3 or
4 months. In the rush to complete our
business, we had all sorts of things pop
up out of the woodwork, almost a
gauntlet to get this bill done. I thank
Senator WARNER, Senator LEVIN, all
members of the committee for their
leadership, their guidance, their help
during the development of this year’s
Defense bill.

There is no more important bill. Our
first obligation as Members of this
body is to do what we can in behalf of
our national security. Today’s events
certainly prove that is the case. That
has been spoken to by the distin-
guished chairman.

I think it is a good bill. We need to
get it passed, and it needs a big vote. It
needs a big, solid vote for the responsi-
bility we have to our men and women
in uniform.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if I may
interject, I thank Senator INHOFE for
the work he has done on Vieques. I ask
unanimous consent that, following the
remarks of Senator INHOFE, Senator
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HARKIN be recognized for up to 10 min-
utes and Senator ROBB then be recog-
nized for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I join in
the remarks that were made by the
Senator from Kansas about the U.S.S.
Cole, the tragedy that took place. We
are all so saddened to hear about that.
It was a complete surprise to all of us.
Also, his comments about our chair-
man—our chairman, the Senator from
Virginia, has done just an incredible
job of leading the way and getting this
bill done.

I see this bill we are about to vote on
as turning the corner. After 7 years of
neglecting our military, we are actu-
ally starting to improve some things.
We have some things in this bill that I
think are long overdue. In our readi-
ness funding, the conferees add more
than $888 million to the primary readi-
ness accounts. That included areas of
neglect: $1256 million to the war re-
serves and training munitions. We have
places where they actually do not have
enough bullets, enough ammunition to
train with; $222 million for spare
parts—that is not nearly enough, but
there is a trend going up in the right
direction now.

I go around as chairman of the Readi-
ness Subcommittee of the Senate
Armed Services Committee to quite a
few of the places around the country
and around the world and find the can-
nibalization rates, getting spare parts
out of engines. I have seen them open
up a new, crated F-100 engine just to
pull off spare parts. That becomes very
labor intensive. As a result of that, we
are having terrible retention rates.

We hear about the pilots, but we
don’t hear about the mechanics and
some of the other MOS, military occu-
pational specialties, where we really
are having a crisis.

This bill also goes a long way to try
to get us back into opening up the live
range on the island of Vieques.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, will
my distinguished colleague yield for a
question?

Mr. INHOFE. Certainly.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator if he is familiar with the
statement made by the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology—this is somebody who ap-
peared before his subcommittee and
mine—Secretary Jacques Gansler?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, he has appeared
before our committee on three occa-
sions I can recall.

Mr. ROBERTS. He made a recent
statement in regard to the very issue
the Senator from OKklahoma is pointing
out. I think it will be helpful if I read
this, if the Senator from Oklahoma
will permit me. This is somebody from
the administration. He stated this:

We are trapped in a death spiral.

I do not think one could make it any
more plain than that.

We are trapped in a death spiral. The re-
quirement to maintain our aging equipment
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is costing us more each year in repair costs,
down time, and maintenance tempo. But we
must keep this equipment in repair to main-
tain readiness. It drains our resources—re-
sources we should apply to modernization of
the traditional systems and development of
new systems.

Then the Secretary went on to say:

So we stretch out our replacement sched-
ules to ridiculous lengths and reduce the
quantities of new equipment we purchase,
raising the cost and still further delaying
modernization.

I do not think one can be any plainer
than that. So the Senator’s remarks
are backed up not only from what we
hear in testimony but also from the
many bases at home and overseas. I
thank my distinguished colleague for
all the effort he makes from his per-
sonal time and other duties to go to
bases all over the world. He checks
with the enlisted; he checks with the
NCOs; he checks with the officers; and
he checks with the commanders and
shows them his candor and integrity.
We talked about this at great length.

In terms of readiness, there is no
other person in the Congress of the
United States or, for that matter,
whom I know in this city who knows
better the readiness problems we have,
and it is backed up by this statement
by a Secretary of the administration.
We owe the Senator from Oklahoma a
debt of gratitude.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate very much getting that into the
RECORD because that testimony came
out in our committee meetings. The
Senator from Kansas is right. Some-
times when you sit in a committee
meeting in Washington, everything is
filtered. You do not really get the
truth you find in the field.

This bill is going to put $449 million
in real property and maintenance. The
RPM accounts are accounts that are
mandatory that we have to get down,
and yet I have been down to Fort Bragg
during a rainstorm. Go into the bar-
racks and one will see our soldiers are
actually covering up their equipment
with their bodies to keep it from rust-
ing. It is a crisis. We are addressing
that crisis with this bill. It is a start.
We should be doing more than we do
with this particular bill.

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield
on my time?

Mr. INHOFE. I yield to the chairman.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to express not only my appreciation
but that of the whole committee, on
both sides of the aisle, for the amount
of travel the Senator has done. I heard
the Senator talk about how he made
these inspection trips. He spent a great
deal of his time traveling to our mili-
tary bases in the continental United
States and abroad. There is no one who
pulls harder on their oar than the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

I especially credit him with trying to
resolve in a very fair and balanced
manner the diversity of positions re-
garding the Vieques issue. The Presi-
dent had his views, the Government of
Puerto Rico had its views, colleagues
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in the Senate had their views, and the
Senator worked his way through that
problem, and I know in this bill we
have a fair and good solution to that
difficult problem. I thank him.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the chairman.
Also I thank the ranking member, Sen-
ator LEVIN, who was very helpful on
this whole issue. I believe we addressed
it properly in this bill.

If we let an agreement go that had a
financial motivation for the 9,000 resi-
dents of the island of Vieques to vote
to kick out the Navy forever and lose
that as a range, that had to be
changed. This bill does that. We
changed it so that the western land is
not going to the Governor of Puerto
Rico but to the people of Vieques.

A lot of people do not realize that
Vieques is like a municipality in Puer-
to Rico, and the people of Vieques are
very fond of the Navy. I am the first
one to admit the Navy had some PR
problems, but I say to our chairman,
they have worked very hard, and I see
a change in attitude there.

I was recently in Vieques meeting
with a group of people. I left firmly
convinced that if we have this ref-
erendum and if the referendum has a
motivation for them to vote right—and
that is to accept the Navy and the live
firing range—then I believe they are
going to do it.

The other day, I was on a talk show
and someone called in. Actually, it was
someone who was on the other side of
this issue. They said: How would you
like to have a live range in your State
of Oklahoma?

I said: Let me tell you about Fort
Sill.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I know
the answer to that question. It is the
same thing with the State of Virginia.
Less than 30 miles from this Chamber
is a live-fire range for the U.S. Marine
Corps.

Mr. INHOFE. That is exactly right.
My concern has been, I hope and I will
g0 on record right now and I am al-
ready on record saying, if we have this
referendum, this will be the last time
that we should allow a referendum to
take place on closing a live range.
When one stops and thinks about the
domino effect this will have on other
places, such as Capo Teulada in Sar-
dinia or Cape Wrath in northern Scot-
land, it would be a real crisis if we lose
those, and yet they logically ask the
question—I have seen it in print in
Scotland: Wait a minute, if they do not
allow the training to take place on
land they own, why should we let them
come here to our country and bomb it?

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.

Mr. INHOFE. The western land now
will go not to the politicians in Puerto
Rico but to the residents of the island
of Vieques, and in the event something
should happen that they should vote to
reject the Navy, then it is not going to
go into some developer’s hands where
someone is going to stand to get rich
over this.

We have done a good job——
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Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield for a
very brief comment?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I add my
voice to that of my senior colleague in
thanking our colleague from Oklahoma
for the way he has worked on this par-
ticular problem. For a number of
months, this seemed to be one of those
intractable problems that was probably
not going to be resolved.

I know the very strong feelings the
Senator from Oklahoma has and
brought to bear on this question in par-
ticular. We may disagree on other mat-
ters, but on this question in particular,
he struck just the right balance, rep-
resented the long-term interests of the
United States in a way that allowed us
to come to closure on an issue that
might not have closed at all and cer-
tainly would have created all kinds of
difficulty for the United States in our
long-term relations in the hemisphere
with the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico and others.

I add my voice to others in thanking
the chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee for his very important and
tireless work on this issue.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia, who is the
ranking member on the Readiness Sub-
committee, for the contributions he
has made. The Senator from Virginia is
in the same position I am in, having
live ranges in his home State.

I can recall going out on one of the
carriers before one of the deployments
from the east coast to the Persian
Gulf. They have this integrated train-
ing on the island of Vieques. They have
F-14s and F-18s doing air work; they
have the Marine expeditionary, with
which the Senator is familiar, since he
was a marine, doing their work, and at
the same time they have live Navy fire.
They say they can get that training
elsewhere but not at the same type of
place. The analogy was called to my at-
tention by someone who was on one of
the deploying battle groups. It is like
you have the very best quarterbacks,
the very best offensive line, and the
very best defensive line. If one is train-
ing over here, one is training over here,
and one is training over here, but they
never train together. On the day of the
big game, of course, they lose. The in-
tegrated training is necessary.

I believe the language in this bill is
going to offer the self-determination of
the people of Vieques to support the
Navy live range, and I have every ex-
pectation that is exactly what is going
to happen. American lives are at stake.

I want to make one last comment. I
have mentioned several times we
should have probably gone further with
this bill. I have been concerned about
our state of readiness, and we outlined
some of these things in the real prop-
erty and maintenance accounts and
others.

But I was reading, the day before yes-
terday, in the Wall Street Journal, an
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editorial by Mark Helprin. Mark
Helprin is a contributing editor to the
Journal but is also a senior fellow of
the Claremont Institute. He talks
about the crisis that we are going to
have to take care of, and that we
should not be talking about the fact
that we right now, today, are better
equipped than we have been. We are
not better equipped than we have been
before. He goes on to talk about the
fact that in Kosovo, 37,000 aerial sor-
ties were required to destroy what Gen.
Wesley Clark claimed were 93 tanks
and 53 armored fighting vehicles. That
is approximately 8 percent and 7 per-
cent, respectively, of which Milosevic
actually had.

He goes on to say:

Twenty percent of carrier-deployed F-14s
do not fly, serving as a source of spare parts
instead. Forty percent of Army helicopters
are rated insufficient to their tasks. Half of
the Army’s gas masks do not work.

It goes on and on.

I ask unanimous consent that this
entire editorial be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. INHOFE. Lastly, let me just say
I am glad that defense has become
prominent in this Presidential elec-
tion. We have had a degradation in
what has happened to our defense. We
have great troops, but right now we are
operating at roughly one-half the force
strength we were during the Persian
Gulf war. And that can be quantified.

So often when people stand up politi-
cally and say we are stronger now than
we were, or as strong as we were back
during the Persian Gulf war, that just
isn’t true. We are approximately 60 per-
cent of where we were in terms of force
strength. That can be quantified.

I am talking about 60 percent of the
Army divisions, 60 percent of the tac-
tical air wings, 60 percent of the ships
floating around, going from a 600-ship
Navy to a 300-ship Navy. It is true some
of that was from the previous adminis-
tration. The Bush administration
wanted to go down from 600 to 450
ships. But now we are far below that.

I think this administration has done
a bad job the last 8 years. We are going
to have to turn that around and do a
massive rebuilding in the next admin-
istration. I think we are probably
going to do it. I think we are going to
see our Defense authorization commit-
tees of the House and the Senate do
that. As well the Appropriations Com-
mittees are primed and ready, as is evi-
denced by the bill we are discussing
today that we are going to pass. We are
going to turn that corner and start re-
building America’s defense again.

With that, I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT No. 1
[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 10, 2000]
MR. CLINTON’S ARMY
(By Mark Helprin)

Many people have come to believe that

thinking about war is akin to fomenting it,
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preparing for it is as unjustifiable as starting
it, and fighting it is only unnecessarily pro-
longing it. History suggests that as a con-
sequence of these beliefs they will bear
heavy responsibility for the defeat of Amer-
ican arms on a battlefield and in a theater of
war as yet unknown. Theirs are the kind of
illusions that lead to a nation recoiling in
shock and frustration, to the terrible depres-
sion of its spirits, the gratuitous encourage-
ment of its enemies, and the violent deaths
of thousands or tens of thousands, or more,
of those who not long before were its chil-
dren.

They will bear this responsibility along
with contemporaries who are so enamored of
the particulars of their well-being that they
have made the government a kindly nurse of
households, a concierge and cook, never
mind a resurgent Saddam Hussein or China’s
rapid development of nuclear weapons. They
will bear it along with the partisans of femi-
nist and homosexual groups who see the
military as a tool for social transformation.
And they will bear it with a generation of
politicians who have been guilty of willful
neglect merely for the sake of office.

ABJECT LIE

So many fatuous toadies have been put in
place in the military that they will undoubt-
edly pop up like toast to defend Vice Presi-
dent Gore’s statement that ‘“‘if our service-
men and women should be called on to risk
their lives for the sake of our freedoms and
ideals, they will do so with the best training
and technology the world’s richest country
can put at their service.” This is an abject
lie.

To throw light on the vice president’s as-
sertion that all is well, consider that in
Kosovo 37,000 aerial sorties were required to
destroy what Gen. Wesley Clark claimed
were 93 tanks, 53 armored fighting vehicles,
and 389 artillery pieces; that these com-
prised, respectively, 8%, 7%, and 4% of such
targets, leaving the Yugoslav army virtually
intact; and that impeccable sources in the
Pentagon state that Yugoslav use of decoys
put the actual number of destroyed tanks,
for example, in the single digits.

To achieve with several hundred sorties of
$50-million airplanes the singular splendor of
destroying a Yugo, the United States went
without carries in the Western Pacific dur-
ing a crisis in Korea, and the Air Force
tasked 40% of its intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance assets, and 95% of its
regular and 65% of its airborne tanker force,
in what the chief of staff called a heavier
strain than either the Gulf War or Vietnam.

One reason for the ‘‘inefficiency’ of Oper-
ation Allied Force is that this very kind of
farce is funded by cannibalizing operations
and maintenance accounts. Such a thing
would not by itself be enough to depress the
services as they are now depressed. That has
taken eight years of magnificent neglect.
Case in point: The U.S. Navy now focuses on
action in the littorals, and must deal with a
burgeoning inventory of increasingly capable
Third World coastal submarines that find
refuge in marine layers and take comfort
from the Navy’s near century of inapplicable
blue-water antisubmarine warfare. But our
budget for surface-ship torpedo defense will
shortly dip from not even $5 million, to noth-
ing in 2001.

The reduction of the military budget to
two-thirds of what it was (in constant dol-
lars) in 1985, and almost as great a cut in
force levels, combined with systematic de-
moralization, scores of ‘‘operations other
than war,” and the synergistic breakdown
that so often accompanies empires in decline
and bodies wracked by disease, have pro-
duced a tidal wave of anecdotes and statis-
tics. Twenty percent of carrier-deployed F-
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14s do not fly, serving as a source of spare
parts instead. Forty percent of Army heli-
copters are rated insufficient to their tasks.
Half of the Army’s gas masks do not work.
Due to reduced flying time and training op-
portunities within just a few years of Bill
Clinton’s first inauguration, 84% of F-15 pi-
lots had to be waived through 38 categories
of flight training. The pilot of the Osprey in
the December 1999 crash that killed 19 Ma-
rines had only 80 hours in the aircraft, and
the pilot who sliced the cables of the Italian
aerial tram in 1998, killing 20, had not flown
a low-altitude training flight for seven
months. It goes on and on, and as the sorry
state of the military becomes known, the ad-
ministration responds by doing what it does
best.

In the manner of Gen. Clark presenting as
a success the—exaggerated—claim of having
destroyed 8% of the Yugoslav tank forces in
78 days of bombing, the administration
moved to ‘‘restructure’’ the six armored and
mechanized divisions by shrinking force lev-
els 15% and armor 22%, while expanding the
divisional battle sector by 250%, the idea
being that by removing 3,000 men and 115
tanks and Bradley Fighting Vehicles while
vastly expanding the area in which it would
have to fight, a division would somehow be
made more effective.

The two failed Army divisions cited by
George W. Bush in his acceptance speech
were returned to readiness with speed in-
versely proportional to the time it takes the
White House to produce a subpoenaed docu-
ment, perhaps because, according to the
Army, ‘“‘new planning considerations have
enabled division commanders to make a
more accurate assessment,”” and ‘‘the
timelines for deployment . . . have been ad-
justed to better enable them to meet contin-
gency requirements.” In 1995, brigade offi-
cials told the General Accounting Office that
they felt pressured to falsify readiness rat-
ings, and that the rubric ‘‘needs practice’”’
was applied irrespective of whether a unit
scored 99% or 1% of the minimum passing
grade.

But there is more. Mainly by coincidence
but partly by design, several broader meas-
ures exist. The Army rates its echelons. In
1994, two-thirds of these were judged fully
ready for war. By 1999, not one of them was.
More than half the Army’s specialty schools
have received the lowest ratings, as did more
than half its combat training centers (al-
though the chaplains are doing very well).
These training centers serve as an instru-
ment that illuminates the character of all
the units that pass through them. By exam-
ining their ratings it is possible to get a
comprehensive view of the Army’s true
state.

I have obtained National Training Center
trend data that are the careful measure of
unit performance in 60 areas over three
years. Of 200 evaluations, only two were sat-
isfactory. This 99% negative performance,
stunning as it is, is echoed in the prelimi-
nary findings of a RAND study that, accord-
ing to sources within the Army, more than
90% of the time rates mission capability at
the battalion and the brigade levels as insuf-
ficient. RAND has voluminous data and
doesn’t want to talk about it until all the t’s
are crossed, long after the election.

If Gov. Bush becomes president, the armies
his father sent to the Gulf will not be avail-
able to him, not after eight years of degrada-
tion at the hands of Bill Clinton. Given that
their parlous condition is an invitation to
enemies of the United States and, therefore,
Mr. Bush might need them, and because the
years of the locust are always paid for in
blood, he should take this issue and with it
hammer upon the doors of the White House
at dawn.
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In the Second World War, Marine Brig.
Gen. Robert L. Denig said, with homely ele-
gance, ‘“This is a people’s war. The people
want to know, need to know, and have a
right to know, what is going on.” Nothing
could be truer, and the vice president of the
United States does not speak the truth when
he characterizes as he does those forces that
for two terms his administrations have mer-
cilessly run down. The American military
does not deserve this. It is not a cash cow for
balancing the budget, a butler-and-travel
service for the president, an instrument of
sexual equality, or a gendarmerie on the
model of a French Foreign Legion with a
broader mandate and worse food.

CAESAR’S LEGIONS

If we are, in effect, the enemies of our own
fighting men, what will happen when they go
into the field? The military must be re-
deemed. Should Gov. Bush win in November
he should bring forward and promote soldiers
and civilians who understand military essen-
tials and the absolute necessity of readiness
and training, people both colorful and drab,
but who would, all of them, understand that
these words of Gen. George S. Patton are the
order of the day:

“In a former geological era when I was a
boy studying latin, I had occasion to trans-
late one of Caesar’s remarks which as nearly
as I can remember read something like this:

‘“‘In the winter time, Caesar so trained his
legions in all that became soldiers and so
habituated them in the proper performance
of their duties, that when in the spring he
committed them to battle against the Gauls,
it was not necessary to give them orders, for
they knew what to do and how to do it.’

““This quotation expresses very exactly the
goal we are seeking in this division. I know
that we shall attain it and when we do, May
God have mercy on our enemies; they will
need it.”

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this con-
ference report contains a number of
provisions of great importance to our
troops and our veterans. First, I am
very glad that one of the top priorities
of this conference report is improving
the military health care system. The
expansion of TRICARE, the military
health care system, to Medicare-eligi-
ble retirees provides a permanent com-
prehensive health care benefit to mili-
tary retirees, regardless of age. All
military retirees and their families
will now be able to remain in the
TRICARE health program for life.

At least as important, military retir-
ees will now have complete prescrip-
tion drug coverage. With this new ben-
efit, there is an even stronger case for
Congress passing a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug plan for all seniors this year
before we go home.

I am also pleased that this bill pro-
vides our troops a significant pay raise
as well as supplementary benefits for
troops on food stamps and increased
WIC nutritional support for troops
overseas. These are issues on which I
have worked for several years on the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee.

I am especially pleased that we have
overcome significant opposition among
the House majority to provide com-
pensation to some of those who were
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harmed by dangerous conditions at our
nuclear weapons plants. I am sure that
by now all my colleagues are aware
that many of our citizens were exposed
to radioactive and other hazardous ma-
terials at nuclear weapons production
plants in the United States. While
working to protect our national secu-
rity, thousands of workers were sub-
jected to severe hazards, sometimes
without their knowledge or consent.

I would like to address in more detail
another provision that is important for
former workers at our nuclear weapons
facilities. The dangers at these plants
thrived in the darkness of Government
secrecy. Public oversight was espe-
cially weak at a factory for assembling
and disassembling nuclear weapons at
the Iowa Army Ammunition Plant in
Middletown, IA. I first found out about
the nuclear weapons work there from a
constituent letter from a former work-
er, Robert Anderson. He was concerned
that his non-Hodgkins lymphoma was
caused by exposures at the plant. But
when I asked the Department of En-
ergy about the plant, at first they de-
nied that any nuclear weapons work
took place there. The constituent’s
story was only confirmed when my
staff saw a promotional video from the
contractor at the site that mentioned
the nuclear weapons work.

The nuclear weapons production
plants were run not by the Defense De-
partment but by the Atomic Energy
Commission, which has since been
made part of the Department of En-
ergy. The Department of Energy has
since acknowledged what happened,
and is now actively trying to help the
current and former workers in Iowa
and elsewhere by reviewing records,
helping them get medical testing and
care, and seeking compensation.

I compliment Secretary Richardson
for his foresight and for taking this
matter very seriously and making sure
that the Department of Energy is
forthcoming in regard to getting test-
ing and care and compensation.

I was pleased this past January to
host Energy Secretary Richardson at a
meeting with former workers and com-
munity members near the plant in
Iowa. The Department specifically ac-
knowledges that the Iowa Army Am-
munition Plant assembled and dis-
assembled nuclear weapons from 1947-
1975. And their work has helped un-
cover potential health concerns at the
plant, such as explosions around de-
pleted uranium that created clouds of
radioactive dust, and workers’ expo-
sure to high explosives that literally
turned their skin yellow.

And while the Department of Energy
is investigating what happened and
seeking solutions, the Army is stuck,
still mired in a nonsensical policy. It is
the policy of the Department of De-
fense to ‘‘neither confirm nor deny”’
the presence of nuclear weapons were
assembled in Iowa without admitting
that there were nuclear weapons in
Iowa. So they write vaguely about
“AEC activities,” but don’t say what
those activities were.
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There have been no nuclear weapons
at the Iowa site since 1975, but it is
well known that weapons were there
before that. The DOE says the weapons
were there. A promotional video of the
Army contractor at the site even says
the weapons were there. But the Army
can’t say it.

What this does is, it send the wrong
signal to the former workers. These
workers swore oaths never to reveal
what they did at the plant. And many
of them are still reluctant to talk.
They are worried that their cancers or
other health problems may be caused
by their work at the plant. But they
feel that they can’t even tell their doc-
tors or site cleanup crews they worked
there or what the tasks were they did.
They don’t want to violate the oaths of
secrecy they took. One worker at the
Iowa plant said recently: There’s still
stuff buried out there that we don’t
know where it is. And we know people
who do know, but they will not say
anything yet because they are still
afraid of repercussions. Instead of help-
ing these workers speak out, the Army
has forced them to keep their silence.

I am pleased that the conference re-
port includes a provision I offered to
help these workers. It is narrowly tar-
geted to require the Defense Depart-
ment, in consultation with the Energy
Department, to review their classifica-
tion and security policies to ensure
they do not prevent or discourage
workers at nuclear weapons facilities
from discussing possible exposures with
their health care providers and other
appropriate officials. The provision
specifically recognizes that this must
be done within national security con-
straints. It also directs the Department
to contact people who may have been
exposed to radioactive or hazardous
substances at former Defense Depart-
ment nuclear weapons facilities, in-
cluding the Iowa plant. The Depart-
ment is to notify them of any expo-
sures and of how they can discuss the
exposures with their health care pro-
viders and other appropriate officials
without violating security or classi-
fication procedures.

I thank the chairman and the rank-
ing member of the conference com-
mittee for joining with me in a col-
loquy to clarify that this provision ap-
plies to all workers at such facilities,
and not just DOD personnel.

I am pleased we are passing this pro-
vision today. I thank the managers of
the bill for including this provision and
for the fine work they have done on all
aspects of this bill.

Lastly, I am very concerned about
the recent upsurge of violence in the
Middle East. I strongly support the ef-
forts of President Clinton and U.N.
Secretary General Kofi Annan to nego-
tiate a cease-fire. This cycle of killings
and destruction must end so there can
be a return to the negotiating table to
achieve a comprehensive and lasting
peace agreement in the Middle East.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank
Senator HARKIN for his wonderful com-
mitment to the workers, particularly
in his State, but really the workers in
America. He noticed something in our
bill which inadvertently could have
left out some workers we wanted to
cover and he wanted to cover.

We worked out the colloquy with
Senator HARKIN which will be made a
part of the RECORD. I thank Senator
HARKIN for his intrepid effort on behalf
of the workers of America and Iowa. It
has really paid off.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join
my colleague. The three of us signed
the colloquy. I thank the Senator. He
does look after his people.

Mr. HARKIN. If I might reciprocate,
I thank the chairman and Senator
LEVIN, the ranking member, for includ-
ing this in the bill. These were hard
workers. They were good people. They
work for a contract employer, not the
Department of Defense. With this
change, it makes it clear they are cov-
ered also. I thank them both.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator.

While I have the floor, Mr. President,
I would like to advise Senators that
there is an effort being made to try and
get the vote on first, presumably, a
point of order that will be raised and
then, following that, on final passage.
We hope to begin to move to those
votes possibly as early as 6 o’clock. So
we are condensing down the period of
time prior to the vote that Senators
wish to speak.

Of course, we can arrange for such
time after the votes as Senators desire.
This is to accommodate both sides of
the aisle and many Senators. I thank
my colleagues for working with me to
achieve these goals. We now have in
place two Senators ready to speak,
then I will consult with our leadership.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Virginia will yield for an ad-
ditional minute, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator ALLARD be recog-
nized immediately after Senator ROBB
for up to 5 minutes, and then that Sen-
ator BYRD be recognized immediately
after Senator ALLARD. I will talk to
Senator BYRD about the time situation
in which we find ourselves.

Mr. WARNER. Senator BYRD is a
member of our committee and he has a
key piece of legislation in here. It is
my hope that we can have Senators
speak briefly so that we can get on to
the issue by Senator KERREY.

Mr. LEVIN. I will speak with Senator
BYRD about the amount of time.

Mr. WARNER. And Senator ROBB,
our valued colleague, a member of the
committee, is about to address his
issues.

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the defense
authorization bill before us today has
historic qualities. It represents another
year of real growth in our commitment
to national defense and the readiness of
the men and women who serve this Na-
tion in uniform. It represents our rein-
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vigorated and growing national con-
sensus on the importance of American
military power, and our military’s con-
tinuing relevance to world peace, sta-
bility, and prosperity. Friends and al-
lies around the world will see in this
bill America’s commitment to leader-
ship and our willingness to keep our
military the most powerful ever and
equal to the challenge.

This bill continues to chip away at
the quality of life issues that make
service in today’s military a greater
sacrifice than it needs to be. This bill
raises pay, improves housing, author-
izes additional bonuses to improve re-
tention, and improves medical care for
servicemembers and their families.

I am particularly proud that this bill
at last acknowledges the promise of
lifetime health care made to America’s
thousands of military retirees and
their families. The program put in
place by this bill sets the conditions
for keeping our promise, but we should
have no illusion that this fulfills our
debt. The devil, as usual, is in the de-
tails and there is much work ahead en-
suring that the system we create is up
to the requirements of this benefit and
accomplishes its purpose. In a respect
our real work lies before us, now that
we are over the political and budgetary
hurdles of keeping the promise.

This bill, thankfully but modestly,
also increases our procurement, readi-
ness, and research and development ac-
counts. Anyone reading this bill will
see our clear intent to deal with our
daunting maintenance challenges. Any-
one reading this bill will see our clear
intent to modernize our tactical air-
craft. Anyone reading this bill will see
our clear intent to increase ship-
building rates necessary to sustain a
globally capable 300-ship Navy. Anyone
reading this bill will see our clear in-
tent to accelerate research and devel-
opment to bring forward the next gen-
eration of aircraft—manned and un-
manned, ships, and combat vehicles
necessary to our future readiness and
security.

Unfortunately, the rush, early this
year, to massive tax cuts and political
fears over new spending worked against
us in making the kinds of real and sig-
nificant increases necessary to address
the challenges to our readiness today
and tomorrow.

There is no doubt that significant in-
creases in the defense top line are
ahead. But regrettably, we have missed
an opportunity to apply additional re-
sources this year to some of our more
chronic military requirements such as
aviation spare parts and ship depot
maintenance.

Equally regrettable, we fail again, in
my judgement, to take on the issue of
excess infrastructure.

One of the best ways we can help pay
for current readiness is through reduc-
ing the DOD’s large ‘‘tail” of infra-
structure and support, which is taking
away critical funding for the teeth—
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our warfighting troops and equipment
that will fight the next year.

And the best place to reduce tail is to
cut more bases.

I am encouraged by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee chairman’s commit-
ment to making additional BRAC leg-
islation his first priority for our next
session. It is time to get over the his-
tory of this issue and get on with sup-
porting defense establishment require-
ments.

Mr. President, there are very excit-
ing days ahead for America’s Armed
Forces. The benefits of a strong na-
tional economy with projected budget
surpluses provide a historic oppor-
tunity across the range of national pri-
orities—from paying off our national
debt to tax relief. But we also enjoy a
historic opportunity to address today’s
military challenges and reach deeply
into the future assuring our continued
peace and prosperity.

At the same time, we must be careful
and have the courage to make tough
choices where necessary ensuring that
we get the most for our defense dollars.
We must not become embroiled in an
arms race with ourselves. We are the
best already, we need only stay ahead
of our greatest threats.

Mr. President, for the last couple
years one of our greatest readiness
challenges has been recruiting and re-
tention. I believe a young American
today should see not only a tremen-
dous opportunity to join the best mili-
tary in the world, but an opportunity
to join a military that will get the re-
sources it needs to stay trained and
ready. And, more importantly, a mili-
tary that will get even better.

In addition, Mr. President, I rise to
talk about events earlier today.

The explosion and loss of life this
morning aboard the U.S.S. Cole is deep-
ly disturbing and has affected all of us.
The U.S.S. Cole, her crew, and their
families are homeported in Norfolk,
VA, and are proud members of Vir-
ginia’s Navy family. Our prayers go out
to those sailors killed and injured or
missing. Our prayers go out to the cou-
rageous crew members right now deal-
ing with the aftermath of this attack,
and our prayers go out to the families
of the U.S.S. Cole who live, as Navy
families always have, with quiet cour-
age, with this kind of danger, and in
the face of this kind of tragedy.

I can confidently report that the ex-
tended Navy family in Virginia and
around the country is coming together
in this tragic moment to support and
comfort the families of the U.S.S. Cole.
The resources of this Nation will be
there for them in this time of great
sorrow and need.

The U.S. Navy sails into harm’s way
every day around the world protecting
America and her interests. Today’s at-
tack is a painful reminder that the
world is still a dangerous and uncer-
tain place. America’s young men and
women in uniform are truly on free-
dom’s frontier. As the CNO reminded
us this afternoon, the U.S.S. Cole is one
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of 101 warships that are currently de-
ployed.

We stand ready to provide the Navy
whatever support is necessary at this
painful time. We are doing everything
we can to ensure the rapid evacuation
of our casualties, to ensure the secu-
rity of the crew and ship, to determine
who is responsible for this attack, and
to take appropriate action in response.

Even in the best of conditions, serv-
ice in the U.S. Navy, afloat or ashore,
is inherently dangerous, difficult work.
Ships and aircraft at sea in all types of
weather, during the day and during the
night, are, over the long haul, as haz-
ardous as any conditions we ever ask
Americans to serve under. We owe
these men and women and their fami-
lies the best possible leadership, a rea-
sonable quality of life, modern ships,
aircraft and equipment, and realistic
training. We owe them a fighting
chance to serve in harm’s way and to
come home safe and proud.

The Navy is appropriately treating
this as a suspected terrorist attack and
has responded with antiterror-capable
Marine security forces, in addition to
the medical support flowing to the aid
of the ship and her crew. If we deter-
mine that this was a terrorist attack,
we should respond in a manner that
guarantees that anyone or any state
that might use terror against our mili-
tary or civilians understands that they
will pay a heavy price for misjudging
either our capability or our will.

The U.S. Navy provides an indispen-
sable contribution to world peace and
stability. This incident cannot deter us
from our commitment to defend our in-
terests wherever they are, anyplace in
the world. America will never retreat
from our responsibilities, and we will
take steps to bring to justice those re-
sponsible for this tragic loss of Amer-
ican life.

In this time of shock and sorrow,
American resolve is called upon once
again. We will meet this challenge.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I join
with my colleague from Virginia in his
expression of concern about the crew
and members of the U.S.S. Cole. It still
shows that we do live in a dangerous
world, and our fighting men and
women are exposed to danger every day
they do their job.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would
like to also make reference to the re-
marks of my colleague from Virginia.
He and I have a very special responsi-
bility in this tragedy. We will undoubt-
edly, working together on that, do
what we can on behalf of the families,
particularly, in this instance.

Mr. ROBB. I thank my senior col-
league from Virginia. We will be doing
everything we can to respond to this
tragedy.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator is aware
of the availability at 6 o’clock of the
briefing on this matter?

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I say to the
senior Senator, I am and I have already
availed myself of other briefings today.
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Mr. WARNER. Thank you.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, before 1
begin my statement regarding the con-
ference report, I want to say that my
heart goes out to the families of the
crewman of the U.S.S. Cole in the Aden
Gulf who were killed, injured, or are
missing. Let it be said, that if this was
a terrorist attack, the United States
shall not allow this to stand without a
strong response by the United States
and no matter where these terrorists
go, they will be found and they will be
held accountable.

Now to the conference report, I want
to thank Chairman WARNER for allow-
ing me the opportunity to speak in
strong support of this essential Defense
authorization conference report which
provides the needed resources for our
men and women in the armed services.
I believe this bill is a fitting tribute for
those who served, are serving, and will
serve in armed services in the future.

The Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Author-
ization Act conference report has been
a bipartisan effort and for the second
year in a row we have reversed the
downward trend in defense spending by
increasing this year’s funding by $4.6
billion over the President’s request, for
a funding level of $309.9 billion.

As the Strategic Subcommittee
chairman, I would like to point out a
few key provisions in the subcommit-
tee’s jurisdiction, plus a few of keen in-
terest to myself.

As has been the pattern over the last
several years, we had to increase the
funding for our ballistic missile and
space programs. This bill increases the
ballistic missile defense programs by
$391.8 million, a very important in-
crease of $78 million for military space
research and development programs, an
increase of $91.2 million for strategic
nuclear delivery vehicle moderniza-
tion, and $80.5 million increase for
military intelligence programs.

Regarding a few specific items—an
increase of $85.0 million the Airborne
Laser Program which requires the Air
Force to stay on the budgetary path for
a 2003 lethal demonstration and a 2008
deployment; an increase of $10 million
for the Space Based Laser Program; a
$129 million increase for National Mis-
sile Defense risk reduction; an increase
of $80 million for Navy Theater Wide;
an extra $8 million for the Arrow Sys-
tem Improvement Program; and for the
Tactical High Energy Program an in-
crease of $15 million.

Beyond the budget items, there four
very important legislative provisions I
would like to point out.

First, the Secretary of Defense is re-
quired to conduct comprehensive re-
view of our nuclear posture—the first
major review since 1994. Second, the
Secretary of Defense, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy, must de-
velop a 1long range plan for the
sustainment and modernization of the
U.S. strategic nuclear forces. We are
concerned that the Department does
not have a long term vision beyond
their current modernization efforts.
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Third, in 2002, the Space-Based Infra-
red System Low or the SBIRS Low pro-
gram will be transferred from the Air
Force to the Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization. And fourth, in order to
assess an emerging threat, a commis-
sion has been established to assess the
threats to the United States from an
electromagnetic pulse attack.

This conference report also author-
izes the activities at the Department of
Energy in regards to their defense ac-
tivities. In order to ensure that Amer-
ica’s nuclear weapon stockpile is safe
and reliable and that our nuclear waste
is managed responsibly, we have au-
thorized $13 billion for Atomic Energy
Defense activities at the Department of
Energy.

However, unfortunately, DOE has had
a few problem areas in keeping and
protecting our nation’s most valued
nuclear secrets. That is why we estab-
lished in the fiscal year 2000 authoriza-
tion bill the National Nuclear Security
Administration or the NNSA and this
year’s bill provides a total of $6.4 bil-
lion for the NNSA. This total includes
$4.8 Dbillion for weapons activities,
$877.5 million for defense nonprolifera-
tion activities, and $695 million for
naval reactors activities.

A priority for me is the timely and
efficient cleanup and closure of for-
merly used DOE weapons facilities,
such as Rocky Flats in my State of
Colorado. This bill moves the cleanup
and closure of these forward with
strong funding lines and some key leg-
islative provisions. For example, DOE
believed it would be best if they moved
all the security and safeguards funding
into one line and into one office at the
DOE Washington, DC, headquarters.
The problem is that this would have
taken the responsibility away from the
people who are responsible for the safe-
guards and security at each individual
site, plus would have removed the
needed flexibility to manage the sites
effectively. For instance, once the ma-
terial requiring security are removed
from Rocky Flats, the savings from the
reduction of these security needs would
then be used to accelerate the cleanup
and closure at the site. That is one of
the reasons why we have a provision
which would keep the funding and re-
sponsibility at each Environmental
Management site.

In regards to the workers at Depart-
ment of Energy sites, we provide em-
ployee incentives for retention and sep-
aration of federal employees at closure
project facilities. These incentives are
needed in order to mitigate the antici-
pated high attrition rate of certain fed-
eral employees with critical skills.

Another key provision which is very
important not just for the workers I
know at Rocky Flats, but for workers
throughout the DOE sites in the United
States is the establishment of an em-
ployee compensation initiative for
DOE employees who were injured, due
to exposure to radiation, beryllium, or
silica, as a result of their employment
at DOE sites. These workers performed
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a unique, important, but sometimes
thankless task, of producing and test-
ing our nuclear weapons arsenal.

Finally, I would like to mention a
few important highlights of the con-
ference report outside of the Strategic
Subcommittee. In last year’s author-
ization bill, we enacted a much needed
and deserved pay raise for our military
personnel. This year’s bill continues
that progress with a 3.7-percent pay
raise beginning January 1, 2001. Along
with the last year’s pay raise, we also
made major retirement reforms, in-
cluding a Thrift Savings Plan for our
service personnel. After many delays at
the Pentagon, this year’s bill directs
the Department to implement the
Thrift Savings Plan, in order to allow
our military to prepare for life after
their military service is complete.

Let me finish with a provision that
by no small measure is the most expen-
sive but couldn’t be more deserving for
those who have served. Beyond the
many changes we have made in the
pharmacy benefit and extension of ben-
efits for active duty family members,
we provide a permanent comprehensive
health care benefit for Medicare eligi-
ble military retirees. This has been a
priority for this committee and Con-
gress and I believe we are doing the
right thing for our military retirees
who have served and protected this Na-
tion.

I want to thank Chairman WARNER
for the opportunity to point out some
of the highlights in the bill which the
Strategic Subcommittee has oversight
and to congratulate him and Senator
LEVIN in the bipartisan way this bill
was developed and ask that all Sen-
ators strongly support the Defense Au-
thorization Conference Report. I also
want to congratulate the chairman in
the way he shepherded this conference
report down the long arduous road this
bill saw.

One of Congress’ main responsibil-
ities is to provide for the common de-
fense of the United States and I am
proud of what this bill provides for men
and women in uniform. I see this bill as
a tribute to the dedication and hard
work of these young men and women. 1
ask for a strong vote on this bill in
order to get that much needed and well
deserved resources to our military per-
sonnel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, consider-
ation of the annual Defense Authoriza-
tion conference report is generally an
occasion for celebration and congratu-
lation in the Senate as we reflect on
the strength and superiority of Amer-
ica’s armed forces. The report that we
are considering today is indeed a solid
achievement in our efforts to keep this
nation on the right track as we work to
bolster America’s military readiness
and national security.

Unfortunately, the circumstances
under which we are taking up this re-
port offer no cause to celebrate. The
United States today is mourning the
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loss of at least five American sailors, a
death toll likely to rise, and the injury
of dozens more in an apparent terrorist
attack on the destroyer U.S.S. Cole in
Aden, Yemen. At the same time, the
Gaza Strip and the West Bank are in
chaos as the escalating violence be-
tween the Israelis and the Palestinians
threatens to erupt into all-out war.

Our thoughts and our prayers are
with the crew of the Cole and their
families, and with the entire Navy fam-
ily. The attack on the Cole was a vile
and contemptible act. We must leave
no stone unturned in working to deter-
mine the origins of this attack, to
bring those responsible to justice, and
to redouble our efforts to protect our
forces overseas. And we must renew
our calls to the Palestinian and Israeli
leaders to quell the violence in the
Middle East, to stop the fighting be-
tween the two sides from spiraling out
of control. Too many lives have been
lost already in this latest round of vio-
lence, too many children have been
sacrificed to the disputes of their gov-
ernments. It is time for the Israelis and
Palestinians to each accept responsi-
bility for their actions, to stop the
fighting, and to resume talking.

These grave crises are a stark re-
minder of the importance of maintain-
ing a strong and ready U.S. military,
and the FY 2001 Defense Authorization
conference report that we considering
today does a good job in meeting that
goal. Like the Defense Appropriations
conference report that was passed ear-
lier this year, this authorization meas-
ure provides needed funding increases
and policy directives to meet the
changing nature of our national secu-
rity challenges and to respond to crises
affecting our national security as they
arise.

With the current focus on the readi-
ness of America’s military, this is a
timely package that makes a clear
statement about the Senate’s commit-
ment to our men and women in uni-
form. There is no question that this is
a big bill, topping out at $309.9 billion—
$4.6 billion over the President’s budget
request. It is a broad and complex
measure, affecting virtually every
facet of our nation’s military forces
and readiness capabilities. It has not
been an easy task to finalize the con-
ference and reach this point. Many con-
troversial issues had to be confronted
and resolved along the way. Conferees
began their work before the August re-
cess, and have labored intensely over
the past several weeks to complete the
conference. I commend our Chairman,
Senator WARNER, and Ranking Mem-
ber, Senator LEVIN, for their guidance,
skill, and leadership during the con-
ference. While not every Senator may
agree with every provision of this con-
ference report, all Senators can be as-
sured, thanks to the leadership of Sen-
ators WARNER and LEVIN, that the con-
ferees never lost sight of the essential
purpose of this legislation, which is to
provide for America’s national security
and military readiness.
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I am particularly pleased that the
authorizers concurred with the appro-
priators in funding a 3.7 percent pay
raise for military personnel. We can
never adequately compensate our men
and women in uniform for their dedica-
tion and service to this nation, but we
must always strive to provide the best
pay and benefits package that we can.
In that regard, I also welcome the com-
prehensive package of improved health
benefits for Medicare-eligible military
retirees, although I understand the
concern that has been raised over the
cost of the so-called ‘“TRICARE for
life”’ provision that was included in
this conference report. The cost of
health care for aging Americans, be
they military or civilian retirees, is an
issue that this nation is going to have
to confront, and that Congress will
have to provide for in future budgets. I
have no doubt that whatever we do, as
we have seen in this measure, the price
tag will be steep.

I am also pleased that the conferees
agreed to accept the provision that I
offered on behalf of myself, Senator
WARNER and Senator LEVIN estab-
lishing a United States-China Security
Review Commission to monitor and as-
sess the national security implications
of the U.S.-China trade relationship. In
the wake of the recent enactment of
legislation to extend Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations to China, this
Commission can play a key role in as-
suring that an enhanced economic rela-
tionship between the United States and
China does not undermine our national
security interests.

The purpose of the U.S. China Secu-
rity Review Commission is to deter-
mine whether China, which is working
hard to gain entry to the World Trade
Organization, or WTO, and to extend
its economic dominance throughout
the hemisphere, will use its enhanced
trade status within the WTO and in-
come from increased international
trade to compromise the national secu-
rity of the United States. Given the
circumstances—including the fact that
the Chinese Central Committee just
this week approved an economic plan
that calls for doubling China’s econ-
omy over the next decade—this is a
timely and serious issue to address.

Mr. President, we have good reason
to be wary. I think it is significant
that even before the President signed
the PNTR legislation into law, the Chi-
nese started waffling on promises they
had made to secure entry to the World
Trade Organization. I note that the
President’s top trade negotiator was
dispatched to Beijing this week, short-
ly after the PNTR signing ceremony,
to attempt to nail down China’s com-
mitment to reduce tariffs on imports
and open markets to foreign compa-
nies.

Let me read from an item in Wednes-
day’s New York Times, entitled ‘‘Clin-
ton Warns China to Abide by Trade
Rules.”

I will read from the article.

Mr. Clinton sent Charlene Barshefsky, the
United States trade representative, on her
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mission on the same day that he signed into
law the legislation to grant China permanent
normal trade relations, the culmination of 14
yvears of negotiations and a protracted strug-
gle on Capital Hill.

But even as administration officials and bi-
partisan Congressional leaders gathered on
the White House lawn to hail what they
called China’s integration into the world
economy, American officials acknowledged
that China was slipping on pledges to open
its markets that it had made as part of its
efforts to join the World Trade Organization.

I wish I could say I was surprised by
China’s apparent backing away from
its WTO commitments, but I was not. I
predicted this. China’s record on trade
agreements is abysmal. Since 1992, six
trade agreements have been made, and
broken, by China. In addition to its
record of broken promises on trade
agreements, China also has a history of
weapons proliferation, religious repres-
sion, poor labor protections, and ag-
gressive foreign policy postures. Is this
the kind of behavior we want to reward
with permanent normal trade rela-
tions?

I opposed PNTR for China, and I have
grave reservations over the impact of
China’s membership in the WTO. We
are entering uncharted waters in our
economic relationship with China, and
it is absolutely essential that we do so
with our eyes open. We gave away our
only means to bring the issue of trade
with China before the Congress on an
annual basis when we passed PNTR.

I believe there were 13 Senators who
had their eyes open when they voted on
that matter and they voted against it.
I was one of the 13.

This U.S.-China Security Review
Commission will restore a vital meas-
ure of scrutiny to the economic rela-
tionship between the United States and
China. It is a fundamental safeguard,
and I am glad that we are moving for-
ward with it.

It is not a trade commission. It is a
national security commission.

Let’s have some group that will ad-
vise the Congress as to what impact
the trade engaged in by China with the
United States might have on our na-
tional security. We are not depending
upon the administration. We are not
depending upon the executive branch.
We have a commission that will advise
the Congress so that we will know, we
will have some idea as to what the im-
pact on national security is of this per-
manent normal trade relations legisla-
tion.

So it is a fundamental safeguard, and
I am glad that we are moving forward
with it.

Once again, we stand at a time when
tensions throughout the world are
high. In the span of only a few days, we
have ricocheted from the euphoria of
democracy—this is the way of making
China a democratic nation. We will
have great influence upon China. It is
laughable that we, the people of 212
years, will have influence upon the peo-
ple of 5,000 years. No. We have rico-
cheted from the euphoria of democracy
sweeping through Yugoslavia, to the
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despair of escalating violence in the
Mideast, to the horrific images of dead
and injured American soldiers on the
U.S.S. Cole, the victims of an apparent
anti-American terrorist attack. We are
reminded that peace remains an elu-
sive goal, and that America must re-
main vigilant.

The first order of business is to en-
sure that the United States maintains
the finest, the best equipped, the best
protected, and the best managed mili-
tary in the world; a military force—but
we will have to make it all of these
things—a military force suited for the
emerging challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. This conference report goes a
long way to meet that test. It is a good
package.

I urge its adoption, and I again com-
mend Senators WARNER and LEVIN for
having led the way for others of the
conferees to the final development of
this package.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let
me thank our dear friend from West
Virginia for his nice remarks about the
chairman and myself. I am wondering
if we could line up some speakers. We
have Senator REED of Rhode Island and
Senator CLELAND on our side who need
some time on the conference report be-
fore we get down to the point of order.
I have not had a chance to talk to Sen-
ator HOLLINGS on that issue. But I am
wondering if we could set up a line of
speakers with Senator REED for 5 min-
utes on our side.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I want
to make sure I hear because I have
Senator DOMENICI and Senator GRAMM
of Texas.

I, first, want to thank our very val-
ued Member, Senator BYRD, of the
committee. I was privileged to join him
on the legislation on the China Com-
mission. I can’t tell you how our com-
mittee benefits from his work and wis-
dom that he has given us through the
many years.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia was a
sterling and very steadfast advocate of
this legislation. I am deeply in debt to
him for his leadership in the com-
mittee, and also to my friend, Mr.
LEVIN, for his support of this commis-
sion.

Mr. WARNER. We thank the Senator.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me
join our chairman in commending Sen-
ator BYRD for the way in which he
worked so hard for this commission,
and for the valuable function this com-
mission is going to perform for all of
us. Whichever side of that debate we
were on in terms of PNTR, and how-
ever we voted on it, this commission is
going to be very helpful to all of us.

I thank my friend from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Sen-
ator LEVIN and I will endeavor to see
what we can do to convenience the
Senate and keep this bill moving.
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Our esteemed colleague, Senator
KERREY, has his time reserved. We
want to have several others before we
get to his issue, if that is agreeable.
Senator REED has been waiting, Sen-
ator GRAMM, and Senator DOMENICI.

Mr. LEVIN. Senator CLELAND.

Mr. WARNER. Senator CLELAND, a
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

Let’s alternate between sides.

Mr. LEVIN. Senator REED, who has
been waiting the longest, wishes 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WARNER. Senator DOMENICI, on
my time for another 5 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. And back to Senator
CLELAND for 10 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Then we go to Senator
GRAMM, who has his time under the
unanimous-consent agreement.

It would be our hope the Senator will
consume less than the allocated
amount under the unanimous consent.

Mr. GRAMM. I was hoping our distin-
guished chairman would consume less
than allocated on the budget but he
consumed 10 times as much.

Mr. WARNER. We will have the op-
portunity, Mr. President, to have a few
words on that subject.

Mr. LEVIN. If the chairman will
yield, it is my understanding under the
existing unanimous-consent agreement
after the 2 hours under your control,
either used or yielded back, 2% hours
under my control, either used or yield-
ed back, the 1 hour under the control of
Senator GRAMM of Texas, either used
or yielded back, and Senator
WELLSTONE, I believe, has already uti-
lized his time, at that point we then
turn to the point of order, and Senator
KERREY would be recognized for that
purpose.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. For
those who are following this, you will
make a point of order, at which time I
will seek recognition to have that
point of order waived.

Mr. LEVIN. We jointly ask unani-
mous consent the order of speakers be
followed for such length of time that
we outlined.

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

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for the fiscal year
2001 Defense authorization conference
report.

I believe this bill contains many ex-
cellent provisions which will ensure
that our military remains the finest in
the world.

As to personnel benefits, this bill
also takes great steps to improve
health care, pay and benefits for armed
services personnel.

For the second year in a row, Con-
gress approved a pay raise for military
personnel. This year’s 3.7 percent pay
raise will go into effect on January 1,
2001.

This bill directs the Secretary of De-
fense to implement the Thrift Savings
Plan for active and reserve service
members.
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Many Members of Congress have been
outraged to learn that a number of ac-
tive duty service members qualify for
food stamps. This bill addresses that
issue by directing the Secretary of De-
fense to implement a program which
provides additional special pay of up to
$500 per month for those service mem-
bers who qualify for food stamps.

This bill also eliminates co-payments
for active duty family members for
health care received under TRICARE
Prime. In addition, Congress extended
TRICARE Prime to families of service
members assigned to remote locations.

For military retirees, this bill goes
far to fulfill the promise made to our
military retirees when they enlisted
that they would be given lifetime
healthcare.

Congress approved a permanent com-
prehensive health care benefit for
Medicare-eligible retirees which effec-
tively makes all military retirees eligi-
ble for health care within TRICARE.

Under this plan, military retirees and
family members may keep their Medi-
care coverage and use Tricare as a
Medicare supplement to pay costs not
covered by Medicare.

This provision can save military re-
tirees thousands of dollars in out-of-
pocket costs.

Congress also expanded the com-
prehensive retail and national mail
order pharmacy to benefit all Medicare
eligible retirees and their eligible fam-
ily members, without enrollment fees.

On submarines, this bill also provides
significant resources for the Navy’s
submarine fleet, a military asset very
close to the hearts of the residents of
my home state Rhode Island:

Authorizes funding for the construc-
tion of the third Virginia class sub-
marine, the U.S.S. Hawaii;

Authorizes a block buy of submarines
from FYO03-06 which will greatly in-
crease the efficiency and lower the cost
of our next generation of submarines.

In transforming for future threats,
the Navy will soon be faced with a deci-
sion on whether to refuel old Los Ange-
les class submarines or convert four
Trident submarines which are sched-
uled to be retired to special operations
boats. I believe that this decision must
be made very carefully and so I am
pleased that this report contains lan-
guage directing a study of the advan-
tages of Trident conversion over refuel-
ing.

I am also pleased that significant
funding has been authorized for
countermine measures. I believe this is
a necessary program that has been
woefully underfunded in recent years.

As to Army transformation, in Octo-
ber 1999, senior Army leaders an-
nounced a new vision to enable the
Army to better meet the diverse, com-
plex demands of the 21st century.

At present, in some instances the
Army faces strategic deployment chal-
lenges that inhibits its ability to nego-
tiate rapidly the transitions from
peacetime operations in one part of the
world to small-scale contingencies in
another.
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Army heavy forces have no peer in
the world, but they are a challenge to
deploy.

The Army has the world’s finest light
infantry, but it lacks adequate
lethality, survivability, and mobility
once in theater.

The Army Transformation Strategy
will result in an Objective Force that is
more responsible, deployable, agile,
versatile, lethal, survivable and sus-
tainable than the present force.

A force with these capabilities will
allow the Army to place a combat ca-
pable brigade anywhere in the world,
regardless of ports or airfields, in 96
hours.

It will put a division on the ground in
120 hours. And it will put 5 divisions in
theater in 30 days.

This bill supports the Army Trans-
formation efforts by authorizing an ad-
ditional $750 million for the initiative,
of which $600 million is for procure-
ment requirements and $150 million for
R&D requirements.

On impact aid, I am also pleased that
the conference report contains lan-
guage I authored to address the consid-
erable financial strain on school dis-
tricts educating military children with
severe disabilities and help military
families get the best education for
their children with severe disabilities.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
military personnel with children with
severe disabilities often request and re-
ceive compassionate-post assignments
to a few districts known for their spe-
cial education programs.

The cost of providing such education
is disproportionately high for these
communities. In fact, for some of these
children, the cost is upwards of $50,000
to $100,000 a year (as compared to an
average per pupil expenditure of $6,900).

In my home state, Middletown,
Portsmouth, and Newport are districts
with many military children with dis-
abilities. This year, Middletown alone
is providing education to 66 high need
military children with disabilities at a
total cost of nearly $1 million.

This experience, however, is not
unique to Rhode Island. In fact, dis-
tricts ranging from San Diego and
Travis Unified in California to Fort
Sam Houston Independence in Texas
also face considerable financial strain
in their endeavor to educate military
children with disabilities.

Section 363 of the conference report,
Impact Aid for Children with Severe
Disabilities, requires a report con-
taining information on military chil-
dren with severe disabilities, and au-
thorizes funding to ease the strain on
local communities providing education
to high numbers of such children.

Mr. President, this critical program
will help ensure that military families
get the best education for their chil-
dren with disabilities, while providing
needed relief to school districts, and I
am very pleased that it has been adopt-
ed.
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I look forward to working with my
fellow committee members, the De-
partment of Defense, impact aid orga-
nizations, military personnel, and af-
fected communities to press for fund-
ing for this program next year.

Under the Montgomery G.I. bill, Mr.
President, I would now like to turn to
some items that I regret have not been
included in the conference report.

First, I would like to mention the ex-
pansion of Montgomery G.I. bill bene-
fits that have been advocated for years
by our colleague, Senator CLELAND.

One of the most innovative provi-
sions he proposed would have allowed
service members to transfer Mont-
gomery G.I. bill benefits to family
members.

I believe this transferability would
have been an effective tool for recruit-
ing new members and retaining trained
and skilled service members.

This provision would have had a neg-
ligible impact on the budget: The pro-
vision was not written as an entitle-
ment, but rather would have been im-
plemented at the discretion of the serv-
ice Secretaries.

However, this provision, which was
included in the Senate bill, was ulti-
mately eliminated from the conference
report because it was too expensive.

Yet while this provision was consid-
ered too expensive, in conference, ma-
jority leaders created and approved a
greatly expanded entitlement for retir-
ees which will cost $60 billion over ten
years.

I am disappointed that we were not
able to include both of these worthy
items in this conference report and I
will continue to work with Senator
CLELAND to ensure it is included next
year.

As for hate crimes, Mr. President, I
would like to express my extreme dis-
appointment regarding the stripping of
the hate crimes legislation from the
Department of Defense (DOD) author-
ization conference report.

Fifty-seven United States Senators
voted to add this important legislation
to the DOD authorization bill, 232
Members of the House of Representa-
tives instructed the conferees to keep
the hate crimes legislation in the DOD
authorization bill, and both the Presi-
dent and Vice-President have expressed
unwavering support for this legisla-
tion.

Although some argue that hate
crimes legislation has nothing to do
with authorizing our nation’s defense
programs, a majority of the Senate
added it to the DOD authorization bill
because we were never given the oppor-
tunity by the Republican leadership to
vote on it as a stand alone bill.

I support this legislation because it
sends a message that society finds
crimes motivated by bias especially
heinous and worthy of punishment.

Hate crime laws recognize that a vio-
lent act committed against someone
just because of who they are, is in-
tended to intimidate and frighten peo-
ple other than the immediate victim.
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While a hate crime might be targeted
at one person, it is really directed at
an entire community.

Considering the intent behind a per-
son’s action in committing a crime is
not a new development. Deeply in-
grained in our nation’s laws is the rec-
ognition that intentions count when it
comes to crime. That’s why premedi-
tated murder is punished more severely
than manslaughter.

Hate crime laws express society’s
judgment that a violent act motivated
by bigotry deserves greater punish-
ment than a random crime committed
under the same circumstances.

The Local Law Enforcement Act does
not trample on our nation’s ideals of
free speech and equal justice under the
law.

The Supreme Court has held con-
stitutional state legislation that en-
hances penalties for hate crimes, re-
specting findings that hate crimes
often provoke retaliatory crimes, in-
flict distinct emotional harms on their
victims, and incite community unrest.
The Court affirmed that it is reason-
able to have greater punishments for
crimes that cause greater individual or
societal harm.

Hate crimes are very real offenses,
combinations of uncontrollable bigotry
and vicious acts of personal injury.
These crimes not only inflict physical
wounds, but wreak mental and emo-
tional devastation by attacking a per-
son’s identity.

People who hurt or kill someone be-
cause that person represents a certain
community, deserve harsher penalties.

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., said
that he hoped that one day all people
will be judged by the content of their
character.

A majority of the U.S. Senate, a ma-
jority of the House of Representatives
and the President and Vice President
believe this to be the case. Our nation’s
hate crime laws should be extended so
that we—that all people can have the
freedom to be themselves without fear
of being attacked for who or what they
are.

Mr. President, I regret that we were
not able to accomplish all that we set
out to do with this conference report.

However, I believe that it is ulti-
mately a solid legislative effort that
will help our military and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. President, I commend Chairman
WARNER and the ranking member, Sen-
ator LEVIN, for their great work in
bringing to the floor a comprehensive
and critically needed reauthorization
of our defense programs. This is legis-
lation which recognizes the extraor-
dinary sacrifices of our military per-
sonnel around the globe—sacrifices
which were certainly highlighted today
in the gulf.

One part of this legislation is an en-
hancement of personnel benefits, both
pay and health care. There is a senti-
ment which I subscribe to, frankly, as
a veteran and as an American, that we
cannot reward our service men and
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women enough for what they do each
day. There is a very practical consider-
ation, and that is the limits of our
budget.

This legislation does many good
things, but it raises an important ques-
tion. It raises the question of whether
we are reaching the limits of resources
that we can effectively devote to per-
sonnel concerns, not only in terms of
overall economic strategies in the
country but also in terms of the inher-
ently limited defense dollars because
dollars we commit to personnel force
cannot be used for operations, cannot
be used for modernization, cannot be
used for a host of programs that give
us the qualitative education, and give
our service men and women serving
today the tools to do this very critical
job. That question keeps emerging in
the context of this legislation. For
those personnel enhancements, cer-
tainly no one deserves more recogni-
tion or reward than our men and
women in uniform.

Let me speak about several other
topics included within this legislation.
First, I am pleased to see that sub-
marines have been recognized. This is a
very valuable aspect of our national se-
curity. This legislation would author-
ize funding for the construction of a
third Virginia class submarine, the
U.S.S. Hawaii, and authorize a block
buy program of submarines for fiscal
years 2003 to 2006. It is more efficient,
a better way to spend our dollars to get
the quality submarines we need. It also
recognizes the requirements to aug-
ment our submarine fleet by either new
construction or by refueling existing
688 attack submarines.

This legislation, I am pleased to say,
contains legislation language that di-
rects a study of conversion of Trident
over refueling, conversion of certain
submarines over refueling, and that
type of study is inherently positive and
useful for future deliberations.

What is happening to our services
today as we speak is a profound trans-
formation based upon new threats, a
transformation based upon new polit-
ical realities in the post-cold-war
world. It is a transformation we have
to undertake with each service. I be-
lieve this legislation lays out some
good guidelines for the transformation.

With respect to the Army, it does
support the Chief of Staffs’ commit-
ment to forming five to six new in-
terim Army brigades that would be
more mobile, better able to be posi-
tioned around the world. It also sets up
testing requirements that will ensure
these new concepts are thoroughly
tested.

With respect to the Air Force, it rec-
ognizes what has already been done in
terms of organizing 10 aerospace expe-
ditionary forces in providing resources
and certainly support for that.

With respect to the Navy, it recog-
nizes and, again, as evidenced today,
the Navy now has responsibilities close
in shore, along the littorals. They have
to be prepared to meet the hostile fleet
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at sea. But more often they are called
upon to be close in, supporting oper-
ations, supporting political and diplo-
matic issues. That, too, is recognized
here.

So we have legislation that is com-
prehensive, legislation that recognizes
the need to reward our service men and
women, legislation that recognizes the
need to transform our military services
because of our new world, and legisla-
tion that I think goes a long way in
building those vital programs, such as
submarines, but there are others, that
are critical to our future national secu-
rity.

There are several regrets, though,
and one regret is that included within
the Senate version of the legislation
was the hate crimes bill—important
legislation that could match our ideals
with our legislative intent. We all pro-
fess, indeed, would say stoutly and
without reservation, our abhorrence
for hate crimes, the need to condemn
them. Unfortunately, this language
which was included in the Senate
version, and which the House also fa-
vorably supported for at least an in-
struction of the conferees, could not be
included in the final version of the leg-
islation. I regret that.

What it means is that we have to re-
turn next January with a commitment
to pass this legislation. Hopefully we
can pass it standing alone; hopefully, if
that is not the case, on some legisla-
tive vehicle. But this legislation is nec-
essary. Certainly I will be supporting
this legislation because it will make us
more capable, it will help us modernize
our forces, and will reward those forces
who are serving so valiantly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is next to be rec-
ognized under the unanimous consent
agreement.

Mr. DOMENICI. I believe I have 5
minutes.

Mr. President, I rise today to support
for the Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report of 2001. The conferees
have worked very hard to achieve con-
sensus or reach compromises on the
provisions found in this year’s report.

The conference report contains many
positive things for ensuring America’s
continued military dominance; in addi-
tion, it also includes several authoriza-
tions for defense activities in the state
of New Mexico. I thank the Chairman
and Ranking Minority Member for
their contributions.

I would like to specifically address
what has been achieved in this bill
with respect to laser programs and di-
rected energy technologies. I strongly
believe that lasers, like THEL and Air-
borne Laser, will offer offensive and de-
fensive military means far beyond our
current capabilities. These programs
deserve our full support. At the same
time, we need better coordination of
our nation’s efforts in lasers and other
directed energy technologies.

I am pleased the Committee accepted
my amendment that requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to implement the
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High Energy Laser Master Plan and au-
thorizes up to $30 million for these
vital technologies. This amendment
also requires selection of a site for the
Joint Technology Office (JTO) by the
Secretary of Defense. The JTO will per-
form a critical role in achieving better
coordination and execution of our na-
tion’s laser programs. The bill also un-
derscores the vital role of the High En-
ergy Laser Test Facility at White
Sands Missile Range and the impor-
tance of DoD’s close coordination with
other federal agencies, academia and
industry in creating a stable founda-
tion for further progress in these tech-
nologies.

Although my original legislation en-
compassed all directed energy tech-
nologies, including microwaves, in this
defense-wide effort, the conferees
would not support this position. In-
stead, the legislation will require the
Pentagon to take a hard look at inte-
grating all other directed energy tech-
nologies into the current structure for
High Energy Laser programs. From my
perspective this would be a logical next
step in the Pentagon’s efforts to
streamline and better coordinate its re-
search programs. This would also ac-
celerate progress and maximize -effi-
ciencies for these related technology
areas.

The conferees also addressed short-
falls in some specific ongoing laser
weapons programs. They authorized $85
million to restore the most of the Air-
borne Laser (ABL) program funding.
The Air Force’s ABL program is the
only missile defense system currently
contemplated that would strike and
kill missiles in their boost phase.

In addition, the conferees reached a
reasonable compromise on the control
of funding for Airborne Laser after the
Air Force radically cut that program’s
budget. The Air Force will retain fund-
ing control for ABL; however, it must
have the Ballistic Missile Defense Or-
ganization’s (BMDO) approval before
making any changes to any aspect of
the program, including its budget.

The Tactical High Energy Laser
(THEL) was authorized at $15 million
for FY2001. THEL represents one of the
first weapons systems being tested that
utilizes high energy lasers for the pur-
poses of missile defense. I led the
charge to obtain an additional $5.7 mil-
lion in FY00 funding for continued test-
ing of this weapon system this year.
Since the passage of the Senate bill
earlier this year, THEL has shown that
lasers can provide effective, speed of
light defenses against Katyusha rock-
ets. In the coming months, THEL will
be tested against other targets and will
provide us additional insights into the
lethality of this particular type of sys-
tem.

I am committed to addressing the
shortfalls in the science and tech-
nology funding to ensure more rapid
development and fielding of high en-
ergy laser weapons. However, I am also
committed to expanding these efforts
to all directed energy technologies.
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While I appreciate the Committee’s at-
tention to these vital programs, more
must be done to ensure the directed en-
ergy science and technology is fully
streamlined and sufficiently funded.
These technologies can assist in coun-
tering some of the most prevalent
threats confronting us.

This long-awaited conference report
will have a positive impact on the day-
to-day concerns confronting our mili-
tary. For example, quality of life re-
ceived much needed attention. I ap-
plaud the 3.7 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel and the comprehensive
health care for Medicare-eligible mili-
tary retirees. The conference report
also retained the extension of the
TRICARE Prime benefit to families of
service members assigned to remote lo-
cations and the elimination of co-pay-
ments for services received under
TRICARE Prime.

This legislation contains landmark
provisions with respect to healthcare
for our military retirees. Many com-
plicated and situation-specific prob-
lems currently exist with the health
care programs for active and retired
military members as well as for vet-
erans. It will take more than one year
of fixes to find the right combination
of policies and ensure that the funding
for military health care is not forced to
compete with other defense priorities.

These will aid in addressing the
health care crisis within our military
and provide proof of our desire to keep
our promise. I applaud the conferees
for enacting sweeping reform to a bro-
ken system.

Military Construction and family
housing is authorized at $8.8 billion, an
increase of $788 million over the Ad-
ministration’s request. I am pleased
that projects critical to the oper-
ational effectiveness and well being of
the service members and military fam-
ilies residing in New Mexico were ad-
dressed in this bill. These are not glam-
ourous projects. These authorizations
will replace critical crumbling infra-
structure, such as repair of the Bonito
pipeline between La Luz and Holloman
Air Force Base.

Five additional Weapons of Mass De-
struction Civil Support Teams were in-
cluded at a cost of $15.7 million. This
will provide us with a total of 32 Civil
Support Teams by the end of fiscal
year 2001. These teams are comprised of
full-time National Guard personnel
trained and equipped to deploy and as-
sess suspected nuclear, biological,
chemical, or radiological events in sup-
port of local first responders. One such
team is currently being trained and
fielded in New Mexico, ensuring that
New Mexico constituents and its vital
assets have better protection against
such attacks.

The bill authorizes a total of $13 bil-
lion for Atomic Energy Defense activi-
ties of the Department of Energy. A
total of $6.4 billion of this funding is
for the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration.

Over $1.0 billion is authorized for the
nonproliferation and threat reduction
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programs of the Departments of De-
fense and Energy. These programs con-
tinue to make great strides in the crit-
ical process of securing weapons of
mass destruction and retaining sci-
entific expertise in the former Soviet
Union. To further ensure that these
threat reduction programs achieve
their goals, the committee has also in-
cluded several initiatives to obtain
greater commitment and necessary ac-
cess from Russia.

BEarlier this year I introduced a bill
to improve the structure and signal a
meaningful U.S. commitment to DOE’s
nuclear cities initiative. I strongly be-
lieve that without significant restruc-
turing in nuclear weapons production
complex of Russia the progress in stra-
tegic arms reductions could readily be
reversed. Further, the proliferation
threat of underemployed and underpaid
Russian weapons scientists could cre-
ate a direct, negative impact on inter-
national security. I thank the Com-
mittee for focusing efforts on this
issue.

While I am pleased with the author-
ization levels to support stockpile
stewardship and nonproliferation, I am
dismayed that the conferees took it
upon themselves to adopt additional
provisions on polygraphs. These new
requirements will entail polygraphs for
an estimated 5,000 additional persons
working in our nuclear complex. I find
it astounding—especially in light of
the findings in the Baker/Hamilton Re-
port—that the conferees included these
provisions. That report stated un-
equivocally that ‘‘(t)he current nega-
tive climate is incompatible with the
performance of good science. A perfect
security system at a national labora-
tory is of no use if the laboratory can
no longer generate the cutting-edge
technology that needs to be protected

There is little evidence that poly-
graphs administered as a screening
technique is an effective use of secu-
rity resources. The Conferees appar-
ently view mass polygraphs of every-
one at the Labs as a silver bullet that
will ensure no future security breaches.
That is a naive view of security that
fails to recognize that polygraphs are
simply one tool among many, that
must be wisely and judiciously used to
ensure a strong security culture that
will allow science to thrive. Otherwise,
the silver bullet of mass polygraph will
end up killing the labs, not protecting
them.

In sum, security is a moot point if
our national laboratories fail to
achieve scientific advances worth pro-
tecting. The Baker/Hamilton Report
clearly indicated that we should avoid
further ‘“‘made in Washington” rules
that frustrate scientific pursuits and
only serve to further demoralize lab-
oratory personnel. I believe these pro-
visions will only make a bad situation
worse.

Finally, $38.9 billion is provided for
the defense research, development, test
and evaluation programs—an increase
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of $1.1 billion over the President’s
budget. This funding will focus on the
revolutionary technologies to address
emerging threats and ensure that
America’s military remains dominant
in the future.

In years past I have repeatedly em-
phasized the need to stop the ebbing
tide and end the lengthy decline in de-
fense budgets. We must not tire in our
efforts to maintain a strong, ready and
professional military. Quality of life is
central to recruitment and retention.
Combat readiness of our armed forces
must never be at risk. And we must en-
sure that we are developing and
leveraging new technologies to the
maximum extent. Our soldiers, sailors,
airmen and marines require the means
necessary to respond to international
uncertainty and address different and
diffuse security threats. We must not
fail them or U.S. citizens in rising to
this challenge.

One of the most dangerous things
confronting the United States of Amer-
ica is the current situation of morale
at the three nuclear laboratories of the
United States. These are the three labs
that for three generations we have sent
the greatest scientists in America, the
best young scientists who wanted to go
because it was a great place to work.
We used to get the top graduate Ph.D.s
from Texas A&M in physics. They
would cherish going to one of the nu-
clear laboratories for 10 or 12 years.
From MIT, from Harvard, from Cal
Tech, everywhere.

We were being told about a current
report available to this committee,
while it was in conference, the com-
mittee that produced this bill, called a
Baker-Hamilton report, named after
Senator Baker and Representative
Hamilton. It is about 6 weeks old. They
were asked to check the current situa-
tion in our laboratories. They are more
worried about the morale of the sci-
entists there than any other single
thing. They have concluded that the
recruitment of young, bright scientists
is off in excess of 50 percent because of
the constant bombardment of those
laboratories over the last 18 months
with references to security, some of
which has been corrected.

They also concluded that a labora-
tory which is perfectly secure but can-
not maintain the highest degree of
science in the world is not a very good
laboratory. They maintain that we
should do less polygraphs, not more, be
more targeted, and more efficient and
more effective.

Guess what the bill does. This bill
permits 5,000 additional laboratory em-
ployees. This may even permit them to
go down to a janitor, I don’t know, and
submit polygraph tests to them. And
believe it or not, they provide a waiver
for the Secretary of Energy. Then they
say you cannot use the waiver if, in
fact, the reason for it is that the lab-
oratory is having morale problems and
cannot keep its personnel to stay alive.
That is paraphrasing.

I read the exact words: This amend-
ment would prohibit the Secretary
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from using the waiver to maintain the
scientific viability of a DOE labora-
tory. That is the precise reason you
should be able to use a waiver, the via-
bility of the laboratories.

Frankly, I am not at all sure every-
one who signed this conference report
and produced the bill that they really
think is a great bill knows that provi-
sion is in there.

I say to my good friend, the chair-
man of the committee, I worked hard
and fast and side by side with the Sen-
ator from Virginia to get a new law to
create a new, semiautonomous agency
with which he helped so much. It is
now Kknown as the National Nuclear
Safety Administration, headed by a
great general whom you know, General
Gordon. If you asked him, Can these
laboratories work under these Kinds of
conditions? he would tell you: Please
don’t do that. He would say: Please
don’t do that. That is the wrong thing
to do.

Frankly, all I am asking is that the
Senate take heed of what I am saying.
I am not asking for anything more. I
am not even asking the distinguished
chairman for anything today. I only
hope he is listening and next year,
early on, when the Senator from New
Mexico tries to change this provision
consistent with the Baker-Hamilton re-
port—and almost everybody who has
looked at our National Laboratories
since the Wen Ho Lee case would agree,
too—I hope the distinguished chairman
and the chairman’s staff will consider,
early in the year of the next Congress,
something that will fix this provision;
5,000 additional polygraph employees is
not the way to go with the laboratories
in the position they are in now.

There is no evidence that polygraphs
of the type they are talking about have
anything to do with security, veracity,
or anything else. I know the people
who work there. It is somewhat of an
insult to consider the average em-
ployee, some of whom have been there
30 years, has to be subject to a poly-
graph because security has gone awry
in the laboratories.

I really wish I had had a chance to
present this issue. I think it is exactly
the kind of thing we should not be
doing. I am going to do everything I
can, starting next year with the first
legislation that is around, to change
this. In the meantime, I am glad the
Secretary does not have to go next
month and start immediately imposing
these polygraphs. He has a little bit of
time. I hope he squeezes the time so
next year we can fix it. That is all I
have on this subject.

I say to the distinguished chairman,
thank you for yielding me time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on my
time I thank my colleague for bringing
this to our attention. I commend him
for the fervor with which he has taken
the interest of these very vital labora-
tories, some of which are in his State,
and spent inordinate amounts of time
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in his Senate career trying to strength-
en them and look after the employees.
I know how difficult it was for him to
work through the complicated case
which was recently disposed of.

I worked with the Senator in the cre-
ation of this new entity in the Depart-
ment of Energy. I am about to get
some new documents. Once I get them,
I want to show them to you and we
may find a little time to amplify this
record. But I am advised, subject to the
documents coming, we did take into
consideration the concerns the Senator
has expressed, and we do have a letter
from the individual primarily respon-
sible for security saying they could
work with this proposal, this language.

Until I get that letter, I will with-
hold. But I may ask unanimous con-
sent to have documents printed in the
RECORD, should I get them in my pos-
session, after showing them to my good
friend and colleague, the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. LOTT. I know the Senator from
Georgia is prepared to speak. Will he
allow me to intervene for a moment? I
do not want to take away from time
that may be reserved, so I yield myself
such time from my leader time as is
necessary.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will be
brief. I want to commend Senator WAR-
NER for the effort he and his staff have
put into this bill. I am hoping we can
wrap up the debate and get to the votes
that are going to be required on the
point of order and final passage before
too late in the evening.

This has been a long time coming. It
has been a laborious process. Senator
WARNER stuck with it. Obviously, he
had help from his colleague on the
other side of the Capitol, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina, Congress-
man SPENCE. He worked with Senator
LEVIN, the ranking member. But this is
a monumental achievement.

There are some people who have the
idea we do not need the Defense au-
thorization bill if we have already done
the Department of Defense appropria-
tions bill and military construction ap-
propriations bill, but we need this bill
because it authorizes important pro-
grams; it authorizes important changes
in the law; it authorizes the money
that we need. I want to touch on a few
of those very briefly.

The funding level for new budget au-
thority for the Department of Defense
in this bill is $309.9 billion, which is $4.6
billion above the President’s budget re-
quest. It is an increase over what was
requested for procurement, for re-
search, development, test and evalua-
tion, and operations and maintenance.
It also has a 3.7-percent pay raise for
our military personnel effective Janu-
ary 1, 2001.

Last year, when we had a pay raise
for our military men and women, the
word I got from the rank-and-file
troops, and also from the Joint Chiefs,
including specifically the Chairman of
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the Joint Chiefs, was that it absolutely
transformed the attitude of our mili-
tary men and women who were leaving
and were not ‘‘reuping,” as the saying
goes in the military, because they real-
ly wondered if we appreciated them and
knew they were there. At least by im-
proving their pay, by dealing with
their retirement benefits, and now in
this bill, another pay raise, and dealing
with this question of health care, it is
going to have a good effect on morale.
Obviously, we want the morale to be
good. We want quality of life in the
barracks. We want the ships and tanks
and everything we need. But if we do
not begin with decent living arrange-
ments for our military men and
women, then all is lost.

This bill comes at a critical time.
Just today we see what the risks are—
the U.S.S. Cole, built in my hometown
of Pascagoula—I believe I was there
when it was commissioned—300 sailors
on the ship, and now we see 3 dozen or
more of them are killed or injured and
others are missing. Yet this is one of
the most sophisticated ships in the
world. But it shows once again, if we
have kamikazes who are willing to put
it all on the line, to get killed, to do
damage, they can do damage to our
equipment and to our men and women.
This is no time to nitpick this bill and
turn away from it.

There are those who say we should
not be starting these new programs or
make them permanent. But for our
military men and women, active duty
and retirees, and for their families, we
need to address this health care ques-
tion. For our military people to be
told, at 65, you are off, you are off this
program, go there and get on Medicare
or find some other arrangement, is
wrong. When we talked to our military
personnel and our retirees and we said:
what is really the thing that you want
the most in helping you deal with your
health care needs, they cited the phar-
maceutical problem, the need for phar-
macy benefits, either mail order or, in
this bill, through retail.

This is a major achievement. I have
already had military retirees and vet-
erans call my office literally in tears
to say thanks for what we are doing
here. Maybe it was not done exactly
the prettiest way, or in the way it
should have been done early on, but
this is a major achievement. I do not
want to be the one to explain to some
veteran, because of a procedural issue
or a point of order, that we don’t ad-
dress this need of our military men and
women and their families and our retir-
ees. I am not going to explain that. I
am going to vote for this bill, and I am
going to do it proudly.

Then there is another provision that
objections have been raised about, and
that is the Department of Energy em-
ployees who were injured due to expo-
sure to radiation and other problems at
our DOE facilities and nuclear facili-
ties. Again, there may need to be more
work on it. Maybe it should have been
handled in a different way. But who
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wants to tell these people who have
been injured by our Government oper-
ation, ‘“There is no program for you.”
Not me. I do not think we should walk
away from this at this point.

This is a reasonable compromise.
Both the retirement and the DOE pro-
gram that was added as we went along,
and expanded, while it may present
certain difficulties for some of our peo-
ple, in the end it is the right thing to
do. Also, it is attached to a bill that we
need desperately—a good bill, a bill
that has been a long time coming.

I thank all those involved. There are
s0 many parts of it I could refer to that
are important, but I didn’t want us to
get to final passage without me saying
we should do this bill—we should de-
feat the point of order, and we should
pass this bill. It is the right thing for
the defense of our country, for our vet-
erans, and the right thing for people
who have been injured and haven’t
been properly compensated. We can
fine tune the program as we learn more
about the extent of the damages and
how much they are injured and the
proper way to deal with it, but for now
I urge my colleagues, vote for this leg-
islation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend our distinguished majority lead-
er. This bill had a long and tortuous
course through the Senate, but he
stood by our side, not only me, as
chairman, but the members of the com-
mittee from both sides of the aisle, and
the Democratic leader likewise.

I see the presence of the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada. On those
days when we were on again and off the
next, you stood by. Last year, you were
the first one to cosponsor the bill on
the pay raise, the first one this year to
cosponsor the bill on the medical bene-
fits. While you are no longer a member
of our committee, having once been
one, you have stood with us throughout
this whole process. I thank you.

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

Mr. WARNER. I inquire how much
time our distinguished colleague and
very valuable member of the com-
mittee, without whose wit and function
I doubt we could function, requires.

Mr. CLELAND. I thank the Senator.
Two minutes.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I come
before the Senate to remind Members
that the news today reminds us why we
need a Defense authorization bill; why
we need pay increases for our military
men and women abroad; why we need
our Armed Forces to be strong; why we
need to take care of our military retir-
ees, especially in terms of their health
care needs; why we need a defense of
this country at all.

Our young men and women are in 121
nations around the globe, and they
stand on watch in defense of this coun-
try. In doing so, they voluntarily,
every one of them, place themselves in
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harm’s way. We saw the cost today of
that terrible price that is exacted from
time to time on our service men and
women. All of us have in our hearts
and in our thoughts and in our prayers
the families of those service men and
women on board the U.S.S. Cole as they
struggle with taking care of their dead,
their wounded, and their missing.

This year’s Department of Defense
authorization conference report rep-
resents months of hard work and com-
promise on behalf of our Nation’s mili-
tary, as has been discussed. I thank
Chairman WARNER and ranking mem-
ber CARL LEVIN for their leadership
throughout this entire process this
year and for their support particularly
of my initiatives to enhance the GI
bill. Stephen Ambrose, the historian,
particularly of the greatest generation
of World War II, said the GI bill is
probably the finest piece of legislation
ever devised by the Federal Govern-
ment.

I thank Senator HUTCHINSON, chair-
man of the Personnel Subcommittee,
with whom I have worked closely this
year on issues pertaining to the quality
of life of our service men and women.

This conference report has been a
long time coming, as has been dis-
cussed. We began the authorization
process earlier this year. Here we are
in the closing days of this session of
the Congress and finally debating the
conference report for the DOD author-
ization bill.

The extended time we have taken on
this year’s bill has been worthwhile,
though. It represents our continued ef-
fort in the Senate to build upon a firm
foundation by providing a substantial
increase in funding for the U.S. mili-
tary, and Lord knows we need it.

Last year was the first step in ad-
dressing some of the pressing needs of
those who defend our Nation by pro-
viding pay increases—and by the way,
with last year’s pay increase and this
year’s 3.7-percent pay increase, we will
have provided just in the last 2 years
the biggest pay increase in a genera-
tion.

This bill not only provides pay in-
creases but reform of the military re-
tirement pay system, targeted bonuses,
critical investments in spare parts, and
continued support for the next genera-
tion of weapons systems.

We have taken an even bigger step
this year throughout this process. We
have talked with our men and women
in uniform. This year I have been to
Kosovo. 1 personally have been to
Japan and the Korean peninsula. I
talked with our men and women in uni-
form serving around the world. I con-
sulted with the leadership of the serv-
ices. We have taken yet another step to
fulfill the promises to support those
who put on the uniform and carry our
flag every day.

Our people, as we now know, and are
so painfully reminded today, face dan-
gers every day in what seems the most
routine of tasks. Our hearts do go out
to the sailors and families of those
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serving, especially on the U.S.S. Cole,
tonight in the Middle East. Those sac-
rifices are just a recent reminder of
what our men and women face every
day.

This year we continue the support of
the modernization of our Armed Forces
by funding the next generation of
weapons systems, such as Joint Strike
Fighter providing critical funding for
the F-22 aircraft. We have authorized
additions to some of our most trusted
aircraft systems by increasing the
funding for C-130s made in my home
State of Georgia and funding addi-
tional JSTARS aircraft, without which
we could not conduct modern warfare.

Also included in this bill is increased
funding to support the Army’s plan to
transform itself into a leaner, more
mobile fighting force. We have author-
ized funding of $222 million for our
spare parts accounts and over $407 mil-
lion for equipment maintenance ac-
counts to address such critical readi-
ness issues.

This year, as with last year, we have
increased funding in support for the
most critical weapon in our arsenal—
our military men and women. It is
their hard work and selfless service
that make America’s military the
strongest force in the world.

This year, we provided that 3.7-per-
cent pay increase to all military per-
sonnel. We have eliminated TRICARE
copayments for our military families
and extended TRICARE Remote to ac-
tive duty family members assigned to
remote locations who do not have ac-
cess to military treatment facilities.

We have authorized almost $9 billion
for military construction and provided
improvements to family housing,
which is much needed. We have in-
cluded full implementation of a thrift
savings plan for service members.

We have also authorized those mili-
tary families eligible for food stamps
to qualify for an extra $500 a month.
Most importantly, this year, we have
taken an enormous step by providing
health care access for our military re-
tirees. Since my election to the Sen-
ate, I have heard from military retirees
in Georgia and across the Nation re-
garding health care benefits. When
they were asked to serve their country,
they did not turn their backs on our
country. Time and again, we have
heard their call for keeping this coun-
try’s promises to them.

This year, we are living up to that
promise. In this conference report, we
have authorized the Warner-Hutch-
inson provisions granting TRICARE for
seniors as a lifetime benefit for our re-
tirees over the age of 65. For the first
time, we are granting health care in-
surance for military retirees over 65.
Though in the beginning this was a 2-
year pilot program to be fully imple-
mented and fully funded in the out-
years, we worked to make this benefit
permanent.

Additionally, I worked with my col-
leagues to provide a prescription drug
benefit, prescription drugs being the
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biggest out-of-pocket expense for mili-
tary retirees, for our Medicare-eligible
retirees. This is the first prescription
drug benefit to be offered by the Fed-
eral Government.

Our military retirees have earned
these benefits, and I am proud to sup-
port both of these vital provisions.

One quality of life issue I have been
working on during the past 2 years has
been educational benefits. I was
pleased that two provisions of my edu-
cational initiative are included in the
conference report: authorizing the
services to pay 100 percent of tuition
assistance for going to school while in
the military and allowing VEAP par-
ticipants to buy into the Montgomery
GI bill. However, we have to do more. 1
will continue to work to address the
quality-of-life issues, especially edu-
cational benefits. I still believe we
must make the GI bill more family
friendly. We must work to offer a
transferability option to our military
families, as recommended by the con-
gressionally mandated Principi Com-
mission.

I note this conference report is sub-
ject to a budget point of order. There
are important concerns about the in-
creases in mandatory spending that are
included in the legislation. However,
this spending which is mainly for
health care benefits is needed and jus-
tified. Therefore, I will not support the
budget point of order and will support
final adoption of this conference re-
port.

In the next congressional session, we
have to continue to work hard to es-
tablish meaningful benefits for service
members who serve our great Nation
by taking additional steps along the
road to maintaining the finest military
in the world. We must honor the sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines who
serve this country. They deserve it.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I again
thank our distinguished colleague from
Georgia. His knowledge of the military
and his real love and deep respect for
them to this day is an invaluable con-
tribution to our committee. I thank
him for his hard work and his extensive
travel to military bases and installa-
tions in the United States, as well as
abroad.

Mr. LEVIN. If I could just ask my
friend from Virginia to yield, let me
join in his thanks to our good friend
from Georgia for the really not only in-
valuable but unique contribution based
on his experience, as well as his judg-
ment, on so many issues that come be-
fore us.

It is hard to imagine the committee
without the Senator. I just want to add
my thanks.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we
should add to that—Senator LEVIN and
I—how hard the Senator fought with
respect to amendments on the GI bill
for portability of the benefits, enabling
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the service person to have a quantity
of those benefits—whatever fraction
might be agreed on in law—to be
passed on to a spouse or a child. I sup-
ported that and fought that battle with
you, I say to the Senator. We did not
win. We lost in conference. But, I say
to the Senator, we will start that next
year.

Now I would like to refer to the UC
agreement which is governing this de-
bate. I will read from it: That following
the debate just outlined—that is basi-
cally what we have had to date—Sen-
ator BOB KERREY be recognized to
make a point of order, and that the
motion to waive the Budget Act be lim-
ited to 2 hours, equally divided in the
usual form.

It also states: I further ask unani-
mous consent that following the use or
yielding back of time on the motion to
waive, the Senate proceed to vote on
the motion and, if waived, a vote occur
immediately on adoption of the con-
ference report, without any inter-
vening action, motion, or debate.

The one remaining thing is, I intend
to fairly—and I am sure my colleague
from Michigan does as well—deal with
Senator PHIL GRAMM, who unavoidably
had to leave the floor. But let us pro-
ceed now under this order with the rec-
ognition of our colleague, Senator
KERREY.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I do not
know if that is a unanimous consent
request or not.

Mr. WARNER. No, I didn’t put it in
the form of a UC.

Mr. LEVIN. If my good friend from
Nebraska would yield for one moment
for me to comment on that, the situa-
tion we are in is the following: We were
to use all of the time on the conference
report prior to turning to the point of
order. We were to either use it or yield
it back. We have not done that yet. Yet
the Senator from Virginia is sug-
gesting we turn to the point of order.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator raises a correct point. But I
want to protect Senator GRAMM of
Texas.

Mr. LEVIN. If I could just finish my
thought, I fully agree with the deter-
mination to protect the Senator from
Texas. On the other hand, I do not
know where that leaves us in terms of
this unanimous consent agreement.
And if I could complete my thought,
everyone reasonably wants to have
some idea as to when the votes will
begin, and to a large extent that is
going to depend upon Senator GRAMM’S
decision of how much time he wants to
use of his time.

I want to, as a factual matter, see if
my good friend from Virginia has the
same understanding. Both of us have
time remaining, I believe, on our time.

The 2 hours under the control of the
chairman, how much of that time, if I
may ask the Chair, is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fourteen
minutes is remaining under the control
of the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. LEVIN. How much time do I have
remaining?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-
nine minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Is that time now still re-
maining under the approach we are
taking, if we turn to——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it
would be, because I have not yielded
back time on the UC. I was just trying
to keep this thing moving in an infor-
mal way, protecting our colleague from
Texas. I would be willing to yield back
my 14 minutes. I presume the Senator
would be willing to yield back his 59.
Because the two of us have time under
the debate of the motion of the Senator
from Nebraska. So I think we are ade-
quately protected. That would move
this forward and shorten the time be-
tween now and the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
concur in that approach that we yield
back the remainder of our time on the
conference report. I understand Sen-
ator WELLSTONE has yielded back the
remainder of his time. That would
leave 1 hour under the control of Sen-
ator GRAMM. We would then modify the
unanimous consent agreement so that
hour, in effect, would be placed into
this second tier of debates.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object, I want to clarify, I am not cer-
tain at what juncture Senator GRAMM
would be recognized. Again, he is un-
avoidably away from the floor. But we
could proceed, presumably under Sen-
ator KERREY'S motion and my motion
that I would make, and really have the
vote on that, and then Senator GRAMM
could be recognized if he can’t be rec-
ognized beforehand.

So I am prepared to yield back 14
minutes. As I understand it, the Sen-
ator from Michigan yields back 59 min-
utes. Let’s have action on that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator from Virginia restate his
unanimous consent request?

Mr. WARNER. The unanimous con-
sent request is that I yield back my 14
minutes remaining under the existing
unanimous consent agreement, and the
Senator from Michigan yields back 59
minutes, with the understanding that
the UC agreement which provides 1
hour under the control of Senator
GRAMM remain intact.

Mr. LEVIN. I have no objection to
that. I think that is a good course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I make
a point of order the pending Defense
authorization conference report vio-
lates section 302(f) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to waive the relevant provisions of the
Budget Act with respect to the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4205,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the
106th Congress appears to be heading
towards an ending which will be re-
garded by many as an orgy of spending.
Over the past 12 years when I was ap-
proached by citizens who sought addi-
tional spending I would invariably ref-
erence the spending caps contained in
the Budget Act as a way to encourage
restraint. But this year, the total
spending contained in thirteen FY2001
appropriations bills will be $100 billion
over the original spending caps. By
drastically increasing the spending
baseline, we are adding more than $1
trillion in additional spending over the
next ten years. This additional spend-
ing is in excess of one dollar of every
ten dollars in total U.S. Gross Domes-
tic Product which we propose to collect
in taxes and spend. This will be done
with nary a debate about the wisdom of
our actions.

In addition, there are active discus-
sions under way about spending more
to ““fix” the changes we made in the
1997 Balanced Budget Act, to cut taxes,
and to create a prescription drug ben-
efit for seniors. Before we go any fur-
ther, we need to step back and take a
look at the choices we are making
about the budget surplus.

The Defense authorization conference
report is our first opportunity to do so.
Contained in this bill is an authoriza-
tion that drastically expands the
health care entitlement of military re-
tirees over the age of 65—a provision
that costs more than was allocated to
the Armed Services Committee under
current law. The cost of this provision
violates our budget rules because it
mandates $60 billion in new mandatory
spending beyond what is authorized in
our budget resolution. Because this
provision violates the Budget Act, at
least 60 Senators must vote to ignore
the budget resolution. While fully I ex-
pect 60 Senators will vote to do just
that, I hope the debate this afternoon
provides us with a better perspective
on what we are about to do with the
people’s money.

The provision we are debating about
increases health care spending on 1.2
million military retirees and will cost,
according to CBO, $60 billion over the
next 10 years. But this number is de-
ceiving. By 2010, the annual cost will be
nearly $10 billion. I think we have a
duty to ask ourselves what problem are
we attempting to solve at an eventual
annual cost of $10 billion? The provi-
sion in the conference report would
allow military retirees to remain in
TriCare when they turn 65 and would
allow these retirees to continue to re-
ceive health care provided by the De-
partment of Defense. Currently, when
military retirees turn 65, they must
transition from a more generous health
insurance program called TRICARE to
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a less generous program called Medi-
care where co-payments and
deductibles are higher. By changing
the law, we will in essence be providing
a subsidy for military retiree health in-
surance coverage that contains no
deductibles or co-payments and a gen-
erous prescription drug benefit. Imag-
ine the cost if we did the same for all
Medicare beneficiaries.

I oppose the provision both for policy
and budgetary reasons. First, the rhet-
oric in support of this spending exag-
gerates the promise that was made to
the men and women who volunteered
and served in our Armed Forces. Worse,
it undermines and reduces the value of
the motivation of millions who volun-
teered with no expectation or desire of
being repaid with taxpayer-financed
benefits. Our motivation was that it
was our duty, and that the service
would be good for the nation and for
us. In my case, I got a bargain and I do
not like the feeling I get when I hear
former comrades-in-arms claim they
are entitled to some benefit on account
of their service.

A second objection to this provision
is that it is in essence an admission
that Medicare is an inadequate pro-
gram whose coverage is unacceptably
poor. Military retirees are not the only
former employees in America who
must transition from health care pro-
vided in the work place to Medicare.
You could probably find millions of
current Medicare beneficiaries who
would stand in line to have their co-
payments and deductibles paid as this
provision will do for military retirees.
If we grant this benefit to military re-
tirees, how soon do you think it will be
before non-military retirees will be
asking Congress to do the same for
them?

My third objection is based upon con-
sidering the source of the money we
will use to pay this subsidy. The source
of the money will, of course, be indi-
vidual and corporate income taxes.
Please don’t tell me the government is
paying for this. That is a euphemism
used by politicians and military retir-
ees alike to hide the truth: we will be
collecting individual income taxes
from millions of working families who
cannot afford to buy health insurance
in order to subsidize the purchase of
Medigap coverage for millions who
could afford to pay their premiums.

Unfortunately—as is often the case—
beneficiaries of this income transfer
are better organized and better in-
formed than those who will be paying
the bills. As a consequence, there will
likely be 60 votes to waive the budget
point of order. I doubt there would be
60 votes if the transfer of funds was in
the opposite direction: from those who
have health insurance to those who do
not.

My final objection is that the exten-
sion of this benefit conflicts with the
need we have to invest in our current
forces: their salaries, their training,
their equipment, and their benefits.
Every dollar we commit to increased
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spending on the mandatory side of our
budget—which currently represents
two-thirds of total spending—comes at
the expense of appropriated spending,
defense and non-defense alike.

It is very possible that this business
of breaking the budget caps may be-
come a habit. If that’s the case, then
the conflict between mandatory and
discretionary spending may become
moot. That’s the good news. The bad
news is, if this happens we will have
spent our way back into fiscal deficits.

Under the budget law that governs
our spending, we should be spending no
more than $540 billion on defense and
non-defense appropriations. The budget
resolution enacted by Congress earlier
this year allowed for $600 billion in
spending. The appropriations bills we
are trying to finish will contain at
least $40 billion more.

Most Members of Congress are
aware—even if most Americans are
not—that we cannot do this under the
law. To appropriate $640 billion, 60 Sen-
ators will have to vote to waive our
own budget act to lift the spending
caps or to waive the imposition of $100
billion sequester of all defense and non-
defense appropriated accounts.

My fear is that we will likely take
this action as a consequence of our de-
sire to get out of town quickly. We will
have minimal debate and will hope
that the American people do not notice
what we have done until after the elec-
tion. However, if we were to have an
actual debate on this issue, I believe
there would be at least two positive
outcomes beyond informing the Amer-
ican people of what we are doing. First,
domestic spending levels dictated by
our budget act are too low. Second, in
less than ten years, the pressure of
mandatory spending, even presuming
lower interest costs, will become enor-
mous.

Mr. President, I do not expect to win
this vote given the margin of victory
when it was considered in the Senate
earlier this year. Therefore, I will not
take more of my colleague’s time with
further arguments against this provi-
sion. Instead, I want to present a case
for increasing defense and non-defense
spending, but against the willy-nilly
process which will lead to the greatest
expansion of domestic spending since
Lyndon Johnson was President. After I
make this case, I will briefly describe
the looming problem of mandatory
spending.

The good news on spending is that a
synergistic combination of federal fis-
cal discipline and economic growth has
shrunk domestic spending as a percent-
age of total U.S. income to its lowest
levels since the middle 1970s. Ten years
ago, total Federal spending consumed
22 percent of U.S. GDP. This year, fed-
eral spending will be 18 percent of our
GDP. According to CBO, if current law
is unchanged, total spending will fall
to 16 percent in ten years, the lowest
percentage of our income since the Ei-
senhower administration.

In current dollars, each 10 percent of
GDP represents nearly $1 trillion. It is
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a tremendous amount of money that
causes the people of most other nations
on this earth to shake their heads and
wonder at our good fortune. Leaving $4
trillion in the economy over the next
10 years for private sector purchases
and investments adds a lot of construc-
tive steam to our economy. This fact
gets too little attention when we are
debating how to sustain our current
economic recovery.

Mr. President, this is why we need to
stop and to consider what we are doing
before we quietly agree to spend $1 tril-
lion beyond the original discretionary
spending caps. We would be better-
served if we made this decision to in-
crease the caps with a coherent and ho-
listic debate about how to invest the
surplus. A spending strategy that
would increase the productivity of our
work force by increasing the percent-
age of college graduates, and by in-
creasing the number of high school
graduates who have the necessary tech-
nical training to succeed in the Amer-
ican economy. A thoughtful debate on
our spending strategy would no doubt
also lead to higher spending levels on
early childhood education and adult
education. A thoughtful debate on our
spending strategy would no doubt rec-
ognize the need to invest in our non-
human infrastructure of roads, re-
search, sewer and water. And a
thoughtful debate on our spending
strategy would no doubt contain safe-
guards to make certain that we do not
throw good money after bad.

Instead, we are going to commit our-
selves to dramatic increases in discre-
tionary and mandatory spending with-
out any unifying motivation beyond
the desire to satisfy short term polit-
ical considerations. To be clear, Mr.
President, I do not believe most of
these considerations are bad or un-
seemly. Most can be justified. But we
need a larger purpose than just trying
to get out of town.

On the mandatory side of the spend-
ing equation we have allowed the
heady talk of surpluses as far as the
eye can see to prevent us from seeing
the wave of baby boomers that will
begin to become eligible for taxpayer
subsidized health and retirement bene-
fits in less than 9 years. In less time
than our most senior colleagues have
served in the Senate, the ratio of
American workers being taxed to pay
the benefits for those who are eligible
will shrink from 3 workers per retiree
to 2 workers per retiree. If we continue
to vote for more and more spending—as
a percentage of our income—on Ameri-
cans over the age of 65 and less and less
on Americans under the age of 18 we
will create two terrible problems:
workers who do not have the skills to
earn the money needed to support their
families and a collective working popu-
lation whose total income is smaller
than needed to avoid higher payroll
taxes.
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And yet that is exactly what we are
doing with this provision in the De-
fense authorization conference. We ob-
ligate another $60 billion of tax rev-
enue to reduce the burden of buying
Medigap insurance. Just this year, a
majority of the Senate has voted for a
prescription drug benefit, an end to the
Social Security earnings test, a de-
crease in the income tax of Social Se-
curity income, and this military re-
tiree provision. Together, these manda-
tory spending items will cost the
American taxpayer more than $500 bil-
lion over the next ten years.

These spending levels may in fact be
justified and affordable. However, they
could also end up squeezing our domes-
tic spending further as a percent of
GDP. Because entitlement spending
programs are locked into law, because
those who favor these benefits are well
organized and easily provoked come
election time, they tend to be pro-
tected from spending cuts forever.

I ask my colleagues to consider how
many votes there would be for a pro-
posal to waive the budget act in order
to spend $60 billion more on our chil-
dren to improve the quality of their
health, their education, their lives.
How many votes would there be for
such a proposition? Less than 60, I as-
sure you.

Mr. President, I regret the proposed
expansion of tax payer subsidization of
military retirees’ health benefits will
not take place in the context of a more
thorough debate of current and future
Federal spending. In my view, it would
be far less likely that this entitlement
expansion would occur if we understood
how it will add to the problems created
by rapidly growing mandatory spend-
ing that begins again just as the full
cost of this new benefit kicks in. And it
would be far more likely that if we did
vote for such an expansion we and the
American people would understand the
future consequences of our actions.

Mr. President, let me say, I regret
this may be my last speech on the Sen-
ate floor and that it be a speech
against extending additional benefits
to my fellow veterans or, stated an-
other way, which I think needs to be
thought about as we do this, asking
other taxpayers to pay some things
that I currently pay for myself by ask-
ing them to subsidize me even more for
the service.

I am military retired, let me fully
disclose to my colleagues. I will benefit
from this provision regardless of what
my income is, regardless of what my
need is. I say to you, I am personally
offended by some of the rhetoric
around this. I did not volunteer for the
U.S. Navy in order to get anything.
And you take away the most important
value that I have from my service: I
served; I volunteered. You did not have
to buy that. You did not have to give
me a health care benefit.

If you want to give me a health care
benefit, give it to me, but please do not
say you owe it to me. You may decide
it is necessary, but I got more from my
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service than my country got from me.
I am the one who benefited from my
service. And I am much less likely to
benefit if all of a sudden I become a
mercenary. You would owe me money
because what this bill does is it says
that when our veterans reach age 65,
Medicare is not good enough; Medicare
will not be good enough for the 1.3 mil-
lion veterans over the age of 65 who are
military retirees; it 1is not good
enough.

We are going to buy their Medigap
insurance. Oh, no, Medigap isn’t good
enough. It has to have a prescription
benefit in it. That is what this does. It
asks one group of taxpayers to pay the
Medigap insurance for another group of
Americans who say Medicare is not
good enough.

Look, I know it is a hot issue. I have
received lots of phone calls already
from people who say: Gee, KERREY is
down here trying to stop this.

I do not expect to get more than 40
votes. I hope there aren’t 60 votes to
waive the Budget Act. I say to my col-
leagues, nothing would send a better
signal from this Congress right now
than for us to say that we will not
waive the Budget Act—that we will not
waive the Budget Act.

We are not getting much leadership
down at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue. And there is a spending orgy
going on. We are going to have another
vote to waive the Budget Act on appro-
priations. The cap, prior to the budget
resolution, was $5640 billion. The budget
resolution raises it to $600 billion. We
all sort of privately know it is going to
be $640 billion or $645 billion. That is
$100 billion over the previous cap. That
is $1 trillion over 10 years. There is a
meeting going on amongst Senate
Democrats on the Finance Committee,
talking to Secretary Summers about a
tax cut package. There are lots of dis-
cussions going on about putting more
money back in, as a consequence of the
BBA of 1997, for health care providers.

I do not know what it all adds up to,
but I will tell you, I have never been in
a situation where I took a phone call
from somebody who said: Senator, this
only costs $60 billion over 10 years—it
only costs $60 billion over 10 years.
That is what I am getting from people
right now.

So I think we would send a very im-
portant signal, right now, saying that
we will not waive the Budget Act, we
will not waive the Budget Act that has
created the fiscal discipline that en-
abled us to get to where we are today.
I think it would send a very important
signal. I understand that you would
have to take this thing back to con-
ference tell the House Members we are
coming back next week anyway. Isn’t
it worth $60 billion to spend a little
more time to get this thing right?

Let me get into the substance of this.
I think it is important for us to send a
signal that we will not waive the Budg-
et Act to spend only $60 billion over
the next 10 years.

Let me make the case against the
provision. First of all, I reiterate, you
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don’t owe me any additional benefits.
This Nation doesn’t owe me anything. I
will make that case, and I will make it
repeatedly because I have heard an
awful lot of rhetoric here that implies
that I am a mercenary.

I am a better person because of my
service. I learned from my service. I be-
lieve I am a part of a nation as a con-
sequence of my service. I wasn’t just in
the Navy; I was in the U.S. Navy. It has
enriched me. It has benefited me. You
didn’t have to pay me to get me to do
it. I did it as a consequence of believing
that it was my duty. I thought I was
going to be the one who came out
ahead, and I have.

Please, in the rhetoric you are using
to describe why this is necessary, don’t
tell me it was a promise. I am one of
the beneficiaries of this language, and I
wasn’t promised any benefit when I
signed up. If you want to give it to me,
fine, but please don’t tell me that you
owe it to me.

Secondly, it is important for us to do
some sort of evaluation of need. The
last time I checked, I didn’t see an
awful lot of military retirees out there
foraging in the alley for food. We need
to do some sort of evaluation of need.
Remember, we are taking $60 billion
over the next 10 years from one group
of Americans, and we are going to pay
for the Medigap insurance, including a
prescription drug benefit, for another
group of Americans.

I don’t know how many Americans
we are going to tax who are out there
right now saying, I don’t have enough
income to pay for my health insurance,
but there are a number who are. They
are sitting out there, hard-working
families, paying their bills, who are an
important part of our country as well,
who are an important part of our soci-
ety.

We are not saying to them, you are
entitled to Medigap insurance. We are
not saying to them, you are entitled to
a prescription drug benefit. What you
are entitled to is to pay somebody
else’s bills. Remember, the Govern-
ment doesn’t pay for anything. All we
do is collect the money and pay the
bills for somebody else. We are obli-
gating $60 billion over 10. In the tenth
year, this thing is knocking on the
door of being $10 billion a year at the
very moment—which is my third
point—at the very moment when we
have this unprecedented baby boom
generation that begins to retire.

I know this surplus goes as far as the
eye can see. I understand that it has
gotten more difficult to say no to peo-
ple as a consequence of that; the fiscal
discipline is lucid. But we are not going
to change this demographic boom that
is heading our way. It is not going to
be altered. There aren’t enough H-1B
visas we can issue to immigrate our
way out of this problem. We aren’t
going to have three people working
who we tax to pay the retirement and
health care benefits of those who aren’t
working. We are only going to have
two. We are going to have two workers
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per retiree. You don’t get to pick War-
ren Buffet and Bill Gates to tax. You
tax an average.

As a consequence of taxing that aver-
age, we are going to have a very dif-
ficult time paying the bills. Everybody
who has examined this says that is the
case. It is true that right now, under
the previous CBO evaluation, we have
stabilized the cost of mandatory pro-
grams, but not for long. We are going
to be right back off to the races again
starting in 2009. Our Federal Govern-
ment, unless we exhibit some restraint,
is going to become an ATM machine.
We are going to be collecting money
from one group of taxpayers and ship-
ping it on to another group of tax-
payers.

The reason it is a problem can be
seen in the way our authorizers had to
deal with this. They didn’t want this
money to come out of Defense appro-
priations. They didn’t want it to come
out of readiness accounts. They didn’t
want it to come out of our ability to be
able to recruit, to train, and equip our
forces. No. They want to protect that.
So they push it all over into manda-
tory.

Well, you can only push it so far. I
am sure the chairman of the Budget
Committee will say at some point you
have a limited amount of money you
can extract from the U.S. economy. If
you have a limited amount of money
and you have mandatory programs
going, it is going to eventually put
pressure on appropriated accounts. The
paradox, in my view—not shared by
all—is that we probably are under-
investing right now in things that will
increase productivity and will increase
the strength of our economy. It is a
paradox because we are going to be tax-
ing the very people in whom we are
underinvesting because we don’t have a
sufficient amount of resources in the
appropriated accounts.

As I said, on the basis of policy, I
think on the basis of fiscal discipline,
on several other bases I could talk
about, this sounds good. Again, I un-
derstand the pressure. Nobody orga-
nizes better than Americans over the
age of 656 in order to get something
they think they are entitled to. In a
relatively short period of time, I have
generated well over 75 phone calls, in-
cluding one misguided human being
who said he was going to do everything
in his power to make sure that my
Medal of Honor was taken away from
me. Well, more power to him; have at
it. It is not likely. I am not offended by
that. It is just an indication of the in-
tensity of people’s feelings, to which
they are entitled. They don’t tell us
where we are going to get the money.
The Government is going to pay for it;
that is as far as they will go. Let the
Government pay for it.

The Government—I say again, for
emphasis—doesn’t pay for anything. It
collects. It taxes one group of people in
order to pay the benefits for another.
That is what we are doing. You have a
very difficult time, either on the basis
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of promise or on the basis of need,
making the case that this group of
Americans needs to have us pay their
Medigap insurance, including a pre-
scription drug benefit.

I hope my colleagues, at this moment
when we seem to have lost our fiscal
discipline, will come to the floor and
say: I might have, under normal cir-
cumstances, liked to be able to help
these military retirees, but we have to
stand up and say, no, we are going
down a road where, when the smoke
clears, we are going to find ourselves
looking pretty foolish for having spent
all the money or committed all the
money that we have done.

I hope my colleagues, even those who
might say they like this benefit, will
not vote to waive the Budget Act. The
Budget Act has given us the discipline
that enabled us to get this far. To sort
of willy-nilly come down here and say,
fine, my phone is ringing off the hook,
I will not be able to stand up to that,
I have to say, yes. The Budget Act al-
lowed us to turn to our citizens and
say, we have to be disciplined. It gave
me, for 12 years, a method by which I
could say, look, I support what you are
doing, but we don’t have the money.
We have to say no sometimes to things
we want to spend money on.

I hope my colleagues will come to the
floor and muster the will to vote no on
waiving this Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I know
there are moments in the life of a Sen-
ator that they will never forget. This is
one I will not forget. I don’t have a bet-
ter friend in the Senate than my good
friend from Nebraska. I don’t know of
any Senator—well, perhaps Senator
INOUYE, of course—who has more right-
fully earned the respect of this body
and, more specifically, the men and
women of the Armed Forces for his
courageous acts in the field of battle in
Vietnam. I was privileged to be in the
Navy Secretariat with our recently de-
parted, beloved former Senator Chafee,
who was then Secretary when the
Medal of Honor was awarded my good
friend.

I have to say to my friend that, yes,
in law, it is not clear about their enti-
tlement, but in every other respect—
sometimes the law is silent—these peo-
ple were, time and time again, told
they would have for life their health
care.

I want to draw a distinction which
was not clear in the Senator’s other-
wise very able presentation. He talked
about his service, indeed my service,
which was very insignificant compared
to his, but we both served in the Navy
at different times. I think I have some
faint recollection of this, but it was
long ago; I won’t rest my laurels on
that.

You went in initially not with the
idea of becoming a careerist, and there
may have been a point in your career
when you did think about staying for
20 years.
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The people who are entitled under
this legislation are the ones who de-
voted their careers—a minimum of 20
years and often more years of service—
to the military. It is not those like my-
self who served for briefer periods in
World War II and brief periods in
Korea. This legislation doesn’t cover
them. It would not cover you, regard-
less of your injuries which entitled you
to other medical care that you received
that was service connected. My point
is, the person who goes in for one hitch
as an enlisted man, one tour as an offi-
cer, they are not the beneficiaries
under this. It is that class of individ-
uals who, together with their families,
have dedicated a career, who have
moved, who responded to the call to go
overseas many times, in most in-
stances. That is what this legislation is
for. I would like to have the Senator
comment on that.

Mr. KERREY. I am pleased to, Mr.
President. First of all, I am a retired
Naval officer for medical reasons. The
Senator is quite right; there is a dif-
ference between the reason I signed up,
how I did it as a reserve officer, and
somebody who signs up for 20 years. No
question, that is true. I don’t mean to
imply there isn’t a difference; there is
a significant difference. When I hear
people describing what this benefit
does, that we are only talking about
people who are in 20 years, the rhetoric
is far afield on this.

I feel like I can’t go home and talk to
friends and neighbors and say I am get-
ting one more thing from my Govern-
ment here. I am just telling you that I
don’t feel as if this country owes me
anything. I want my colleagues, espe-
cially those who didn’t have any mili-
tary service, to know that. I have got-
ten more out of it than my Nation got.
You say, well, somebody who has been
in 20 years should be promised health
care. There are employees we promised
health care to. I say this to the Sen-
ator from Virginia: Medicare is health
care. What do you say to somebody
who has been in the workforce who
says, ‘“‘My employer promised me
health care, and I get to be 656 and I
have to have Medicare.” Do we say we
are going to pick that up as well? That
will be the next thing knocking on our
door.

Mr. WARNER. It should be knocking
on our door.

Mr. KERREY. Are we going to pay
the Medigap insurance for every single
Medicare beneficiary?

Mr. WARNER. It is the obligation of
the Congress to fix Medicare and, in-
deed, I know of initiative——

Mr. KERREY. I don’t disagree, but to
fix Medicare by saying there will not
be copayments or deductibles, I don’t
think there is anybody on the floor
who would argue that eliminating co-
payments and deductibles is the way to
save money in health care. Quite the
opposite. The argument on the other
side of the aisle—joined by me in 1997—
is we should go in the opposite direc-
tion. This eliminates copayments and
deductibles.
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Mr. WARNER. It was intentionally
devised that way. When I made ref-
erence to the nonmilitary people in
this country who are not, of course, eli-
gible because of absence of a career in
military service, Congress should be
addressing that issue. I know of initia-
tives time and again to try to do that.
Regrettably, it will probably not be
done in the waning days of this Con-
gress, but we have an obligation to
these people. Do you realize if we had
not made this program permanent, we
would be casting on these individuals—
most of whom are over 65 to 70, and
some are medically retired—they
would be forced to make a decision to
drop their private insurance, which
they had to go out and buy? They have
to make other decisions because they
would not be certain that Congress at
some future date would make it perma-
nent. So that is why we had to go down
this road.

I will yield in a moment. First, I
want to show my good friend some-
thing that I found. I went out and did
some research on this because I have
spent endless hours trying to figure out
the facts. I have found this recruiting
poster for the U.S. Army. Can the Sen-
ator read it from there?

Mr. KERREY. I can imagine.

Mr. WARNER. ‘““Superb health care.
Health care is provided to you and your
family members while you are in the
Army, and for the rest of your life if
you serve a minimum of 20 years of ac-
tive Federal service.”” This is an actual
official recruiting document. I daresay
there are many others like it from
World War II to this date. If you are a
young man or a young woman enlisting
today and this is printed by the U.S.
Army, you believe it.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. KERREY. It will take 30 seconds
to respond. On that basis, my Govern-
ment owes me a lot of travel. They
promised me I was going to see the
world. All I saw was Vietnam, right?
So I go to OCS for, they told me 16
weeks; it was 18 weeks. Guess what
they said. ‘““We lied to you. Big deal.”
We have a lot of promises we have to
keep if we are going to fulfill every
promise made at every recruiting office
in the United States. Come on, this is
about deciding how much we can af-
ford. There is a limit. I know the chair-
man understands there is a limit.
There is a point beyond which one
can’t go. Are we going to do long-term
care? Are we going to promise to pay
for that? There are lots of things we
can pay for and say we have an obliga-
tion.

The question before us is, Are we
going to waive the Budget Act? This
Defense conference authorization re-
quires $60 billion worth of spending be-
yond the budget resolution. That is the
question, not do you like what this is.
You may like this particular provision.
But I am telling you, with just a couple
of days left in this Congress, we are on
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a spending orgy. I am having people
saying to me: Don’t worry about
waiving the budget resolution on ap-
propriations; don’t worry about
waiving the budget resolution on De-
fense authorization; don’t worry, we
have to get out of town. Well, we are
going to get out of town having done
an awful lot of damage if we take that
attitude.

Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator
from Nebraska have any time to yield
me?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, if
I might reply, I respect the Senator
from Nebraska. I associate myself with
his remarks that the military did more
for him than he gave to the military.
That is certainly true in my case. I
don’t think it is true in his. I think he
served with the greatest distinction,
and this country is everlastingly in the
Senator’s personal debt. Certainly, for
this humble soul, the military did more
for me than I did for it. I have said that
on the floor a dozen times.

There is living proof of promises
made. I have shown you the difficulty
facing the aged people over 65 and into
their seventies who have to make a de-
cision depending on the vote about to
be taken in this Senate. They were
made to commit one way or another by
their Nation. I think they are deserv-
ing, having given their careers, fami-
lies, spouses, whatever. I urge that
Members of the Senate join me in
waiving this Budget Act.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
from Nebraska yield briefly?

Mr. KERREY. I yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. First, I will be as
quick as I can because I understand
Senator GRAMM wants to comment at
more length than I. Let me say to the
Senator from Nebraska, when you
came to the Senate, I had already been
here a while. I didn’t know anything
about you. I didn’t know you were a
Medal of Honor recipient of the United
States. I know you don’t like to hear
this, but I want to tell you that what
you are doing tonight shows that you
have something about you that is intu-
itively or instinctively courageous be-
cause what you are down here doing is
not so easy for many Senators because,
obviously, there is going to be a lot of
guff for what you have proposed to-
night, asking that we not waive the
Budget Act.

I wish to also say to everyone that
neither of us—including Senator
GRAMM—are saying we should not do
what we are doing tonight for our vet-
erans. What we are saying is, with 2
days left in the session, neither the
House nor the Senate having any de-
tailed hearings, nor the Medicare peo-
ple having detailed hearings on this, we
come out of a conference with an
agreement and propose a little item
that over a decade will cost $60 billion.

That may be something veterans are
entitled to, but I believe we are all
thinking that there is no end to Amer-
ican prosperity and to American sur-
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pluses. I think we have come to the
conclusion that they will be here for-
ever and they are in quantities beyond
anything we can imagine—and what-
ever goes in the waning moments goes.
I think I can support this; I just don’t
believe we ought to do it now, with 2
days left, without sufficient hearings
on the effect on the rest of Govern-
ment. I might say, without trying to
figure out who we are going to give
prescription drugs to under Medicare,
who are also people who are hurting
very much and who think Medicare
should have covered them better—
there are millions of those people.

I believe the Budget Act singularly
permitted the Congress to get its def-
icit under control. There are benefits
from that. Every single American,
every single veteran, and everyone in
this country participates in a pros-
perity movement, with low interest
rates and things people thought they
would never acquire because when we
used to stand up and say, ‘“‘Don’t waive
the Budget Act,” nobody waived it. In
fact, I didn’t check tonight to see how
many years had gone by when neither
Senator DOMENICI, nor Senator GRAMM,
nor Senator KERREY, nor whomever
would say that violates the Budget Act
to see if you could get 61 votes. That is
why the decade of the 1990s became the
decade of discipline.

Do you know the Government of the
United States, on average, for the dec-
ade of the 1990s grew 3.3 percent, the
most formidable in terms of small
growth in the last 50 years? There is no
reason other than that as to why this
deficit has come down the way it has
and prosperity has grown the way it
has.

I believe next year is a year to look
at the big picture, to fit this into all of
the other things we have to do. But I
don’t believe we ought to waive a
Budget Act which has protected our
people, protected our veterans, and
protected the cost of military equip-
ment because of inflation coming
down.

Those are all great big benefits that
we don’t quite understand, but they are
very important.

Again, tonight by insisting that we
comply with the Budget Act, you are
showing me a degree of courage that
makes me understand who you are.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield
for 1 minute for a question of the chair-
man of the Budget Committee?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. While the good chairman
is here, I ask a factual question: What
is the estimate as to how much the ap-
propriations bill that we are about to
vote on in the next few days will go
over the discretionary ceiling in the
budget resolution?

Mr. DOMENICI. I don’t know.

Mr. LEVIN. We predict it is $40 bil-
lion for 1 year.

Mr. DOMENICI. No. I don’t. If you
say that is the case, I disagree.

Mr. LEVIN. I say it is not the case.
We have heard the figure. Is it clear



S10370

that there will be a point of order that
will lie against one of these appropria-
tions bills coming up?

Mr. DOMENICI. Surely.

Mr. LEVIN. For exceeding the caps of
the budget resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, at some
point there will be a vote on a waiver
of the Budget Act for that purpose—I
don’t want to estimate the number of
billions because I am not privy to it—
but for a significant amount of money.
I want to put that in this context. This
is not going to be the last time this
year that there is going to be a vote on
whether to waive the Budget Act be-
cause the ceiling is exceeded.

I fully agree with Senator DOMENICI.
I couldn’t agree more in terms of what
his comment was about Senator
KERREY’s instincts. As always, he
seems to me honest and open. That is
what this point of order is going to
force. Even though I will vote for
waiving the Budget Act—I am going to
vote that way on this point of order—
I must say that I think it is very im-
portant that this point of order be
made. It is so important that if Sen-
ator KERREY had not made it, I was
going to make it, because I think the
Senate has got to understand what we
are doing. I think we are doing the
right thing. But we are not going to be
doing it quietly in a closed way, which
is hidden. We are going to be doing it
openly or we are not going to do it at
all. Maybe there will not be enough
votes to do it at all.

But the important point that Sen-
ator KERREY and others are making, it
seems to me, No. 1, is in their judg-
ment we should not do it. That is the
matter of disagreement. But where I
think there is agreement is when we do
it and when we consider it, we should
not be burying it in some bill that no-
body knows about. That is why this
point of order is valuable, in my judg-
ment.

I thank the Senator for his com-
ments.

One other point: That the size of this
item is a 10-year item. The question I
asked the Senator from New Mexico,
chairman of the Budget Committee,
was approximately how much will the
appropriations bills for just 1 year go
above the budget ceiling and discre-
tionary spending. It is that figure
which perhaps by the end of the
evening I can try to get an estimate of
from the staff of the Appropriations
Committee. But it will be a significant
amount. We are going to have to vote
on it. I hope we vote on that explicitly.
I hope we vote on that in that final ap-
propriations bill just as openly as we
are going to vote on this. I hope it is
not just going to be buried in the final
appropriations bill and fly through
here without a conscious decision on
whether or not to waive the Budget
Act. Otherwise, there is no fiscal dis-
cipline at all. If it is not done openly,
there will be even less fiscal discipline.

I want my comments to go against
my time, Mr. President.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am
stunned that we are talking about fis-
cal discipline and asking whether a bill
is over the budget when we have a bill
before us where we set out funds in the
budget knowing that this was a prob-
lem that needed to be dealt with. We
set out $400 million in the budget to
try to begin to deal with this problem.
The bill before us creates a brand new
program never debated anywhere and
which no Member of this Senate can
really explain how it will work. It has
never been tested anywhere. It will
cost $569.9 billion.

Let me quote from Senator WARNER’S
letter and his initial cost estimate,
which is now out of date because addi-
tional benefits were added to this bill.
But let me quote from his letter of Sep-
tember 27. “The cost of this proposal is
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice at $42.4 billion in mandatory
spending over 10 years.” That has now
risen to $59.9 billion. ‘‘In addition, the
Treasury would accept a $200 billion 1i-
ability that would be amortized over 70
years.”

Not only is this bill a budget buster—
it will win the blue ribbon in Congress
this year. There will be no bill in this
Congress that will approach this bill in
terms of fiscal irresponsibility and
lack of financial discipline. And all of
this was done not in a committee, not
in a public debate, but by a group of
conferees who got together in closed
sessions. The House entered that con-
ference with a program that cost $945
million. The Senate went into the con-
ference with a program that cost $466
million. They came out of conference
with a program that cost $60 billion,
and committed us to a 70-year debt of
$200 billion.

I believe there is no parallel in the
history of appropriations and author-
izations in America to the bill before
us in terms of a bill which has never
been debated and a program that has
never been discussed.

Let me make a couple of points.

First of all, it is obvious that all of
us here tonight should praise our dear
colleague, Senator KERREY, who is re-
tiring. You can get a lot of praise
around here by dying or retiring. Given
the choice between the two, he has cho-
sen the right one.

Let me say that many people have
congratulated Senator KERREY for his
physical courage. I don’t know much
about that type of courage. So far as I
know, nobody has ever shot at me. Nor
do I have any reason to believe I would
have been shot at. I don’t know much
about that kind of courage.

But there is a different kind of cour-
age that I know a little bit about. It is
a courage that has to do with standing
up to peer group pressure. There is
something very human about the fact
that somewhere around the first or sec-
ond grade we start caring terribly
about what people around us think. It
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is something we never escape from
until they lower us in the grave. One
would think grown men and women,
Members of the Senate, the greatest
deliberative body in the history of the
world, would be immune to it. But as
my colleagues know, we are not im-
mune to it. We want to be loved. We
want to be accepted by our colleagues.
You don’t get love by opposing this
giant expenditure of money. You don’t
get appreciated by your colleagues by
standing up to it. Senator KERREY is
getting a lot of praise tonight. My
guess is when the votes are counted, we
may have three votes to sustain this
point of order. But I don’t know. I
wasn’t there when Senator KERREY
won the Congressional Medal of Honor,
but I was there when he stood up in
this Congress and pointed out to Amer-
ica and to this Congress that the larg-
est federal entitlement programs tax
young working people who are just
starting out, and give that money to
seniors, many of whom have built up
retirement savings over a lifetime.

And it’s being done because older
people vote and younger people don’t
vote. We are digging a hole in Medicare
and Social Security that can destroy
America and that will destroy our
prosperity if we don’t do something
about it.

The Senator from Nebraska has been
a leader in that and I want to say I ap-
preciate it. I believe America does, but
America is not embodied in the way it
can speak and, since it hasn’t been
elected, it couldn’t speak on the floor
of the Senate anyway. On behalf of
working people in my State and my
country, I thank you, BoB KERREY. I'm
sorry you are retiring. I want to thank
you for what you have said and what
you have stood up for.

Now, let me try to put all this in per-
spective. First of all, I agree with Sen-
ator WARNER’s poster. I hope my col-
leagues will forgive me because I want
to give a little bit of history to estab-
lish my bona fides on this issue, if I
can.

First, my dad was a career soldier.
He joined the Army on his 15th birth-
day in his brother’s clothes. He was in
the Army for 28 years, 7 months, and 27
days. He believed when he joined the
Army that part of what the Govern-
ment had committed to him was that if
he served for 20 or more years, they
were going to take care of him and his
family and their health care needs. I
am proud to say—and I say it with cer-
tainty because I know; I was born in
the same hospital my dad died in, and
it was a military hospital at Ft.
Benning, GA—the Government never,
ever took that benefit away from my
dad.

We are here today for two reasons.
We are here in part because the poli-
cies of our Government changed. They
changed in a remarkable way, and it is
an interesting thing how benefits are
lost. They changed because Medicare
was going broke. So our government
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made everybody join Medicare, includ-
ing men and women in the Armed Serv-
ices. This problem came about because
people who retired from the service
qualified for two medical programs:
One, by paying Medicare taxes; and
two, by serving 20 or more years. The
military health care benefit was a
right not to Medigap insurance or any
of the things we are talking about
today, it was a right to go to a mili-
tary hospital on a space-available basis
and get military medicine.

What happened—which was terribly
wrong, in my opinion—is that, in the
midst of a period of very tight budgets,
the military gave retirees their mili-
tary health benefit until they turned 65
when they became qualified for Medi-
care. As they got close to their 65th
birthday—I know this because I have a
brother who is a career soldier. I don’t
know whether he likes military medi-
cine because they know his name—
‘“Colonel.” He goes to a regular hos-
pital and they call him ‘‘Mister” al-
though, obviously, they don’t know
who he is. They don’t know anything
about him. So I don’t know whether it
is that or whether he just is com-
fortable with having been a career sol-
dier and having served in the Army for
some 27 years—the point is, as he gets
closer to 65, under the current system
he will get a sheet when he goes in, and
members of the staff know this, he will
get a referral sheet. And they will say,
‘“Colonel, you are going to turn 65 in
August. So these are the medical areas
that we are aware of that are relevant
to you, and these are private practi-
tioners in Dallas, Texas, that you can
go to under Medicare.”

Here is a person who got military
medicine on active duty for 27 years,
and then he retired and continued to
get it up to the day he was 65, but be-
cause he earned two benefits, they
shoved him out the door when he
turned 65.

My disagreement with Senator WAR-
NER is not about that recruiting poster.
I believe that poster is true. And I be-
lieve the benefit is owed. Where we
split company is on what we are doing
here tonight.

Let me explain. Just to complete the
history, because I felt that I had some
personal knowledge about this prob-
lem, I was the leader in Congress in
putting together a test program called
Medicare Subvention. The idea was
simple. A lot of simple ideas don’t
work. It is not clear how well this one
is working. In some ways, I think it is
working well although costs are up be-
cause utilization is up. But the basic
idea was simple. Let’s pick ten facili-
ties in America that have big retire-
ment populations near them and let
people stay in military medicine and
let Medicare pay what they would pay
had they gone to the private sector. We
are in the midst of a test of that pro-
gram right now.

Earlier this year, while Medicare
Subvention was still being tested, this
bill came up, and while we were debat-
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ing military retiree health care, a pro-
posal was made to spend $92 billion.
Senator DOMENICI will remember that.
That proposal failed. And it should
have. I voted against it.

During that debate, Senator WARNER
offered a 2-year program to build on
the test that we had underway. Senator
WARNER’S program cost $466 million. I
supported it. In fact, I think all the
rest of us supported it. I am not sure
Senator KERREY did, but I think Sen-
ator DOMENICI supported it.

The Senate had put in the budget
enough money that to try Senator
WARNER’s program out for 2 years. Why
was it important to do it in 2 years? 1
will talk about the money, but let me
talk about the policy. What is wrong
with committing to $60 billion worth of
new programs that have never been de-
bated, never been tested, and commit-
ting to a $200 billion liability over the
next 70 years? What is wrong is, as any-
body who has ever served in public of-
fice knows, once this program is in
place, a vested political interest will
build up around it in the medical sec-
tor, in the retirement sector, and in
the communities where it is provided.
What happens is even if this program
doesn’t work, even if it is terribly inef-
ficient, even if people are unhappy with
it, the chances of ever getting rid of it
or fundamentally changing it are very
low.

We have in Medicare, as Senator
KERREY, better than anyone else knows
having served on the Medicare Com-
mission, we have a 1965 medical care
system. In Medicare, we have an old
Edsel. Yet we can’t change it. We tried
to change it on the Medicare Commis-
sion as the Senator remembers. But
the vested interest in it, even though it
is inefficient, even though it doesn’t
serve the public well, even though it
costs tremendous amounts of money,
once it is in place, it is hard to change.

Here is the point. The first problem
with this huge program is that was
never debated, never discussed, and was
written by a handful of people that,
quite frankly, are very intelligent peo-
ple, very knowledgeable people about
defense. As far as I am aware, it was
never discussed in the Finance Com-
mittee, which has jurisdiction over
Medicare. It was never debated in any
public forum. It has never been tested
anywhere. The point is, tonight on the
verge of adjournment, we are getting
ready to commit $60 billion in spending
on a program that may or may not
work, may or may not satisfy people,
and which is going to be virtually irre-
versible.

The second point I want to make is
the House went into conference with a
program that extended the Medicare
Subvention demonstration, made it
permanent within 6 years, and costs
$945 million. So the Senate went to
conference with a temporary program
of $466 million to build on a concept,
that basically, we had started in the
test; and the other House of Congress
went with a program that made a judg-
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ment to move toward full implementa-
tion of the test, and it cost $945 mil-
lion. But what happened?

What happened—and Senator KERREY
was making the point, I thought very
effectively—they got to conference and
suddenly somebody said, ‘“The sky’s
the limit. We have a huge surplus. This
is an election year.” So what happened
is one House, with a program for $466
million, and the other House, with a
program for $945 million, got together
and suddenly we have a $60 billion enti-
tlement program. Actually the new
program is $39 billion, but the com-
mittee just gratuitously took existing
health care programs and said let’s just
put $21 billion on automatic pilot in a
permanent entitlement program so we
do not have to account for spending it.

That is what happened. Why did it
happen? Because the surplus is burning
a hole in our pocket. This surplus is
the greatest danger we face in terms of
our economic stability—not just now,
but 10 or 12 years from now when the
baby boomers start to retire. It is not
just happening here. I am not just
being mean to our dear friends on the
Armed Services Committee, a com-
mittee I had the privilege to serve on
for 6 years. It is happening everywhere.

We have a railroad retirement pro-
posal that lowers the retirement age.
We are raising the retirement age in
Social Security. Yet, we would lower it
in railroad retirement. We have a pro-
posal to give Amtrak $10 billion.

We have proposals—we are giving
back Medicare savings that we have
previously adopted at a rate where, in
10 years, we will have given back more
than we ever had in savings, yet Medi-
care is going broke every day. What is
happening to us? What is happening to
us is this surplus is affecting our judg-
ment and we are spending it as fast as
we can spend it.

Let me sum up. I want to make a
point about the economy, one I had not
thought of until I was talking to Alan
Greenspan today, and I want to bring it
up because I think it is relevant.

What is my position? My position is
we do have an obligation to military
retirees and we have to find a way to
fix the health care system for military
retirees. But I think we need to do it so
we know what we are doing, so we
know what it costs, so we know it is
going to be efficient, and we have to do
it after there has been a clear, effec-
tive, public debate and where we have
actually tested the program so we
know what we are doing.

The problem here is this bill is im-
mensely popular, as my colleagues
know if any of you have paid any at-
tention to your telephone calls today,
but it is popular because we are spend-
ing massive amounts of money.

My point is I do not disagree with
Senator WARNER. We owe these bene-
fits, and we are going to have to pro-
vide a way for our military retirees to
have quality medical care, which we
promised. But the idea of doing it by
busting the budget by $59.9 billion on a
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program nobody ever debated, nobody
ever tested, nobody has ever seen work,
I think is clearly the wrong way to do
it.

We have a point of order that is going
to be raised by Senator KERREY. What
is the point of order about?

Mr. DOMENICI. He has
raised it.

Mr. GRAMM. Well, he has raised it.
What it is about is, in our budget we
agreed we were going to spend $400 mil-
lion to begin to try to fix this problem.
The committee with jurisdiction to fix
it was not willing to abide by that
budget, and they came up with a pro-
gram that did not cost $400 million,
they came up with a program that cost
$59.9 billion and committed us to a $200
billion debt to be amortized over 70
years.

So Senator KERREY has raised a point
of order saying: This may be wonderful,
this might actually be the right thing
to do someday, but this violates what
we voted to do and the constraints we
imposed on ourselves.

I do not suffer any delusion. My
guess is we are going to get 3 or 4 or 65—
maybe 10 votes here. We are going to
waive this point of order, and we are
going to spend this $60 billion. We are
going to spend it on a program which
was never debated, never tested, never
analyzed in any systematic way. My
fear is that we are going to have a very
difficult time fixing it. I am afraid 10
years from now we may be here debat-
ing how we can fix it, but with the
vested interests that have built up, it
will be very difficult to do.

So I believe this point of order should
be sustained. I am going to vote to sus-
tain it.

Why should we care about this spend-
ing? I was talking to Chairman Green-
span today about the economy and
about the stock market. We were talk-
ing about spending. I basically had
raised the issue with him, was he wor-
ried about this runaway spending? He
made a point to me that, in April and
May, something clearly started hap-
pening Dbecause long-term interest
rates started going up in America.
Some people say that is caused by Fed
policy. No, the policy of the Fed, as our
colleagues know, affects short-term in-
terest rates. But the economy affects
long-term interest rates.

Let me tell you what was happening
in May. What was happening in May is
it started to become clear we were not
going to abide by our budget. It started
to become clear we were losing control
of spending. These long-term rates
went up and the economy started to
cool, and that is being reflected in the
stock market today, in my opinion.

I am not saying we are going into a
recession. But I am saying the interest
rates went up on the long-term because
we are losing control of spending. We
are losing fiscal discipline. They went
up until the economy slowed down
enough that they started to back off.

I think we ought to be concerned
about spending this surplus. I think we

already

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

need to make rational decisions about
it. It may very well be, after a debate,
we write a budget and we spend $60 bil-
lion on this problem. I do not think I
would do it this way. I think we need
efficiency, I think we need copay-
ments, I think we need incentives for
cost consciousness. I don’t think I
would support doing it this way, but I
might support a program that costs
this much, more or less.

But doing it this way, where two or
three people put together this proposal,
is fundamentally wrong and is dan-
gerous. This is a noble cause, and a
cause that I support—military retirees
were promised a benefit. They weren’t
promised these Kkinds of benefits, but
they were promised access to military
medicine. I want them to have it.

As bases have closed and as peobple
now do not live near military bases, we
have to come up with another program.
But I think it ought to be a rational
program. I think it ought to be one we
look at over time. So I am going to
vote to sustain this point of order.

I think this bill is simply an outward
and visible sign of what is happening in
our Congress. I wish America could be
awakened to it. We are on a spending
binge that has no precedent in my pe-
riod of service in Congress. You have to
go all the way back to Lyndon Johnson
to find spending at the level we are
now talking about in the Congress. At
first it was just discretionary spending.
Now we are into entitlements. As we
all know, these things start out small.
This one didn’t start small, but a lot of
them do. But they get bigger and big-
ger and bigger and bigger.

I appreciate my colleagues’ listening.
I think this is an issue such that you
have to explain to people what you are
trying to do. I think it is a very easy
issue to say, boy, I am trying to deliver
on the commitment in that recruiting
poster. I believe in the commitment in
the recruiting poster, but you don’t de-
liver on it with a huge program that
has never been tested, that was put to-
gether by people who do not specialize
in this area of government, and where
there has never been a debate. I think
this is a mistake, and I think we are
going to end up regretting it.

I think we will someday come back
and fix it, but we will not fix it, in my
opinion, until we have spent a lot of
money and until we have produced a
system that—unless we are extraor-
dinarily lucky—is not going to provide
the kind of efficient care we need.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I say to
the chairman and ranking member, I
am not going to make any additional
arguments on the specifics. I want to
make some closing comments. I am
prepared to yield back time and go to
the vote. I don’t know where they are,
but I will start talking so they under-
stand that is where I am.

The Senator from Texas made an ef-
fort to establish his bona fides and did
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a very good job referencing his father,
who was a career military officer.

In my closing, I need to do a little
subtracting in my bona fides. I have re-
ceived the Medal of Honor, as was men-
tioned several times. The Senator from
Texas said he was not there that night
and does not know what happened.
When I saw the citation, I didn’t know
if I was there that night. I didn’t re-
ceive the Medal of Honor because of my
heroism. I received it because of many
men out there, heroic beyond me, who
did not have a witness or had a witness
who did not like them or could not
write or something got lost in the food
chain, as some of these sometimes do.
I am a recipient for others, and I do not
say that in any sense of false modesty
at all. I say it sincerely and genuinely.

I understand Reserve officers, which I
am, and career officers are substan-
tially different. I praise the chairman
and the ranking member of the Armed
Services Committee and all the mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee,
some of whom already spoke, for their
efforts to make certain we take care of
the men and women who volunteer and
say: I will make a life career. I do not
want anything I said previously to sub-
tract from the enormous respect and
admiration I have for them. Indeed,
many times I have been moved to tears
to see the risks the men and women
who wear the uniform of the Army, Air
Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast
Guard take for all of us, and we have a
painful example of it today in sailors
who are trying to keep an embargo in
place on Iraq.

We started that embargo many years
ago, and we take it for granted. All of
a sudden, we have 5 dead, 10 missing,
and another 30 or so who are injured
executing a mission. My guess is many
of those people in question are lifers, as
we call them, people who have made a
life commitment.

I appreciate very much the chairman
making an effort. It may be he is right,
that he has a provision here that ought
to be done. I tried to argue as to why
I think it goes beyond. He is the chair-
man of this committee. Senator LEVIN
spent a lot of time on it. I supported
them almost every time in the past
when they tried to get benefits in line
with what we need in order to recruit
and retain. I do not want anything I
said previous to this to be interpreted
by anybody either on this floor or out
in America that I have any disrespect
at all for the commitment that men
and women make when they say: I will
make a life career.

Again, I will use the observation of
the Senator from Texas that you can
support this provision and still say at
some point you have to say no. We all
understand that. We are asked to spend
the taxpayers’ money on many things,
and you need a method by which at
some point you say no. You can’t say
yes to everything. There are a lot of
things I would like to spend money on,
but there is a limit, and you have to
figure out what that limit is.
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For years we had a Budget Act. For
years we had budget caps. The Senator
from New Mexico is right. It used to be,
not that long ago, when you came down
to the floor and there was a motion to
waive the Budget Act, that was a tough
vote. It was tough to waive the Budget
Act. All of a sudden, it is not anymore.
It used to be a mechanism that enabled
us to have the fiscal discipline.

I am proud of many things in which
I had the opportunity to participate.
One of them is the opportunity to help
get rid of the fiscal deficit over the last
12 years. The only way that was pos-
sible was for us to have a mechanism
by which we could look at a friend,
look somebody in the eye who deserves
to have more spending, and say: No, I
just can’t do it.

At this moment, we are poised to
spend far beyond what we intended
when this year started. I hope col-
leagues will vote against the motion to
waive the Budget Act and send this bill
back to conference and say to the
House Members: We cannot get it in be-
cause we have to say no, and we have
to reassert the fiscal discipline that
got us to where we are today.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back my time.

Mr. WARNER. I think we are all pre-
pared to yield back time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I yield back my time as
well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the con-
ference report on the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 2001
contains direct spending that far ex-
ceeds the Armed Services Committee’s
allocation of mandatory spending
under the fiscal year 2001 budget reso-
lution.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, this conference report would
increase mandatory spending by over
$19 billion over the next 5 years, and by
$61 billion over the next 10 years.

Most of this increased spending is for
the new ‘‘Medigap’” entitlement for
Medicare-eligible military retirees.
This new benefit would add $18.7 billion
in new direct spending over the next 5
years, and $59.9 billion in new direct
spending over the next 10 years. This
year’s congressional budget resolution
established a $400 million reserve fund
for mandatory spending on military
health care benefits over the next 5
years; the mandatory spending on
health care in this conference report
would exceed that allowance by $18.3
billion.

The net cost to the federal budget is
somewhat less, because current, discre-
tionary spending must be subtracted
out. While the net cost to the federal
budget—that is, the amount of the pro-
jected future surpluses that these
health care benefits would consume—is
somewhat smaller, it is still a very
substantial amount of money. The
health care provisions in this con-
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ference report, when both the manda-
tory and discretionary components are
added together and the costs that are
moved from one category to another
are netted out, would require $14 bil-
lion of new spending over the next 5
years and $40 billion of new spending
over the next 10 years. That is a lot of
money.

This new spending was not con-
templated in this year’s congressional
budget resolution. When Congress en-
acted the budget resolution earlier this
year, we provided only $400 million for
new military health care benefits over
the next b years. So this conference re-
port contains over $13.6 billion over the
amount of direct spending on health
care that was approved in the budget
resolution.

I support the new medical benefits
provided by this conference report. I
support them because I believe that it
is incumbent upon the Congress to an-
swer the call of Secretary Cohen and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to address
shortcomings in the health care that
we provide for our military personnel,
military retirees, and their families.
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Henry Shelton, told the
Armed Services Committee earlier this
year.

For years our recruiters have promised
health care for life for career members and
their families. As we all know, that is not
what they receive. . . . Keeping our promise
of ensuring quality health care for military
retirees is not only the right thing to do, it
also is a pragmatic decision because it sends
a strong signal signal to all those consid-
ering a career in uniform.

General Shelton went on to point out
that we have actual recruiting posters
that specifically state that military
members and their families would re-
ceive health care for life. That, he said,
is “‘basically what we committed to at
the time they were recruited to the
armed forces.”

Last year, we enacted pay and retire-
ment reform provisions to send a
strong message that we recognize the
demands that we place on our men and
women in uniform, the circumstances
in which they must live and work, and
the fact that we often pay them less,
and expect them to do far more, than
employes in the private sector. The
health care provisions in this year’s
bill should send an equally strong mes-
sage, and will hopefully have an equal-
ly strong positive impact on military
recruitment and retention.

I believe that providing these health
care benefits is the right thing to do,
and that we should use the waiver open
to us to provide them. At the same
time, however, Senator KERREY has
done the right thing in raising a point
of order relative to these provisions
under the Budget Act. We have the re-
sponsibility, if we are going to spend
tens of billions of dollars on a new ben-
efit, to do so openly and in accordance
with our budget rules. Those rules
allow us to exceed the spending limits
we set for ourselves should we deem it
wise and prudent to do so.

S10373

We do so by voting to waive the
Budget Act. That is our way of stand-
ing up openly and acknowledging what
we are doing, acknowledging that we
are about to use some of our surplus
for a benefit that was not included in
the fiscal plan the Congress adopted in
April. We owe it to ourselves and our
constituents to be willing to stand up
and say either we think this is a good
idea worth doing and we should waive
the Budget Act, or to say we shouldn’t
be doing this and voting not to waive
it.

There is one other significant new
entitlement in this conference report
and that is the compensation program
for contract and federal employees of
the Department of Energy who became
ill due to their exposure to radiation,
beryllium, or other hazardous mate-
rials while working to build our nu-
clear weapons. While much less expen-
sive than the health care benefit, this
compensation program also entails di-
rect spending of $1.1 billion over 5
years, and $1.6 billion over 10 years,
that was not provided for in the Budget
Resolution. As with the health cov-
erage for our military retirees, I think
this is the right thing to do, but we
have to be willing to waive the Budget
Act to do it.

Either this bill is wrong, or the con-
gressional budget resolution was wrong
in the limitations that it placed on
Federal spending. In my view, the prob-
lem is not with this bill, but with the
budget resolution itself, which was
never realistic in the amount of money
that it provided for this and other pur-
poses. I believe that the American peo-
ple would want us to provide improved
access to health care and a comprehen-
sive pharmacy benefit for military re-
tirees—and that they would want us to
take similar action on behalf of other
retirees.

Others may disagree, but we cannot
have it both ways. We cannot say that
we support the strict spending limits in
the congressional budget resolution
and that we also support the new enti-
tlement programs in this conference
report, which would violate those
spending limits. The two are incon-
sistent, and we must make a choice.
That is what this vote is about.

I commend Senator KERREY for rais-
ing a point of order under the Budget
Act. For the reasons that I have stated,
I will vote to waive the point of order
and allow this conference report—and
the new benefits that it includes—to
become law.

I again quote from the testimony of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff when he told us earlier this year:

For years our recruiters promised health
care for life for career members and their
families. As we all know, that is not what
they receive. . . . Keeping our promise of en-
suring quality health care for military retir-
ees is not only the right thing to do, it also
is a pragmatic decision because it sends a
strong signal to all those considering a ca-
reer in uniform.

Last year, we increased the retire-
ment benefit to where it previously had
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been 10 years before when we said it
would be 50 percent of your base pay
when you retire, rather than the 40 per-
cent which it had been reduced to 15
years ago. We did not make that sub-
ject to people’s earnings. There is no
earnings test. That was an entitle-
ment. It was a retirement benefit. It
was a recruiting aid. It was a retention
aid. So is this.

Most important, it is keeping a com-
mitment which has been made to the
people who joined the service. I know
very well Senator KERREY did not join
for that purpose. Indeed, many do not
join for that purpose. But the expert
recruiters and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs tell us this is a very im-
portant recruiting and retention tool,
No. 1. No. 2, it keeps a commitment
which has been made, and when the
Government makes that commitment,
we should keep it. Whether or not the
private company Kkeeps it or not, we
may not have any control over it. Sen-
ator KERREY raised the question of
what happens if a private company
breaks a commitment. That is very dif-
ferent from when we, the people, make
a commitment to our men and women
in the military.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
Senator is right. Let’s move forward
and vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, all Sen-
ators recognize that we are drawing to
a conclusion this session of Congress.
We have had an excellent debate. I urge
Senators to support my motion to
waive. Were this to fail and the Budget
Act is not waived, the entire Defense
authorization conference report will
fail. Conferees will have to be ap-
pointed for a new conference. The Sen-
ate will appoint conferees and send the
bill back to the House. The House will
appoint conferees and a new conference
will have to be convened. A new con-
ference report will then have to be
passed by both the House and the Sen-
ate. We will have opportunities next
year to readdress this problem.

I close by saying, with all due respect
to my dear friend from Nebraska, this
is the living proof which says for the
rest of your life, if you serve a min-
imum of 20 years active Federal serv-
ice, you earn your retirement. That is
a commitment that has been made by
this Nation since World War II, Korea,
Vietnam, and continues to be made
today. Now it is the obligation of the
Senate to confirm the credibility of
this country and to give to these peo-
ple what they have earned rightly.

I yield back my time. Have the yeas
and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the Budget Act. The
yveas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.
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Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), and the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. McCAIN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote
“aye.”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 84,
nays 9, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.]

YEAS—84
Abraham Durbin Mikulski
Akaka Edwards Miller
Allard Enzi Moynihan
Ashcroft Fitzgerald Murkowski
Baucus Frist Murray
Bayh Gorton Reed
Bennett Grassley Reid
Biden Hagel Robb
Bingaman Harkin Roberts
Bond Hatch Rockefeller
Boxer Hollings Roth
Breaux Hutchinson Santorum
Brownback Hutchison Sarbanes
Bunning Inhofe Schumer
Burns Inouye Sessions
Byrd Jeffords Shelby
Campbell Johnson Smith (NH)
Chafee, L. Kerry Smith (OR)
Cleland Kohl Snowe
Cochran Kyl Specter
Collins Landrieu Stevens
Conrad Lautenberg Thomas
Craig Leahy Thompson
Crapo Levin Thurmond
Daschle Lincoln Voinovich
DeWine Lott Warner
Dodd Lugar Wellstone
Dorgan McConnell Wyden

NAYS—9
Bryan Graham Kerrey
Domenici Gramm Mack
Feingold Gregg Nickles

NOT VOTING—T7

Feinstein Kennedy Torricelli
Grams Lieberman
Helms McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 84, the nays are 9.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to table was agreed to.

NAVY HRSC’S

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
wish to enter into a colloquy with Sen-
ator OLYMPIA SNOWE of Maine and Sen-
ator JOHN WARNER of Virginia, two of
my colleagues on the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services, to clarify a
provision concerning a U.S. Navy Bene-
fits Center as referenced in Senate Re-
port 106-292 which accompanies S. 2549.

As my colleagues are aware, the De-
partment of the Navy’s Human Re-
sources Service Centers, HRSCs, lo-
cated in eight geographical locations
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worldwide, serve as the regional
Human Resources Management, HRM,
processing centers for activities and
Human Resources Offices in its service
area. The HRSCs also provide various
centralized HRM programs and serv-
ices.

S. 2549, the Fiscal Year 2001 National
Defense Authorization Act, authorizes
$3.0 million for a contractor-supported
national employee benefits call center
located in Cutler, Maine. According to
Senate Report 106-292, this center is to
provide a full range of benefit and enti-
tlement information and assistance to
civilian employees of the Department
of the Navy. The report notes that the
call center would replace eight sepa-
rate Human Resources Service Centers
now in operation throughout the coun-
try.

Based on conversations with the De-
partment of the Navy, it is my under-
standing that these HRSCs are not to
be replaced by the new center to be es-
tablished in Cutler, Maine. Instead, the
new Navy Benefits Center will com-
plement the services performed by the
eight HRSCs.

Mr. WARNER. The Senate under-
stands these HRSCs are not to be re-
placed by the new benefits center to be
established in Cutler, Maine. Instead,
the new Navy Benefits Center will com-
plement the services performed by the
eight HRSCs. The conferences believe
that the new U.S. Navy Benefits Center
will add a new capability which supple-
ments the resources inherent in the ex-
isting HRSCs. That is, the new center
will not replace the eight existing
Navy HRSCs but will enhance efforts
to provide information to civilian em-
ployees of the Navy.

I also want to bring to the attention
of my colleagues that there is an error
in the Conference Report tables. Three
million dollars for this initiative
should have been authorized to match
the appropriations provided in the fis-
cal year 2001 DoD Appropriations Con-
ference Report. I have been in contact
with the Chief of Naval Operations this
afternoon. I have his assurance that
the Navy will execute this program as
we intended.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I want to
thank the distinguished Chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator WARNER, for his support of this
initiative. I agree with him and my col-
league, Senator SANTORUM, and they
are correct in their understanding of
the intent of this authorization and the
benefits center itself.

Cutler has a history of admirable and
noteworthy support of the U.S. Navy.
For nearly 40 years, the United States
Navy’s Computer and Telecommuni-
cations Station resided in Cutler and
set standards for excellence in per-
forming its vital national security mis-
sion. The civilian men and women of
Cutler who contributed so much to this
success personify Maine’s celebrated
work ethic.

Now, the residents of Cutler eagerly
await the establishment of the new
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benefits center and will once again
showcase their loyalty, work ethic and
stalwart support for the United States
Navy.

SPECIFIED CANCER

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to clarify the
definition of ‘‘specified cancer’ as de-
fined by this provision with my col-
league from Ohio. When we drafted this
definition, we intended to cover can-
cers that were likely to be caused by
exposure to radiation, isn’t that cor-
rect?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Yes, we did intend
to cover radiogenic cancers. The defini-
tion of specified cancer includes those
cancers covered by the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Act and Bone can-
cer. According to the medical text
“Cancer Epidemiology and Preven-
tion” by Doctors Schottenfeld and
Fraumeni, cancers of the bone include
cancers of the cartilage, including ra-
diosensitive cancers that originate in
cartilage such as chondrosarcoma.

Mr. DEWINE. I would also like to add
that both the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee
and the Government Affairs Committee
have heard testimony from the Depart-
ment of Energy on worker exposure to
ionizing radiation at the Portsmouth
uranium enrichment plant in Ports-
mouth, Ohio, and we became aware
that chondrosarcoma has afflicted
some in the workforce. The chapter on
bone cancer in the Schottenfeld and
Fraumeni medical text should provide
helpful guidance as the Administration
implements this proposal. I ask for
unanimous consent to include a por-
tion of that text for the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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CANCER EPIDEMIOLOGY AND PREVENTION
(Edited by David Schottenfeld, M.D., and
Joseph F. Fraumeni, Jr., M.D.)
BONE CANCER

(By Robert W. Miller, John D. Boice, Jr., and
Rochelle E. Curtis)

Cancers that arise from bone or cartilage
account for about 0.5% of all malignant neo-
plasms in the human. As with other neo-
plasms, much more research has been de-
voted to diagnosis and therapy than to cau-
sation. This chapter reviews the epidemio-
logic observations on bone cancer that have
provided clues to its origins.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Descriptive studies in the past have been
handicapped by the use of a single code num-
ber in the International Classification of
Diseases, which groups all cell types of bone
cancer. The three main subtypes are
osteosarcoma, which arises most often from
the growing ends of long bones;
chondrosarcoma, which develops in car-
tilage; and Ewing’s sarcoma, which accord-
ing to recent evidence may arise from primi-
tive nervous tissue (Cavazzana et al, 1987;
Ewing’s Tumour Workshop, 1990; Horowitz et
al, 1993), most commonly in the shafts of the
axial skeleton.

The cell types should be studied sepa-
rately, because they have marked demo-
graphic differences that are of etiologic sig-
nificance. Histologic diagnoses are thus re-
quired, as from population-based cancer reg-
istries. Of particular value in this regard are
data from the Surveillance, Epidemiology
and End-Results (SEER) Program of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute (Percy et al, 1995),
which has covered about 10% of the U.S. pop-
ulation since 1973. Ninety-five percent of
bone cancers were histologically confirmed.
The geographic areas covered and distribu-
tion by cell type are shown in Table 44-1.

Of the 1961 cases among whites and 163
among blacks registered in the SEER Pro-
gram from 1973 through 1985, osteosarcoma
was reported in 36%, chondrosarcoma in 26%,
and Ewing’s sarcoma in 16%. Age-adjusted
rates by histologic type are presented in Fig-
ure 44-1 (charts are not reproducible in the
RECORD.)
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Age, Sex, and Race-Specific Incidence

Osteosarcoma has a bimodal age distribu-
tion, with peaks in adolescence and late in
life (Fig. 44-2). It is rare early in life, but the
rate increases rapidly in late childhood. In
1950-1959, before improved therapy increased
survival, mortality and incidence rates were
similar. There were enough deaths in the
United States during this ten-year interval
to allow study of the distribution by single
year of age (Fig. 44-3). At age 13 the rate for
males rose higher than that for females, and
remained elevated for a longer time, sug-
gesting that bone cancer is related to the ad-
olescent growth spurt. (Price, 1958;
Fraumeni, 1967; Glass and Fraumeni, 1970).

Chondrosarcoma is rare in childhood and
rises with advancing age, for unknown rea-
sons (Young et al, 1990). The age distribution
of Ewing’s sarcoma resembles that of
osetosarcoma early in life, but rarely devel-
ops over 35 years of age (Fig. 44-2). Appar-
ently, malignant change of the primitive tis-
sue from which it arises does not occur later
in life.

There is a male predominance of each
major form of bone cancer among whites and
blacks (Fig. 44-1). The two races have similar
incidence rates for childhood osteosarcoma,
but blacks have almost no cases of Ewing’s
sarcoma, either in the United States (Figs.
44-1 and 44-1) or Africa (Parkin et al, 1988).
Rates of Ewing’s sarcoma are also low
among Asians, but less so than in blacks. A
possible explanation for these racial dif-
ferences is that a gene for osteosarcoma is
equally mutable among the various races,
but that for Ewing’s sarcoma resists muta-
tion in blacks and Asians.

Table 44-1 shows an absence of chordoma,
when about 10 cases were expected if blacks
had 12% of the total, as they did for
osteosarcoma. Among blacks there is also a
rarity of giant cell and blood-vessel tumors.
These racial differences have not previously
been recognized, and need further investiga-
tion.

TABLE 44-1.—NUMBER OF PATIENTS WITH PRIMARY BONE CANCER AMONG WHITES AND BLACKS ACCORDING TO HISTOLOGIC TYPE, SEER CANCER REGISTRIES 2, 1973-85

Number of Cases

Histology Whites Blacks
M F Total M F Total Percent 3

0 379 287 666 51 42 93 123
Chond oma 295 248 543 18 14 32 5.6
Ewing's sarcoma 218 121 339 2 3 5 15
Chordoma 55 31 86 0 0 0 s
Fibrous histiocytoma b 35 21 56 1 4 5 8.2
Fibr 271 26 53 2 5 7 117
Sarcoma, NOS 26 19 45 3 1 4 8.2
Giant cell tumor 22 22 44 0 1 1 2.2
Blood vessel tumors 15 19 34 0 1 1 2.9
0d ic tumors® 12 14 26 4 1 5 16.1
Other types 11 16 21 2 2 4 12.9
Malignant | NOS 24 18 42 1 5 6 12,5

Total 1,119 842 1,961 84 79 163 100.0
Percent histologically confirmed 95 95 e s

aSEER areas include the states of Connecticut, Hawaii, lowa, New Mexico, Utah and the metropolitan areas of Detroit, Atlanta (1975-1985), Seattle (1974-1985), and San Francisco-Oakland.

®blIncludes morphology categories in use since only 1977.

<For a given subtype, % that were Black; e.g., osteosarcoma = 93/(666+93) 100 =12.3%.

Table 44-2 summarizes SEER data con-
cerning the distribution of the seven main
bone cancers among whites with respect to
age, sex, and anatomic site. It shows that
osteosarcoma most often arises from long
bones of the lower limbs, whereas
chondrosarcoma and Ewing’s sarcoma most
often arise from flat bones. Chordoma,
presumbly arising from remnants of the em-
bryologic notochord, is a tumor of the flat
bones of the trunk and head, and of the lower
limbs. The lower limbs are the principal
sites for fibrosarcoma, giant cell tumors, and

malignant fibrous histiocytoma, which has
recently gained attention as a clinical enti-
ty, especially as a complication of Paget’s
disease.

Geographic Variation

Little geographic variation is seen world-
wide in the incidence of bone cancer, all
forms combined (Muir et al., 1987). Incidence
rates that differ by more than 2-fold are rare
in the few populations of sufficient size to
ensure stable estimates. No clues to etiology
are apparent from international comparisons

of age-adjusted rates. With few exceptions,
rates are higher among males than females,
with ranges of 0.8 to 1.6 and 0.6 to 1.2 per
100,000, respectively.

Time Trends in Mortality and Incidence

Mortality rates for bone cancer, all forms
combined, in the United States (Fig. 44-5)
and other countries have declined steadily
from the 1950s to the mid-1980s, largely at-
tributable to improved diagnosis and treat-
ment (Pickle et al, 1987; Miller and McKay,
1984; Decarli et al, 1987; La Vecchia and
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Decarli, 1988; Ericsson et al, 1978). Using
SEER incidence data, Hoover et al (1991)
found that between 1973-1980 and 1981-1987
there was an unexplained increase in the an-
nual incidence rates of osteosarcoma in
males under 20 years of age, from 3.6 to 5.5
cases per million people. Among females the
corresponding annual rates were 3.8 and 3.7
cases per million.

Figures 44-6 and 44-7 show survival rates
for the three main cell types for males and
females, respectively (SEER data, 1980-1989,
all races combined). Survival was by far the
best for chondrosarcoma, and, for all 3 cell
types, was substantially better in females
than in males.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
Radiation

Ionizing radiation is one of the few envi-
ronmental agents known to induce certain
bone cancers, particularly osteosarcoma,
chondrosarcoma, and fibrosarcoma. In 1935,
Maryland linked bone cancer to occupational
exposure to radium. In subsequent studies
(see Table 44-3) an excess risk of bone cancer
was found following brief exposure to high-
dose radiation therapy (Robinson et al, 1988)
and following continuous exposure to inter-
nally deposited radionuclides injected to
treat bone disease or to provide a contrast
medium in diagnostic radiography (Mays,
1988). Investigations of radiogenic bone can-
cer have enabled researchers to develop an
elegant theory of the induction of
osteosarcoma (Marshall and Groer, 1977);
models in which genetic-environmental
interactions can be evaluated (Knudson,
1985); and guidelines for protecting against
the effects of internally deposited radio-
nuclides, especially plutonium (Healy, 1975).

SECRECY AND WORKER HEALTH

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would
ask the distinguished Chairman and
Ranking Member to engage in a brief
colloquy on section 1078 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report regarding secrecy and
worker health. This originally passed
the Senate as an amendment I spon-
sored that was agreed to by all parties.
The amendment referred to workers at
former nuclear weapons facilities. The
provision in the conference report was
rewritten, and now defines these work-
ers to be ‘‘employees and former em-
ployees of the Department of Defense”’
at defense nuclear weapons facilities.
However, at least one such facility, the
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, is
owned by the Defense Department but
operated by a contractor. Thus vir-
tually all employees at the facility
were and are employees of the con-
tractor and not directly of the Depart-
ment of Defense. Is it the under-
standing of my colleagues that this
provision is intended to refer to all em-
ployees at such facilities, including
those employed directly by the Depart-
ment of Defense and indirectly through
contractors?

Mr. LEVIN. Yes, you are correct. As
indicated in the report language, the
conferees are concerned about all em-
ployees affected by the defense Depart-
ment policies, and we intended this
provision to cover all affected employ-
ees at the Iowa facility and similar fa-
cilities. We will join with you to make
sure the Defense Department imple-
ments this provision according to these
intentions.
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Mr. WARNER. I agree with Senator
HARKIN and the distinguished ranking
member, and I too am committed to
ensuring the Defense Department im-
plements this provision to protect all
workers including those of contractors.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have
strong reservations about the fiscal
year 2001 Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report that is before the Sen-
ate today. The concerns I have are the
same that led me to vote against the
Defense Authorization bill when it was
before the Senate earlier this year.

This conference report would in-
crease Defense spending by more than
$20 billion over last year’s authorized
level. It is $4.6 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request. I am particularly trou-
bled that most of this $4.6 billion in-
crease is for weapons systems that
were not requested by the Department
of Defense.

While I support many provisions of
this bill, including a 3.7 percent pay
raise for military personnel and addi-
tional pay for troops on food stamps, I
strongly believe that military spending
is increasing at a rate beyond what is
necessary to meet our security needs.

Today, however, our military has
been attacked—presumably by those
who believe that acts of terrorism
might somehow deter the TUnited
States from defending our interests of
promoting peace and security through-
out the world.

At this time, it is important to vote
for this bill to send a signal to the rest
of the world that America stands
united in the face of such threats and
supports the men and women who so
bravely serve this Nation.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Conference Report for
the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2001 includes a pro-
gram that I championed in the Senate
during its consideration of this bill,
along with Senator THOMPSON and oth-
ers. This program addresses occupa-
tional illnesses scientifically found to
be associated with the DOE weapons
complex, that have occurred and are
now occurring because of activities
during the Cold War.

This new program was a joint effort
of a bipartisan group of Senators and
House Members. I would like to knowl-
edge the hard work by my staff and by
the staff for Senator FRED THOMPSON,
Senator GEORGE VOINOVICH, Senator
MIKE DEWINE, Senator MITCH MCCON-
NELL, and Senator TED KENNEDY. We
worked with the Administration, with
worker groups, with manufacturers,
and with staff from the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The workers in the DOE nuclear
weapons complex, both at the produc-
tion plants and the laboratories, helped
us win the Cold War. But that effort
left a tragic environmental and human
legacy. We are spending billions of dol-
lars each year on the environmental
part—cleaning up the physical infra-
structure that was contaminated. But
we also need to focus on the human
legacy.
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This program is an attempt to put
right a situation that should not have
occurred. But it proposes to do so in a
way that is based on sound science.

The amendment focuses federal help
on three classes of injured workers.

The first group is workers who were
involved with beryllium. Beryllium is a
non-radioactive metal that provokes,
in some people, a highly allergic lung
reaction. The lungs become scarred,
and no longer function.

The second group is workers who dug
the tunnels for underground nuclear
tests and are today suffering from
chronic silicosis due to their occupa-
tional exposures to silica, which were
not adequately controlled by DOE.

The third group of workers are those
who had dangerous doses of radiation
on the job.

Along with the workers who are cov-
ered by the compensation program
being created by this legislation, we
are reaching back to the uranium min-
ers and millers who were compensated
under the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act, or RECA, and providing
them with a similar benefit of a total
of $150,000 and ongoing medical care. I
think that this is only a matter of sim-
ple justice, and I strongly supported its
inclusion in the current legislation.
Early in this Congress, I introduced
legislation that would have provided
$200,000 in compensation for the ura-
nium miners and millers—the same fi-
nancial payment that was initially pro-
posed for the DOE workers in this leg-
islation. I am glad that the final result
is a better deal for the persons being
compensated under RECA, as well as
the persons being compensated under
this new program.

For the workers who were employed
at numerous current and former DOE
facilities, we have included a general
definition of DOE and other type of fa-
cilities in the legislation, in lieu of in-
cluding a list that might be incom-
plete. For purposes of helping in the
implementation of this legislation, I
would like to ask unanimous consent
that a non-exclusive list of the DOE-re-
lated facilities intended to be covered
under this amendment be printed in
the RECORD following my statement.

(See Exhibit 1.)

For beryllium workers, there are
tests today that can detect the first
signs of trouble, called beryllium sensi-
tivity, and also the actual impairment,
called chronic beryllium disease. If you
have beryllium sensitivity, you are at
a higher risk for developing chronic be-
ryllium disease. You mneed annual
check-ups with tests that are expen-
sive. If you develop chronic beryllium
disease, you might be disabled or die.

This amendment sets up a federal
worker’s compensation program to pro-
vide medical benefits to workers who
acquired beryllium sensitivity as a re-
sult of their work for DOE. It provides
both medical benefits and a lump-sum
payment of $150,000 for workers who
suffer disability or death from chronic
beryllium disease.
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For radiation, the situation is more
complex. Radiation is proven to cause
cancer in high doses. But when you
look at a cancer tumor, you can’t tell
for sure whether it was caused by an
alpha particle of radiation from the
workplace, a molecule of a carcinogen
in something you ate, or even a stray
cosmic ray from outer space. But sci-
entists can make a good estimate of
the types of radiation doses that make
it more likely than not that your can-
cer was caused by a workplace expo-
sure.

The original legislative proposal
passed by the Senate put the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
HHS, in charge of making the causal
connection between specific workplace
exposures to radiation and cancer.
Within the HHS, it was envisioned that
the National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health, or NIOSH, take the
lead for the tasks assigned by this leg-
islation. This assignment followed a
decision made in DOE during the Bush
Administration, and ratified by the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1993, to give NIOSH the
lead in identifying levels of exposure at
DOE sites that present employees with
significant health risks. While in the
final legislative text, the President was
assigned these responsibilities, I think
it is clearly the intent of the Senate
proponents that he delegate these au-
thorities as laid out in the original
Senate amendment.

HHS was also given a Congressional
mandate, in the Orphan Drug Act, to
develop and publish radioepidemio-
logical tables that estimate ‘‘the like-
lihood that persons who have or have
had any of the radiation related can-
cers and who have received specific
doses prior to the onset of such disease
developed cancer as a result of those
doses.” I would like to ask unanimous
consent that a more detailed discussion
of how the Senate proponents envision
these guidelines being used be included
as an exhibit at the end of my remarks.

(See Exhibit 2.)

Under guidelines that would be devel-
oped and used under this legislation, if
your radiation dose was high enough to
make it at least as likely as not that
your cancer was DOE-work-related,
you would be eligible for compensation
for lost wages and medical benefits.

The HHS-based method will work for
the many of the workers at DOE sites.
But it won’t work for a significant mi-
nority who were exposed to radiation,
but for whom it would be infeasible to
reconstruct their dose.

There are several reasons why recon-
structing a dose might be this infeasi-
bility might exist. First, relevant
records of dose may be lacking, or
might not exist altogether. Second,
there might be a way to reconstruct
the dose, but it would be prohibitively
expensive to do so. Finally, it might
take so long to reconstruct a dose for a
group of workers that they will all be
dead before we have an answer that can
be used to determine their eligibility.
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One of the workers who testified at
my Los Alamos hearing might be an
example of a worker who could fall into
the cracks of a system that operated
solely on dose histories. He was a su-
pervisor at what was called the ‘‘hot
dump’ at Los Alamos. All sorts of ra-
dioactive materials were taken there
to be disposed of. It is hard to recon-
struct who handled what. And digging
up the dump to see what was there
would not only be very expensive, it
would expose new workers to radiation
risks that could be large.

There are a few groups of workers
that we know, today, belong in this
category. They are specifically men-
tioned in the definition of Special Ex-
posure Cohort. For other workers to be
placed in this special category, the de-
cision that it was infeasible to recon-
struct their dose would have to be
made both by the President (or his des-
ignee) and by an independent external
advisory committee of radiation,
health, and workplace safety experts.
We allow groups of workers to petition
to be considered by the advisory com-
mittee for inclusion in this group. Once
a group of workers was placed in the
category, it would be eligible for com-
pensation for a fixed list of radiation-
related cancers.

The program in this amendment pro-
vides for a lump-sum payment, com-
bined with ongoing medical coverage
under language identical to that used
to provide medical coverage under the
Federal Employee’s Compensation Act,
or FECA, in section 8103 of title 5,
United States Code. Since Congress has
consciously mirrored FECA for one im-
portant part of this new program, I
hope that the Administration, in im-
plementing our legislation, looks to
FECA as a precedent for establishing
other parameters for this program.

The legislation before us also invites
the Administration to submit further
legislative proposals to help implement
this new program. In my view, it was
not a good policy call for Congress to
enact this program without more direc-
tion on the details of how it should op-
erate, as was the case in the original
legislative proposal passed by the Sen-
ate. I believe that the flexibility that
the Congress has provided to the Exec-
utive Branch should be used to the full-
est extent by the President to put the
necessary implementing framework in
place by Executive Order. If there are
changes needed to the law that we have
passed, they should be sent up by the
President forthwith. But I do not have
much confidence that Congress will be
able to enact additional legislation on
this program before the deadline date
of July 31, 2001.

We have a duty to take care of sick
workers from the nuclear weapons
complex today. It is a doable task, and
a good use of our national wealth at a
time of budget surpluses. I congratu-
late my colleagues on having achieved
a successful result from our initial bi-
partisan amendment.
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EXHIBIT 1.—EXAMPLES OF DOE AND ATOMIC
WEAPONS EMPLOYER FACILITIES THAT
WouLD BE INCLUDED UNDER THE DEFINI-
TIONS IN THIS AMENDMENT

(Not an Exclusive List of Facilities)

Atomic Weapons Employer Facility: The
following facilities that provided uranium
conversion or manufacturing services would
be among those included under the definition
in section 3503(a)(4):

Allied Signal Uranium Hexafluoride Facil-
ity, Metropolis, Illinois.

Linde Air Products facilities, Tonowanda,
New York.

Mallinckrodt Chemical Company facilities,
St. Louis, Missouri.

Nuclear Fuels Services facilities, Erwin,
Tennessee.

Reactive
Ohio.

Department of Energy Facility: The fol-
lowing facilities (including any predecessor
or successor facilities to such facilities)
would be among those included under the
definition in section 3503(a)(15):.

Amchitka Island Test Site,
Alaska.

Argonne National Laboratory, Idaho and
Illinois.

Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton,
New York.

Chupadera Mesa,
Range, New Mexico.

Fermi Nuclear Laboratory, Batavia, Illi-
nois.

Fernald Feed Materials Production Center,
Fernald, Ohio.

Hanford Works, Richland, Washington.

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory,
Idaho Falls, Idaho.

Iowa Army Ammunition Plant,
lington, Iowa.

Kansas City Plant, Kansas City, Missouri.

Latty Avenue Properties, Hazelwood, Mis-
souri.

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
Berkeley, California.

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
Livermore, California.

Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Ala-
mos, New Mexico, including related sites
such as Acid/Pueblo Canyons and Bayo Can-
yon.

Marshall Islands Nuclear Test Sites, but
only for period after December 31, 1958.

Maywood Site, Maywood, New Jersey.

Middlesex Sampling Plant, Middlesex, New
Jersey.

Mound Facility, Miamisburg, Ohio.

Niagara Falls Storage Site, Lewiston, New
York.

Nevada Test Site, Mercury, Nevada.

Oak Ridge Facility, Tennessee, including
the K-25 Plant, the Y-12 Plant, and the X-10
Plant.

Paducah Plant, Paducah, Kentucky.

Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas.

Pinellas Plant, St. Petersburg, Florida.

Portsmouth Plant, Piketon, Ohio.

Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado.

Sandia National Laboratories, New Mex-
ico.

Santa Susanna Facilities, Santa Susanna,
California.

Savannah River Site, South Carolina.

Waste Isolation Pilot Project, Carlsbad,
New Mexico.

Weldon Spring Plant, Weldon Spring, Mis-
souri.

EXHIBIT 2—DETERMINING ‘‘CAUSATION’’ FOR

RADIATION AND CANCER

Different cancers have different relative
sensitivities to radiation.

In 1988, the White Office of Science and
Technology Policy endorsed the use by the
Veterans Administration of the concept of
“probability of causation” (PC) in adjudi-
cating claims of injury due to exposure to

Metals facilities, Ashtabula,

Amchitka,

White Sands Missile

Bur-
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ionizing radiation. Given that a radiogenic
cancer cannot be differentiated from a
‘“‘spontaneously’ occurring one or one caused
by other dietary, environmental and/or life-
style factors, the PC—that is, the ‘‘likeli-
hood” that a diagnosed cancer has been
“‘caused” by a given radiation exposure or
dose—has to be determined indirectly.

To this end, the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) was tasked to develop
radioepidemiology tables. These tables,
which are currently being updated by the
NIH, include data on 35 cancers compared to
the 13 cancers in the original tables from
1985. These tables account for the fact that
different cancers have different relative sen-
sitivities to ionizing radiation.

The determination of a PC takes into ac-
count the radiation dose and dose rate, the
types of radiation exposure (external, inter-
nal), age at exposure, sex, duration of expo-
sure, and (for lung cancer only) smoking his-
tory. Because a calculated PC is subject to a
variety of statistical and methodological un-
certainties, a ‘‘confidence interval” around
the PC is also determined.

Thus, a PC is calculated as a single, ‘“‘point
estimate’” along with a 99% confidence inter-
val which bounds the uncertainty associated
with that estimate. If you have 99% cer-
tainty that the upper bound of a PC is great-
er than or equal to 0.5 (i.e., a 50% likelihood
of causality), then the cancer is considered
at least as likely as not to have been caused
by the radiation dose used to calculate the
PC.

For example, for a given worker with a
particular cancer and radiation exposure his-
tory, the PC may by 0.38 with 99% confidence
interval of 0.21 to 0.55. This means that it is
38% likely that this worker’s cancer was
caused by this radiation dose, and we can say
with 99% confidence that this estimate is be-
tween 21% and 556%. Since the upper bound,
55% is greater than 50%, this person’s cancer
would be considered to be at least as likely
as not to have been caused by exposure to ra-
diation, and the person would be eligible for
benefits under the proposed program.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Personnel Sub-
committee I worked hard this year,
along with Senator MAX CLELAND, our
ranking member, to develop a defense
authorization bill that is responsive to
the manpower readiness needs of the
military services; supports numerous
quality of life improvements for our
service men and women, their families
and the retiree community; and ad-
dresses in a comprehensive manner, the
health care needs of military retirees.

The subcommittee focused on the
challenges of recruiting and retention
during each of our hearings this year,
including the health care hearing. The
important legislation contained in this
bill will have a positive impact on both
recruiting and retention as those who
might serve and those who are serving
see our commitment to provide the
health care benefits promised to those
who serve a full military career. I am
proud of this bill and I believe the ini-
tiatives it contains will result in im-
proved recruiting and retention within
the military services.

The most vigorously pursued and
most prized provisions in our bill will
extend TRICARE, the military health
care system, to all military retirees
without regard to their age. We have
eliminated the statutory language that
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kicked military retirees out of the
military medical system when they be-
came eligible for Medicare—just at the
time of their lives when these retirees
need medical help the most and can af-
ford it the least.

We were fortunate during conference
to be able to include a permanent fund-
ing mechanism for the retiree health
care benefit. This funding mechanism
will ensure that the important health
care benefit will be financed in per-
petuity rather than being subject to
annual budget exigencies. I am de-
lighted that we have stepped up to ful-
fill the commitment to those who
served our nation over a full career.

Of course, health care is not the only
issue on which the Personnel Sub-
committee focused this year. In the
area of military personnel policy, there
are a number of recommendations in-
tended to support recruiting, retention
and personnel management of the serv-
ices.

Among the most noteworthy, is a
provision that would, effective July 1,
2002, require high schools to provide
military recruiters the same access to
a high school campus, student lists and
directory information as is provided to
colleges, universities and private sec-
tor employers, unless the governing
body—school board—decides by major-
ity vote to deny military recruiters ac-
cess to the high school.

When I asked military recruiters
what I could do to assist them in meet-
ing the challenges they face recruiting
the best young men and women in
America, they asked me to help them
get access to high schools on the same
basis as the colleges and universities.

Other initiatives to support recruit-
ing are: a pilot program in which the
Army could use motor sports to pro-
mote recruiting; implement a program
of recruiting in conjunction with voca-
tional schools and community colleges;
and a pilot program using contract per-
sonnel to supplement active recruiters.

This conference report authorizes the
expansion of Junior ROTC programs.
We have added $13.5 million to expand
the JROTC programs. When combined
with the funds in the budget request,
this add will maximize the services’
ability to expand JROTC during fiscal
year 20001. I am proud to be able to sup-
port these important programs that
teach responsibility, leadership, ethics
and assist in military recruiting.

In military compensation, our major
recommendations include a 3.7 percent
pay raise for military personnel and a
revision of the Basic Allowance for
Housing to permit the Secretary of De-
fense to pay 100 percent of the average
local housing costs and to ensure that
housing allowance rates are not re-
duced while permitting increases as
local housing costs dictate.

The bill directs the Secretary of De-
fense to implement the Thrift Savings
Plan for active and reserve forces not
later than 180 days after enactment.
The Thrift Savings Plan will be a very
positive recruiting and retention tool
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assisting the military services in at-
tracting high-qualified personnel and
encouraging them to remain until re-
tirement.

We included a provision that will dra-
matically reduce the number of mili-
tary personnel eligible to receive food
stamps. Under this provision, military
personnel determined by the Secretary
of Defense to be eligible for food
stamps would receive an additional
special pay sufficient to raise their in-
come level to where they would no
longer need food stamps. This special
pay will reduce the number of military
personnel eligible to receive food
stamps from the current DOD estimate
of about 5,000 to less than 2,000. No
United States military personnel
should be forced to use food stamps to
feed his or her family. When you com-
bine the food stamp assistance in this
bill with the increased pay raises we
have directed over the next 5 years, we
should practically eliminate the need
for any service member to seek assist-
ance from food stamps.

We also modified the basic pay tables
for non-commissioned officers effective
July 1, 20001 to give these deserving
leaders a well deserved pay raise. When
we adjusted the basic pay tables for all
military personnel last year, we discov-
ered that the non-commissioned offi-
cers—the key element in our military
units—did not receive an equitable pay
raise with the officers. We were able to
correct that situation this year.

Other health care provisions include:
the elimination of co-payments for
those active duty family members en-
rolled in TRICARE Prime; an initiative
that would provide recipients of the
Medal of Honor, and their families,
life-time military health care; and a
provision that would direct the Sec-
retary of Defense to implement a pa-
tient care reporting and management
system to reduce medical errors.

Mr. President, I am proud of this bill.
It will provide the resources and au-
thority the military services need to
maximize their readiness and to im-
prove the quality of life for active and
retired military personnel and their
families.

Before I conclude, I would like to
take this opportunity to thank the
hardworking staff members of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee: Charlie Abell,
Patti Lewis, and Michele Traficante. 1
am proud of the work they have done
this year, and every man and women
who wears our nation’s uniform, and
every military retiree, is better off
today because of their efforts. I thank
you.

I will vote for the bill and I urge my
colleagues to support the bill as well.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will
once again oppose the Department of
Defense authorization bill, as I have
done each year I have been a Member
of this body.

As I stated earlier this year when the
Senate passed the fiscal year 2001 De-
partment of Defense appropriations
bill, my opposition to this conference
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report should not be interpreted as a
lack of support for our men and women
in uniform. Rather, what I cannot sup-
port is the cold war mentality that
continues to permeate the TUnited
States defense establishment.

I strongly support our Armed Forces
and the excellent work they are doing
to combat the new threats of the 21st
century and beyond. However, I am
concerned that we are not giving our
forces the tools they need to combat
these emerging threats. Instead, this
conference report, 1like the cor-
responding defense appropriations bill
that has already been enacted, clings
to the strategies and weapons that we
used to fight—and win—the cold war.

The cold war is over. It is past time
that we undertake a comprehensive re-
view of the threats currently facing the
United States and formulate a strategy
on how best to combat them before we
continue to commit billions of dollars
to programs that were created to fight
an enemy that no longer exists.

As we reexamine our defense prior-
ities, we should assess the changing
roles and missions of both our active
duty and our reserve components. The
National Guard and Reserve are inte-
gral parts of overseas missions, with
recent and ongoing missions in places
including Iraq and the Balkans. Ac-
cording to statements by Department
of Defense officials, Guardsmen and
Reservists will continue to play an in-
creasingly important role in our na-
tional defense strategy as they are
called upon to shoulder more of the
burden of military operations both at
home and abroad. The National Guard
and Reserves deserve the full support
they need to carry out their duties.

One crucial part of that support is
providing adequate compensation to
these dedicated men and women. I am
pleased that this conference report in-
cludes a modified version of an amend-
ment I offered during Senate consider-
ation of this bill which authorizes spe-
cial duty assignment pay for members
of the National Guard and Reserve not
on active duty. This provision will pro-
vide a measure of pay equity to Na-
tional Guard and Reserve personnel by
making them eligible for special duty
assignment pay for special duties per-
formed during drill periods.

The men and women who serve in the
Guard and Reserves are cornerstones of
our national defense and domestic in-
frastructure, and they deserve to be
adequately and equitably compensated
for their dedicated service to this coun-
try. This provision is a step in that di-
rection. I thank the chairman and the
ranking member of the Committee on
Armed Services for their cooperation
and support on this important issue.

On another matter, I am also de-
lighted that this bill permanently ex-
tends the authority of the General
Services Administration, GSA, to con-
vey surplus property to local govern-
ments for law enforcement purposes.
This provision builds on an amendment
I offered when this measure was before
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the Senate, and I am pleased that the
conferees have retained the language
and expanded its scope. This section
will help a number of communities
across the country seeking to use sur-
plus property to protect their citizens
and provide safe, secure facilities for
their police departments. Without this
amendment, the authority to convey
surplus property for law enforcement
purposes would have expired this year.
Communities that want to use the GSA
process, and have counted upon doing
so0, to negotiate the use of property for
law enforcement purposes at a reduced
cost would have been shut out.

In fact, I have just such a situation
in my own home State. The city of
Kewaunee, WI wants to acquire the
city’s Army Reserve Center, which is a
former Federal armory building. The
city intends to use the property as a
municipal building in which they
would house their police force and
other municipal offices.

Congress has specified a number of
public purpose uses for which property
can be transferred to local govern-
ments at a reduced cost. The Federal
Property and Administrative Services
Act, FPASA, allows property to be
transferred to public agencies and in-
stitutions at discounts of up to 100 per-
cent of fair market value for a number
of purposes: public health or edu-
cational wuses, public parks or rec-
reational areas, historic monuments,
homeless assistance, correctional insti-
tutions, port facilities, public airports,
wildlife conservation, and self-help
housing. This type of transfer is called
a public interest conveyance.

I strongly believe that law enforce-
ment is an important public purpose
for which surplus property should be
used. Moreover, in fairness to local
communities with tight budgets, Con-
gress today is acting to permanently
preserve this option for communities
that are counting on being able to use
this authority.

Mr. President, I again thank the
bill’s managers, the Senior Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] and the
Senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN], as well as the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. THOMPSON], for assist-
ing me in ensuring this provision be-
comes law.

In closing, I reiterate my concern
about the excessive spending contained
in this conference report, including
millions in taxpayers’ dollars for
planes, ships, and other equipment that
the President did not request.

We should reexamine our defense pri-
orities, and we should do it as soon as
possible.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
want to express my support for the De-
fense Authorization conference report
and to thank the Chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, Senator
WARNER, and the Ranking Member,
Senator LEVIN, for their assistance in
ensuring that the conference report in-
cludes a provision to provide com-
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pensation to Department of Energy nu-
clear weapons workers whose health
was harmed in the course of their serv-
ice to our country.

Back in June, when the Senate first
considered this measure, I offered an
amendment along with Senator BINGA-
MAN, Senator VOINOVICH, Senator KEN-
NEDY, Senator DEWINE and others to
establish an occupational illness com-
pensation program for these DOE
workers who helped us win the Cold
War. We offered the amendment after
my Committee and others heard testi-
mony and reviewed evidence that
showed that, for decades, the federal
government—and specifically the De-
partment of Energy—failed to ade-
quately protect its workers or to prop-
erly inform them of hazards associated
with the important work they were
performing.

In some cases, we simply did not
know then what we know now about
the links between some of the mate-
rials used to make weapons and certain
illnesses. But in some cases, the gov-
ernment did know—and yet it covered
up and kept people in the dark and
failed to adequately protect them. We
cannot go back and right that wrong. I
wish we could. But we can face up to
the mistakes that were made and begin
to try to remedy them. That is what
the Senate is about to do today.

This conference report will establish
a compensation program for Depart-
ment of Energy and contractor employ-
ees who were exposed to beryllium,
silica, or radiation in the course of
their employment, and who are now
suffering from illnesses that can be
linked to those exposures. The program
will employ eligibility criteria based
on expert judgement and sound science.

Under the compromise that was
reached with the House, the President
will be required to send to Congress by
March 15th of next year a specific pro-
posal detailing the level of compensa-
tion and benefits he believes should be
paid. Congress will then have until
July 31st to enact specific compensa-
tion levels. However, if Congress does
not act by July 31st, a default benefit
level of $150,000 plus medical benefits
will take effect. Therefore, covered em-
ployees are guaranteed to receive at
least that amount unless Congress en-
acts legislation stating otherwise by
next July.

I believe this is a good compromise,
Mr. President. It is not everything that
the Senate sponsors wanted, but it is a
start. It will get a program in place,
allow the Administration to begin to
identify those who are eligible, and
guarantee a minimum benefit level
without further action by Congress.
Those are important victories for these
Cold War veterans to whom we owe a
debt of gratitude. Today we acknowl-
edge that debt of gratitude, as well as
a responsibility to remedy mistakes we
made.

So again I want to thank Chairman
WARNER for his support of this impor-
tant provision. It would not have been
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included without his efforts. I also
want to thank Senators BINGAMAN,
VoINOVICH, KENNEDY, DEWINE, McCON-
NELL, and BUNNING for working with
me on this issue, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the conference re-
port.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today to strongly support the fiscal
year 2001 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Conference Report which we are
considering today. As a member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
the chair of the Seapower Sub-
committee, I enthusiastically endorse
this legislation, and further would like
to particularly note its name as the
Floyd D. Spence National Defense Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 2001 in
recognition of the chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee’s
long and distinguished service.

I also want to acknowledge the sen-
ior Senator from Virginia, Senator
JOHN WARNER, the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee for the su-
perb leadership he has provided in sup-
port of the committee in the context of
the entire authorization bill, and our
ranking member, Senator CARL LEVIN,
for all his work on this conference re-
port and for his contribution to the
committee and its deliberations.

The Seapower Subcommittee ad-
dressed significant issues this year and
we did so with the bipartisan support
of the members of our subcommittee. I
want to thank Senator KENNEDY, the
ranking member of the Seapower sub-
committee, and the other sub-
committee members, Senators JOHN
McCAIN, BOB SMITH, JEFF SESSIONS,
CHUCK ROBB, and JACK REED, for their
contributions and their bipartisan sup-
port of not only this legislation but
also of the work by the subcommittee
throughout this year.

This conference report takes great
strides toward modernizing our armed
services, meeting their operational and
maintenance funding requirements,
and improving the quality of service
for our dedicated and valuable men and
women of the military.

Because we recognize that the service
members are our most valuable asset,
this bill makes a solid investment in
substantive healthcare provisions
which will improve the coverage and
quality of healthcare for our active
duty military members, retirees, and
their family members.

Significantly, this legislation initi-
ates a permanent program to provide
“healthcare for life’” to our military
retirees age 65 and older by
supplementing Medicare with
TRICARE, the military’s healthcare
program. It also includes a provision,
originally the Kennedy-Snowe amend-
ment, which complements the
““healthcare for life”’ legislation by ex-
panding prescription drug coverage for
all our retirees—to provide a com-
prehensive healthcare benefits program
that our military retirees so richly de-
serve.

This conference report also reflects
the Seapower Subcommittee’s hard
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look at Navy and Marine Corps oper-
ations and the equipment our men and
women require to carry out those oper-
ations. And, Mr. President, what we
have found in testimony from our oper-
ational commander is that our Navy
and Marine Corps continues to be the
nation’s 9-1-1 force. Our sailors and
marines are forward deployed, carrying
out the national military strategy, and
they continue to function at a high
level of operations.

In fact, between 1980 and 1989, the
Navy/Marine Corps team alone re-
sponded to 58 contingency missions.
However, between 1990 and 1999 that
number had increased to 192 contin-
gency missions—a remarkable three-
fold increase 1in operations! What
makes this figure even more astound-
ing is that this increase in missions oc-
curred while the number of ships was
reduced from 500 in 1980 to the current
fleet of 316 ships.

The subcommittee recognizes the
critical and unique role that the Navy
and Marine Corps team filled in pur-
suing the national military strategy,
and worked to create a bill that would
support these diverse missions. To that
end, I am pleased that this conference
report authorizes an increase of $749
million to the Seapower Subcommittee
procurement programs—on top of the
President’s budget request of $21.6 bil-
lion.

Furthermore, this conference agree-
ment includes all of the original
Seapower Subcommittee legislative
provisions I referenced during my June
discussion of these issues on the floor
of the Senate, as well as several posi-
tive additions which will enhance both
our national security and the readiness
of our naval forces.

I want to highlight several capabili-
ties and programs that we addressed
after receiving testimony from the
service chiefs and operational com-
manders and after visiting and talking
with our service men and women.

The Seapower conference report ag-
gressively addresses the future of our
nation’s Navy and the importance of
recapitalization of our fleet by author-
izing the construction of eight new
ships. This includes $4 billion for a Nim-
itz class aircraft carrier; $2.7 billion for
three DDG-51 Arleigh Burke class de-
stroyers—the most advanced surface
combatant in the world; $1.5 billion for
two LPD-17 San Antonio class amphib-
ious ships which will begin to reduce
lifecycle costs in our amphibious fleet;
$339 million for one ADC(X) auxiliary
supply ship; and $1.2 billion for one Vir-
ginia class attack submarine

It also authorizes the President’s re-
quest of $357 million for the advance
procurement of seven DDG-51 Arleigh
Burke class destroyers, $5608 million for
SSN-774 Virginia class attack sub-
marines, and $22 million for one
CVN(X) nuclear powered aircraft car-
rier.

The subcommittee recognized this
need to modernize the fleet and, as a
result, invested in future ship research

October 12, 2000

and development as the seed corn of
the future Navy by approving the budg-
et request of $38 million for CVN-77—
the last aircraft carrier of the Nimitz
class; $274 million for CVN(X); $207 mil-
lion for the SSN-T774 Virginia class at-
tack submarines; and $535 million for
the revolutionary DD-21 land attack
destroyer.

This conference report also approves
the President’s request for $1.1 billion
for the procurement of sixteen MV-22
Osprey Marine Corps tilt-rotor aircraft,
$2.2 billion to procure twelve C-17 air-
craft, and $176.4 million for contained
research, development, test, and eval-
uation of the C-17 strategic airlift pro-
gram.

I am pleased that $560 million of the
total procurement authorization in-
crease is for new ship construction and
will assist the Navy in achieving poten-
tial savings of over $1 billion. This in-
crease includes $460 million for ad-
vanced procurement of the LHD-8 am-
phibious assault ship and an increase of
$100 million for advance procurement
of DDC-51 Arleigh Burke class destroy-
ers.

For the Navy and Marine Corps avia-
tion communities the conference re-
port authorizes an increase of $52.4 mil-
lion to re-manufacture two additional
SH-60 helicopters and a $41.8 million
increase to procure two additional CH-
60 Navy helicopters, an increase of $22
million for additional P-3 Anti-Surface
Warfare Improvement Program Kits,
and an increase of $17 million for modi-
fications and night operations upgrades
to the Marine Corps UH-1 and AH-1
helicopters.

The conference agreement authorizes
a $179.5 million increase to the Presi-
dent’s budget request of $4.5 billion for
the research, development, test, and
evaluation of Navy, Marine Corps, and
Air Force programs under the jurisdic-
tion of the Seapower Subcommittee to
include a $12.5 million increase for an
additional Advanced Amphibious As-
sault Vehicle prototype, a $20 million
increase to develop advanced shipboard
simulators for Marines embarked on
amphibious ships, a $15 million in-
crease for a multi-purpose acoustic
processor for anti-submarine warfare, a
$10 million increase for development of
command and decision software to be
used throughout the surface Navy to
improve communication among com-
manders, and an $8.4 million increase
for the development of a defense sys-
tem to protect our surface ships from
torpedoes.

Mr. President, I want to emphasize
that these increases were authorized by
the Seapower Subcommittee to begin
to provide much needed relief to the
operational commanders who testified
that they were being ‘‘stretched too
thin.” This added funding supports
critical programs that will provide
commanders with the equipment and
the modernized systems they require to
successfully and safely accomplish
their mission.

I say to my colleagues, this entire de-
fense bill takes a positive step toward
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modernizing our armed services, meet-
ing their operational and maintenance
funding requirements, and improving
the quality of service for our com-
mitted men and women of the military.
I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
passage of the final version of the FY
2001 National Defense Authorization
Act.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the conference report for
H.R. 4205, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2001.

The conference report contains a pro-
vision on an issue that I have been
working on—the concurrent receipt of
military retired pay and VA disability
compensation.

A law enacted in 1891 requires a dis-
abled career military veteran to waive
the amount of his retired pay equal to
his VA disability compensation. Mili-
tary retirees are the only group of fed-
eral retirees who must waive retire-
ment pay in order to receive VA dis-
ability compensation. If a veteran re-
fuses to give up his retired pay, he will
lose his VA disability benefits. Our
government is effectively requiring ca-
reer military retirees to fund their own
disability benefits. This inequitable
offset affects over 437,000 military re-
tirees.

Section 666 of the Senate version of
this legislation would have eliminated
the current offset entirely. The provi-
sion was very similar of H.R. 303, which
has 321 cosponsors in the House. The
provision was supported by numerous
veterans’ service organizations, includ-
ing the Military Coalition, the Na-
tional Military/Veterans Alliance, the
American Legion, the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, the Paralyzed Veterans of Amer-
ica, and the Uniformed Services Dis-
abled Retirees.

Some members were concerned that
the provision was too expensive, and
consequently, many felt that we could
not include a provision to completely
eliminate the current offset in the con-
ference report. In my opinion, no
amount of money can equal the sac-
rifice our military men and women
have made in service to their country.
This is a small price to pay to show our
appreciation to those who have sac-
rificed so much for our great nation.

While I am extremely disappointed
that we did not take advantage of this
opportunity to correct this long-stand-
ing inequity, I am pleased that the con-
ference report does contain language
that will take us one step closer to cor-
recting this injustice once and for all.

The Fiscal Year 2000 National De-
fense Authorization Act included a pro-
vision, to authorize a monthly allow-
ance to military retirees with severe
service-connected disabilities rated by
the Department of Veterans Affairs at
70 percent or greater. The provision au-
thorized payments of $300 per month to
retirees with 100 percent disability,
$200 per month to retirees with 90 per-
cent disability and $100 per month to
retirees with 70 and 80 percent dis-
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ability. To be eligible, retirees had to
have at least 20 years of service and
have their VA disability rating within
four years of their retirement. Only in-
dividuals retired for longevity qualified
for the monthly benefit.

The conference report for H.R. 4205
expands the eligibility for these special
payments to those individuals retired
for disability by their service. These
individuals are also known as ‘‘Chapter
61" retirees. The payments will begin
in fiscal year 2002.

I want to thank Senator WARNER and
Senator LEVIN for their assistance in
including this provision in the con-
ference report. I would also like to ac-
knowledge Congressman  BILIRAKIS,
who assisted as an outside conferee on
the conference report which made it
possible for us to debate concurrent re-
ceipt in this session of the 106th Con-
gress. Congressman BILIRAKIS has been
a vocal advocate for concurrent receipt
in the House for over fifteen years.

The original law is 109 years old and
discriminates against service members
who decide to make the military their
careers. Military retirees with service-
connected disabilities should be able to
receive compensation for their injuries
above their military retired pay. The
elimination of this offset is long over-
due, and I will continue to pursue this
issue in the 107th Congress.

I urge my colleagues to support the
conference report for H.R. 4205.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I am proud to serve on the
Senate Armed Services Committee
that developed the Senate version of
the National Defense Authorization
bill for fiscal year 2001. I am equally
proud to have served as a Conferee to
resolve differences between our bill and
the one that passed the House of Rep-
resentatives.

This bill is important to our men and
women who serve this Nation every
day. As the explosion today in Yemen
demonstrates, America’s great mili-
tary men and women put their lives on
the line for us every day. That sacrifice
demands our attention and our sup-
port.

This bill is another step to help us
pull the U.S. military out of the nose-
dive created by this Administration.
The number of deployments the Clin-
ton/Gore administration committed us
to has forced the military to use its
limited funds for operations vice main-
taining our forces. Readiness is at an
all-time 1low. We are cannibalizing
parts of our forces to keep the other
parts running. That is wrong. Our men
and women in uniform deserve better.
This bill is a step in the right direc-
tion, but we still need more. I will fight
for more again next year.

My colleagues on the Armed Services
Committee have lauded the benefits of
this bill, so I will not repeat them all
here. However, several points I feel are
very important to note for the Amer-
ican people.

This bill authorizes $309.9 billion in
military spending, $4.6 billion above

S10381

the President’s budget request. It au-
thorizes $63.2 billion for procurement,
$2.6 billion above the President’s budg-
et request. It authorizes $38.9 billion
for research and development, $1.1 bil-
lion above the President’s budget re-
quest.

This bill provides a decent pay
raise—3.7 percent. It approves perma-
nent comprehensive health care bene-
fits for military retirees and benefits
for military families. It also provides
pharmacy benefits. When our military
men and women put their lives on the
line for our freedom, we owe them this
commitment.

This bill is a start, but we must do
better. We need to expand our missile
defense capabilities to fully leverage
land, sea, air, and space options. Our
ship-building rate is below that needed
to sustain our aging naval force in the
long term. We also need to be investing
in space power programs. For 8 years,
this Administration has ignored pro-
grams like the Kinetic Energy Anti-
Satellite system and the military
space plane.

I also want to mention two impor-
tant items which I fought vigorously
for in this Bill that my colleagues have
not mentioned.

First, this bill attempts to right a
grievous wrong that was committed
over 50 years ago when Captain Charles
Butler McVay III was tried and con-
victed—unjustly I Dbelieve—for the
sinking of his ship, the U.S.S. Indian-
apolis, shortly before the end of the
Second World War. This remains the
greatest sea disaster in the history of
the U.S. Navy. 880 of the 1,197 men
aboard perished. Many of those who
survived the actual sinking were left
without lifeboats, food, or water and
faced shark attacks for 4 days and 5
nights.

This legislation recognizes Captain
McVay’s lack of culpability for the
tragic loss of the ship, urges a correc-
tion of his military record to reflect
his exoneration, and prompts the Navy
to award a Navy Unit Commendation
to the U.S.S. Indianapolis and her final
crew.

Captain McVay was not given intel-
ligence reports about Japanese sub-
marine activity in the ship’s path; he
was not granted an escort to help pro-
tect his ship; and he had taken prudent
steps to protect the vessel. Not all of
this information was made available to
the court-martial board. Several hun-
dred U.S. ships were lost in combat to
enemy action during World War II, yet
only Captain McVay was subjected to a
court-martial.

This language does not erase the con-
viction of Captain McVay from his
record. We in Congress do not have the
authority to do that. It must remain
on his record as a stain upon the con-
science of the Navy until this or some
future President sees fit to order that
it be expunged. This resolution does,
however, represent acknowledgment
from one branch of the Federal Govern-
ment he served so capably that Captain



S10382

McVay’s conviction was morally wrong
and that he should no longer be viewed
by the American people as responsible
for the horrible tragedy which haunted
him to the end of his life.

Second, this bill closes a loop hole in
our national security regarding the
granting of security clearances. Every-
day, we entrust our national secrets to
individuals to develop weapon systems,
intelligence capabilities, war plans,
and the like to defend this nation in
war and peace. The American people
demand these individuals be of the
highest integrity. Yet, it came to my
attention that we have not been main-
taining that standard. Persons with
criminal track records have been
granted security clearances. We have
even granted clearances to murderers.

The addition I fought for in this bill
is simple. It would prevent the Depart-
ment of Defense from granting security
clearances to those who have been con-
victed in a court of a crime punishable
by imprisonment for a term exceeding
one year.

As I have said, this bill will strength-
en our military. It is a step in the right
direction, but we are not finished. I
urge my colleagues to approve the con-
ference report.

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the

following statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss provisions (Section 934)
in the fiscal year 2001 National Defense
Authorization Act (H.R. 5408) aimed at
supporting efforts within the Depart-
ment of Defense to develop a set of
operational concepts, sometimes re-
ferred to as ‘Network Centric Warfare’,
that seek to exploit the power of infor-
mation and U.S. superiority in infor-
mation technologies to maintain domi-
nance and improve interoperability on
the battlefield. I am reiterating points
here that I made in a longer and more
detailed statement this past summer
on June 20 on this legislation. The con-
cept of Network Centric Warfare calls
for a military that links sensors, com-
munications systems and weapons sys-
tems in an interconnected grid that al-
lows for a seamless information flow to
warfighters, policy makers, and sup-
port personnel. I am very pleased to see
that our House and Senate Conferees
have made a strong statement as to the
importance of this emerging theory of
warfare. They have joined a chorus of
voices, including experts from the
Naval War College, Office of the De-
fense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
push for an acceleration of DoD efforts
to analyze, understand, and implement
the concepts of Network Centric War-
fare. In fact, Joint Vision 2020 set the
goal for the Department of Defense to
pursue information superiority in order
that joint forces may possess superior
knowledge and attain decision superi-
ority during operations across the
spectrum of conflict.

After extensive discussions with a va-
riety of Agency and Service officials, I
believe that although there are many
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innovative efforts underway through-
out the Department to develop net-
work centric technologies and systems,
as well as to develop mechanisms to in-
tegrate information systems, sensors,
weapon systems and decision makers,
these efforts are too often underfunded,
low-priority, and not coordinated
across Services. In many cases, they
will unfortunately continue the legacy
of interoperability problems that we
all know exist today. To paraphrase
one senior Air Force officer, we are not
making the mnecessary fundamental
changes—we are still nibbling at the
edges.

The legislation in Section 934 of H.R.
5408 explores many of the facets of this
novel Joint vision of a networked force
and operations. Section 934 (b) clearly
states the policy of the United States
with respect to Network Centric War-
fare. The legislation makes it the goal
of Department of Defense to fully co-
ordinate various efforts being pursued
by the Joint Staff, the Defense Agen-
cies, and the military departments as
they develop the concepts of Network
Centric Warfare. The legislation then
also calls for DoD to provide two re-
ports to Congress detailing efforts in
moving towards Network Centric
forces and operations. The conference
language reflects the fact that both the
Senate and the House had compatible
provisions on Network Centric Warfare
in their respective bills. The final con-
ference language essentially reflects
the more detailed Senate version; it
consolidates the wording while retain-
ing the intent and each key element of
the Senate bill’s proposals. Therefore
the points I made in a more extended
statement this past summer remain ap-
plicable to the final provision, and
what follows is merely a reiteration
and elaboration from that statement.
At this point I also particularly want
to note my appreciation for the strong
support, cooperation, and contribu-
tions on this provision from my friends
and Committee colleagues, Senators
ROBERTS and BINGAMAN.

Section 934(b) calls for a report focus-
ing on the broad development and im-
plementation of Network Centric War-
fare concepts in the Department of De-
fense. The Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
are asked to report on their current
and planned efforts to coordinate all
Dod activities in Network Centric War-
fare to show how they are moving to-
ward a truly Joint, networked force.
The report calls for the development of
a set of metrics as discussed in Section
934(c)(J) to be used to monitor our
progress towards a Joint, networked
force and the attainment of fully inte-
grated Joint command and control ca-
pabilities, both in technology and orga-
nizational structure. These metrics
should allow Congress and DoD to
evaluate technology development and
acquisition programs that are related
to Network Centric concepts and en-
able policy makers to set priorities and
to make difficult resource allocation
decisions.
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The legislation also requires the De-
partment to report on how it is moving
toward Joint Requirements and Acqui-
sition policies and increasing Joint au-
thority in this area to ensure that fu-
ture forces will be truly seamless,
interoperable, and network-centric, as
described in Section 934(c)(G). These
Joint activities are critically nec-
essary to achieving networked systems
and operations. Unless we move away
from a system designed to protect indi-
vidual Service interests and procure-
ment programs, we will always be faced
with solving interoperability problems
between systems. For example,
strengthening the Joint oversight of
the requirements for and acquisition of
all systems directly involved in Joint
Task Forces interoperability would
provide a sounder method for acquiring
these systems. We need to move away
from a cold war based, platform-centric
acquisition system that is slow, cum-
bersome, and Service-centric. As part
of this review, DoD should examine the
speed at which it can acquire new tech-
nologies and whether the personnel
making key decisions on information
systems procurement are technically
training or at least supported by the
finest technical talent available. The
report should, as part of this review,
evaluate how to ensure that Service ac-
quisition systems are responsive to the
establishment of Joint interoperability
standards in networking, computing,
and communications, as well as best
commercial practices.

As described in Section 934(c)(I), the
report must also address the need for
coordination of Service and Agency
Science and Technology (S&T) invest-
ments in the development of future
Joint Network Central Warfare capa-
bilities. In moving towards a more
Joint, networked force we must con-
tinue to ensure that we provide our na-
tion’s warfighters with the best tech-
nologies. The review should evaluate
where we must increase our invest-
ments in areas such as sensors, net-
working protocols, human-machine
interfaces, training, and other tech-
nologies, especially in the face of con-
strained S&T budgets. The Secretary of
Defense should explain how S&T in-
vestments supporting network centric
operations will be coordinated across
the Agencies and Services to eliminate
redundancy and how and where invest-
ments will be made to better address
critical warfighting technology needs.
This is more important than ever as we
develop our next generation of weapon
systems—better coordination and es-
tablishment of common standards in
the technology development stages can
only help to alleviate future interoper-
ability problems.

Any investments in S&T for a net-
work centric force must also address
the role of the operator in a network
centric system. The report must pay
attention to the training of our combat
and support personnel so that they can
make the best use of information tech-
nologies, as well as investing more in



October 12, 2000

research on learning and cognitive
processes so that our training systems
and human-machine interfaces are op-
timized. The recommendations on in-
vestments in the report should also ac-
commodate the incredible pace of
change in information technologies
that is currently driven by the com-
mercial sector. Dodd must analyze the
commercially driven revolutions in in-
formation technology and modify the
investment strategy to best leverage
those developments through coopera-
tive R&D and utilization of dual-use
technologies.

Section 934(d) describes the second
report, which requires an examination
of the use of the Joint Experimen-
tation Program in developing Network
Centric Warfare concepts. Network
Centric Warfare is inherently Joint,
and the Commander in Chief of Joint
Forces Command is in the best position
to develop new operational concepts
and test the new technologies that sup-
port it. The report calls for a proposal
on how the Joint Experimentation Pro-
gram and the results of its activities
are to be used to develop these new
operational concepts, especially with
regards to the design of optimal force
structures for Joint operations.

The Joint Experimentation process
should also be used to develop Joint
Requirements, Doctrine, and Acquisi-
tion programs to support network cen-
tric operations. It should serve to iden-
tify impediments to the development
of a joint information network, includ-
ing the linking of Service intranets, as
well as redesigning combat support
functions to leverage new network cen-
tric operation concepts. The review
should evaluate each of these issues.
This of course does not detract from
the critical role that existing Service
experimentation programs will play in
developing new technologies and doc-
trine to make our fighting forces more
efficient and interoperable, which
should be a part of this analysis.

This legislation will help focus the
Pentagon and Congress’ attention on
the need to move our military into a
more information savvy and networked
force. We ask that these reports set
forth the needed organizational, policy,
and legislative changes necessary to
achieve this transformation for deci-
sion makers in the military, Adminis-
tration, and in Congress. The realities
of the information technology revolu-
tion will force our future military op-
erations to be network centric. We
must act now to ensure that we stay
ahead of the curve in technology and,
more importantly, in thinking. I look
forward to receiving plans and pro-
posals to help get us there efficiently
and effectively.®

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate will vote today
on the fiscal year 2001 Department of
Defense Authorization Conference Re-
port. This defense bill contains historic
improvements in health care coverage
for the approximately 12,600 military
retirees, their families, and survivors
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currently living in South Dakota. In
addition, the defense bill contains
much-needed quality of life’” improve-
ments for men and women in active
duty and several improvements to the
TRICARE health care system for ac-
tive duty personnel and their families.

On the first day of this legislative
session, I introduced the Keep Our
Promises to America’s Military Retir-
ees Act to restore the broken promise
of lifetime health care for military re-
tirees and their dependents. Men and
women were promised lifetime health
care for themselves and their families
upon completion of 20 years in the
military. However, military retirees
are currently kicked out of TRICARE
once they become eligible for Medicare.
The current situation breaks a promise
our country has made with its veterans
and military retirees. The lack of ade-
quate health care coverage for military
retirees also impacts retention of
qualified military personnel and sends
a negative signal to young men and
women considering a career in the
military.

My bipartisan legislation received
the endorsement from military retiree
and veterans organizations as well as
from a grassroots organization of thou-
sands of military retirees across the
country. My legislation called for mili-
tary retirees to have the option of
staying in their TRICARE military
health care program or electing to par-
ticipate in the Federal Employees
Health Benefit Program, FEHBP. The
Keep Our Promises to America’s Mili-
tary Retirees Act would also allow
military retirees who entered the mili-
tary prior to June 7, 1956 (the date
military health care for retirees was
enacted into law) to enroll in FEHBP
with the United States paying 100 per-
cent of the costs.

I offered my legislation as an amend-
ment during Senate consideration of
the fiscal year 2001 Defense Authoriza-
tion bill. Although the amendment
failed on a procedural motion, I was
pleased that Senate Armed Services
Committee Chairman JOHN WARNER
agreed to include one part of my bill—
the expansion of TRICARE to Medi-
care-eligible military retirees—in both
the Senate defense bill and the final
conference report that will be sent to
the President.

The conference report also extends
full DoD pharmacy benefits for Medi-
care-eligible military retirees. Military
retirees will now be able to use DoD re-
tail and mail-order pharmacy pro-
grams. A 20 percent copayment is re-
quired for retail, and a $8 copay is re-
quired for a 90-day supply of mail-or-
dered drugs. As you recall, this phar-
macy provision was included in the
Senate defense bill after I was success-
ful in creating a special military re-
tiree health care reserve fund” in the
fiscal year 2001 budget resolution.

The fiscal year 2001 Defense Author-
ization Conference Report includes a
number of other health care and ‘‘qual-
ity of life’” improvements for men and
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women in active duty and their fami-
lies. I am pleased this bill eliminates
TRICARE Prime copayments for ac-
tive-duty family members as well as
increasing reimbursement rates for
TRICARE providers. In my numerous
meetings in the state on TRICARE, low
reimbursement rates have been of par-
ticular concern because the low rates
make recruitment of TRICARE health
care providers in rural areas difficult.
With my support, the bill also includes
efforts to improve TRICARE through
good Dbusiness practices, increased
technology, and reduced administra-
tive waste.

The conference report includes a
much-deserved 3.7 percent pay raise for
active duty and reserve personnel. I am
pleased the bill also begins the process
of eliminating the mandatory out-of-
pocket housing costs incurred by
servicemembers. Recruitment and re-
tention efforts will be enhanced with
incentives to join ROTC and increased
enlistment bonuses, as well as a provi-
sion that allows VEAP conversion to
the Montgomery GI Bill for
servicemembers currently on active
duty who had previously contributed to
VEAP.

While I am pleased that a number of
health care issues have been addressed
in this year’s defense authorization
bill, there is more work that needs to
be done. I will continue to work with
cosponsors of my Keep Our Promises
legislation to provide military retirees
with the option of using FEHBP and to
address the broken promise of free life-
time health care to those military per-
sonnel who entered the military prior
to June 7, 1956. I am also disappointed
that the bill failed to adequately ad-
dress a rule that prohibits disabled vets
from receiving their retired pay and
disability compensation concurrently.
I am a cosponsor of legislation that
would correct this injustice, and I will
continue to work with my colleagues
to ensure its eventual passage. Finally,
I will continue to fight for increased
veterans education benefits through a
strengthened Montgomery GI Bill and
passage of my Veterans Education Op-
portunities Act.

The health care improvements and
“quality of life”” improvements in-
cluded in this year’s defense authoriza-
tion bill are a testament to the hard
work and grassroots organization of
thousands of military retirees across
the country. One particular military
retiree, Fred Athans from Rapid City,
recently completed his term as na-
tional president of The Retired En-
listed Association. Fred and countless
others from South Dakota and around
the country were essential in the pas-
sage of this legislation.

e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first, I
would like to say that the attack on
the U.S.S. Cole is a tragedy for the na-
tion. My thoughts are with the families
and loved ones of the sailors who lost
their lives, and I pray for the full re-
covery of those who were injured. I also
urge an immediate investigation of
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this brutal terrorist act against our
country in order to identify the terror-
ists and their backers and bring them
to justice as soon as possible.

I support the conference report to the
Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Authorization
Bill. It represents major progress in
our commitment to defending our
country and caring for the dedicated
men and women who serve so well in
our armed forces.

I commend my colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee for their
skillful work in producing this con-
sensus and bipartisan conference re-
port. We have made worthwhile
progress on many important issues af-
fecting our armed forces.

The nation owes a special debt to the
men and women of the armed forces for
their unwavering commitment to our
country and their excellent perform-
ance in the challenges they faced in
this past year. They stand in harm’s
way. They have helped end the aggres-
sion in Kosovo, enforced the peace in
Iraq, and helped provide the foundation
for a free and independent nation in
East Timor.

The contributions of our armed
forces in those conflicts captured head-
lines, but it is important to recognize
that our service members are preparing
for and responding to a variety of con-
tingencies. From defending the United
States and our allies to participating
in peacekeeping missions, to con-
ducting counter-drug operations, to
providing humanitarian assistance, the
members of our armed forces today are
prepared to carry out a wide range of
duties in an efficient and professional
manner.

This conference report includes a
number of important provisions that
demonstrate the commitment by Con-
gress to improving the quality of life of
those serving our country today as well
as those who have completed their
service in the past. For those currently
serving, the conference report includes
a 3.7 percent pay raise, a full half-per-
cent above the rate of inflation.

Our commitment is not only to the
soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines
who defend our country but also to
their families. The conference report
authorizes the construction of new
housing for 2,900 families. For families
who live off-base, we have taken steps
to meet our goal of reducing out-of-
pocket housing expenses to zero within
five years.

The conference report helps to make
the armed forces a more attractive ca-
reer by implementing a program to
allow active and reserve service mem-
bers to enroll in the Thrift Savings
Program, encouraging them to plan
and save for their retirement.

One of the most important accom-
plishments in this legislation is a pre-
scription drug benefit for military re-
tirees, their spouses and widows. It is a
long overdue step toward making good
on the Nation’s promise to provide ca-
reer personnel with lifetime health
benefits. And we intend to continue the
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on-going effort to provide all retirees
with affordable, comprehensive pre-
scription drug coverage through Medi-
care.

When we first considered the DOD
authorization bill earlier this year,
Senator SNOWE and I drafted a proposal
to create a comprehensive drug benefit.
We worked closely with Chairman
WARNER and others to make coverage
of prescription drugs a priority in this
legislation. I am pleased that our legis-
lation prevailed and was expanded in
the conference. It is now clear to all
that Congress has heard and heeded the
needs of our military retirees, and ad-
dressed their number one priority—the
cost of prescription drugs.

As a result of our efforts, nearly 1.4
million Medicare-eligible military re-
tirees and their spouses and widows—
including more than 21,500 in Massa-
chusetts—will have access to afford-
able prescription drugs, effective upon
enactment.

Under this legislation, military retir-
ees will receive a retail and mail-order
pharmacy benefit. Almost one-third of
them—450,000—already have this ben-
efit under the base closing agreement.
The bill provides a 90-day supply of pre-
scription drugs by mail for an $8 co-
payment, or a 30-day supply of pre-
scription drugs from a retail pharmacy
for a 20 percent co-payment. There are
no deductibles, and no additional pre-
miums. Military retirees and their
spouses and widows will receive the
prescription drugs that their doctors
prescribe. It is a generous benefit for
those who have given so generously to
the country during their working
years.

The legislation also assures com-
prehensive Medicare supplemental cov-
erage through TRICARE. Together,
these new benefits assure health secu-
rity in retirement for those who have
served in the armed forces.

These benefits send a strong message
to all men and women in uniform that
we care about their service. It lets
military retirees know that Congress
listens, cares, and will act on their be-
half.

Despite success here today for mili-
tary retirees, we must not forget the
millions of other senior citizens who
need help with prescription drugs, too.

It’s long past time for Congress to
mend the broken promise of Medicare.
Medicare is a compact between the
government and America’s senior and
disabled citizens. It says work hard and
pay in during your working years, and
you will receive health coverage in
your retirement years. But every day
that promise is broken, because Medi-
care does not cover prescription drugs.
It is time for Congress to make good on
that promise, too.

When Medicare was enacted in 1965,
only three percent of private insurance
policies offered prescription drug cov-
erage. Today, virtually all private
health insurance policies provide pre-
scription drug coverage.

Up to 20 million elderly and disabled
Medicare beneficiaries—one-half of the
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total—have no prescription drug cov-
erage throughout the year. Almost 14
million have never had drug coverage.

Those who have coverage find that
too often it is unreliable, inadequate or
unaffordable. In fact, the only senior
citizens who have stable, secure, af-
fordable drug coverage today are the
very poor, who are on Medicaid. The
idea that only the impoverished elderly
should qualify for needed hospital and
doctor care was rejected when Medi-
care was enacted.

Governor Bush and Congressional Re-
publicans say they want to subsidize
prescription drugs for the poor. But
senior citizens deserve Medicare, not
welfare.

Too many seniors today must choose
between food on the table and the med-
icine they need to stay healthy or to
treat their illnesses.

Too many seniors take half the pills
their doctor prescribes—or don’t even
fill needed prescriptions—because they
cannot afford the high cost of prescrip-
tion drugs.

Too many seniors are ending up hos-
pitalized—at immense cost to Medi-
care—because they aren’t receiving the
drugs they need at all, or cannot afford
to take them correctly.

Pharmaceutical products are increas-
ingly the source of miracle cures for a
host of dread diseases. In 1998 alone,
private industry spent more than $21
billion in research on new medicines
and to bring them to the public. Con-
gress is well on its way to doubling the
budget for the National Institutes of
Health. The miracle drugs developed by
these public and private sectors invest-
ments save lives—and they save dollars
too, by preventing unnecessary hos-
pitalization and expensive surgery. But
millions of Medicare beneficiaries are
left out and left behind from the bene-
fits of 21st century medicine because
they cannot afford the price of admis-
sion.

Elderly Americans need and deserve
prescription drug coverage under Medi-
care. Any senior citizen will tell you
that—and so will their children and
grandchildren. It is time to make the
needs of all seniors a priority as well.

As a party, Republicans have always
disliked Medicare. It was one of the
first votes I cast when I came to the
Senate, and it’s still one of the best
votes I've ever cast.

Senator Bob Dole, however, once
boasted that he voted against Medi-
care’s enactment, and never liked it.
According to historian Robert Dallek,
Ronald Reagan saw Medicare as the ad-
vance wave of socialism that would
“invade every area of freedom in this
country.” House Majority Leader DICK
ARMEY has said that it’s a program he
would ‘“‘have no part of in a free
world.” Newt Gingrich wanted Medi-
care to ‘‘wither on the vine” in the
GOP effort he led to privatize Medicare
and reduce its funding in order to pay
for tax breaks for the rich.

In contrast, under the leadership of
the Clinton-Gore Administration,
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Medicare’s financial outlook is the
healthiest it has ever been. According
to the most recent Trustee’s Report,
the Medicare Trust Fund will remain
solvent for the next quarter century.

Democrats want a universal, vol-
untary prescription drug benefit under
Medicare. All beneficiaries would be el-
igible for affordable coverage within
one year of enactment. In contrast,
George Bush passes the buck to the
states and private insurance compa-
nies. His flawed two-part program
would force seniors to wait too long
and do too little for too few.

Phase One of the Bush plan would be
a state block grant program similar to
one of the proposals by Senator ROTH.
Eligibility is limited to senior citizens
whose incomes are below $14,600—which
leaves 70 percent of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries with no coverage. Senior citi-
zens want Medicare, not welfare. They
have spent their working years build-
ing our country, and they should not
have to beg for prescription drugs in
their golden years.

It would take years to implement the
Bush block grant program. Last Feb-
ruary, the National Governors Associa-
tion unanimously rejected this ap-
proach in a resolution that said, ‘‘If
Congress decides to expand prescrip-
tion drug coverage to seniors, it should
not shift that responsibility . . . to the
states.”” States should not be asked to
pick up the slack for Congress’ failure
to fill Medicare’s biggest gap.

Phase Two of the Bush plan picks up
where Newt Gingrich left off. Under the
guise of Medicare ‘‘reform,” the Bush
proposal relies on private insurance
companies to provide Medicare bene-
fits. Prescription drug coverage under
phase two would not start until 2004. It
is contingent on passage by Congress of
broad Medicare changes that would
create a ‘“‘premium support’’ program,
which would eliminate the govern-
ment’s obligation to contribute 75 per-
cent of the premium for individuals en-
rolling in Medicare. A similar plan was
estimated to raise premiums for the el-
derly in traditional Medicare by up to
47 percent in the first year. Bush
claims that the elderly could Kkeep
their current Medicare, but many
would be forced to join HMOs, because
conventional Medicare would quickly
become unaffordable. The Bush plan
will turn many senior citizens over to
the tender mercy of the private insur-
ance industry, and force them to give
up their doctors and join HMOs to have
access to an affordable drug benefit.

In addition, under Governor Bush’s
plan, the government would subsidize
only 25 percent of an undetermined pre-
mium that could vary drastically from
state to state. Never in the history of
Medicare have senior citizens been
asked to pay such a high proportion of
the cost of any benefit. According to
CBO estimates for a similar plan, the
Bush proposal costs so much and pro-
vides so little that it is unlikely to
help even half of the senior citizens
who are currently without drug cov-
erage.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The ongoing revolution in health
care makes prescription drug coverage
more essential now than ever. Coverage
of prescription drugs under Medicare is
as essential today as was coverage of
hospital and doctor care in 1965, when
Medicare was enacted. Senior citizens
need that help—and they need it now.

So I say to my colleagues—while we
are making good on broken promises,
it’s long past time to cover prescrip-
tion drugs under Medicare for all elder-
ly Americans. If we can cover military
retirees, we can cover other senior citi-
zens too.

Another major achievement in this
bill is the inclusion of the Energy Em-
ployees Occupational Illness Com-
pensation Act, a gratifying break-
through for basic fairness. These work-
ers deserve this compensation, and it is
decades overdue.

As we now know, the nuclear build-
up in the Cold War years exposed many
hard-working, patriotic employees in
the nation’s defense plants to dan-
gerous radioactive and chemical mate-
rials at far greater levels than employ-
ers were willing to admit. Many of
these workers now suffer from debili-
tating and fatal illnesses directly re-
lated to that exposure. For too long,
the government shamefully ignored the
plight of these workers and failed to
accept responsibility for it.

I commend Secretary of Energy Rich-
ardson for his leadership in bringing
this issue to light and dealing so effec-
tively with this tragic chapter in our
recent history. I also commend Sen-
ators THOMPSON, BINGAMAN, VOINOVICH,
MCCONNELL, DEWINE, and BUNNING for
their leadership and persistence in
achieving this bipartisan compromise.

This workers’ compensation program
is based on sound science and tradi-
tional principles of workers’ compensa-
tion. It is designed to make the claim-
ants whole by paying medical benefits
and compensating them for lost income
due to death or disability that resulted
from work for the federal government
or one of its contractors. I supported
giving workers the option of choosing
to receive their actual lost wages, in-
stead of a lump sum payment, and I am
disappointed that the House Repub-
licans refused to include this provision
in the final bill. Despite this oversight,
this new program is a substantial vic-
tory for these energy workers. They
made great sacrifices for our country
during the Cold War, and they have al-
ready waited too long for this relief.

Another important provision in the
conference agreement is a new GAO
study of the effectiveness of existing
disability programs in the military
health system in meeting the needs of
disabled dependents. Too often, active
military personnel are forced to turn
to Medicaid as the only way they can
get good health care for their disabled
child—even though there are programs
authorized under the military health
system to assist disabled dependents.
In some cases, choosing Medicaid
makes it impossible for active duty

S10385

parents to accept a military pro-
motion—because they would earn too
much money for their child to qualify
for Medicaid. It is time to overhaul
these programs and make them more
effective, so that no military personnel
have to impoverish themselves and
their family in order to obtain needed
health care for their disabled children.

I am pleased that this legislation
also includes a provision that at long
last lifts the unfair stain placed on Ad-
miral Husband E. Kimmel and General
Walter C. Short in the wake of the Jap-
anese attack on Pearl Harbor on De-
cember 7, 1941. Admiral Kimmel and
General Short were the Navy and Army
commanders at the time of that at-
tack. Despite loyal and distinguished
service, they were unfairly scapegoated
for the nation’s lack of preparation for
that attack and the catastrophe that
took place.

They were the only two officers eligi-
ble for advancement under the 1947 Of-
ficer Personnel Act who did not receive
advancement when they retired. The
provision in this bill asks the President
to advance them posthumously, so that
now, at this late date, these two men
will finally be treated fairly like their
peers. This provision moves us another
step forward on the path of justice and
equality, and I am delighted by its in-
clusion.

Although the conference report
makes progress on many issues, I am
very disappointed that this legislation
fails to take strong and needed action
on the important issue of hate crimes.

Earlier this year, with the support of
a broad group of law enforcement orga-
nizations, civil rights groups, and com-
munity and religious organizations,
strong, bipartisan majorities in both
the Senate and the House voted to in-
clude a needed anti-hate crimes provi-
sion in the defense authorization bill.
By stripping the hate crimes provision
from the bill in the conference, the Re-
publican leadership has callously ig-
nored these votes and the clear will of
Congress. On hate crimes, the Repub-
lican leadership has failed the leader-
ship test and turned its back on the
need to protect all our citizens from
bigotry and prejudice.

Hate crimes are a national disgrace—
an attack on everything this country
stands for. They send a poisonous mes-
sage that some Americans are second
class citizens who deserve to be victim-
ized solely because of their race, their
ethnic background, their religion, their
sexual orientation, their gender or
their disability. For too long, the fed-
eral government has been forced to
stand on the sidelines in the fight
against these senseless acts of hate and
violence. If America is to live up to its
founding ideals of liberty and justice
for all, combating hate crimes must be
a national priority.

If the national outcry is loud enough,
we still have a chance to act on this
issue in the remaining days of this
Congress.
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We also have a responsibility to ad-
dress the problem of unexploded ordi-
nance on active and formerly live-fire
training facilities. On the Massachu-
setts Military Reservation, UXO poses
a contamination threat to the soil and
groundwater in the area. It is time to
take action on this problem now, be-
fore it causes tragic and irreparable
harm to the environment and the peo-
ple who live in the area.

The conference report authorizes $8
million to develop and test new tech-
nologies to detect UXO and map the
presence of their contaminants. While
this is a good step, it cannot be the last
step. The Department of Defense
should take on the task of removing
UXO from current and former training
facilities. This step would ensure the
continued operation of live-fire ranges
and make former ranges safe for their
communities and future reuse.

In addition, we must deal with the
new generation of threats faced by our
service members and the American
public at large. As we enter the 2l1st
century, our country is faced with new
challenges from the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, the risk
of terrorist attacks both at home and
abroad, and cyber-warfare. This legisla-
tion takes steps to protect us from
each of these dangers.

The conference report authorizes the
creation of five additional Civil Sup-
port Teams, comprised of National
Guard personnel specially trained to
detect and respond to the suspected use
of chemical, biological, radiological, or
other weapons of mass destruction
against cities and people.

Strong support is given to threat re-
duction programs to continue work
with the nations of the former Soviet
Union to reduce the dangers of pro-
liferation. These steps include an addi-
tional $25 million above the President’s
request to eliminate strategic nuclear
weapons in Russia.

The number of cyber-attacks against
the Department of Defense increased
dramatically last year, totaling 22,000
raids on DOD computer systems. With
computers being an essential part of
the command, control, communica-
tions and intelligence functions of our
armed services, it is easy to see how
disruptive these attacks, if successful,
could be. The conference report recog-
nizes the seriousness of this threat and
creates an Institute for Defense Com-
puter Security and Information Protec-
tion to ensure our military can protect
itself from this type of threat.

The Seapower Subcommittee, under
the leadership of our distinguished
chair, Senator SNOWE, heard testimony
over the past year on concerns about
the Navy’s force structure, ship-
building rate, and the readiness of our
fleet. The conference report supports
the Secretary of the Navy’s decision to
increase research and development on
DD-21 to begin the next generation of
our destroyer fleet, and asks the Navy
to report on the feasibility of receiving
delivery of this advanced ship by 2009.
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But many of us are concerned about
the delays that the program has al-
ready faced, as well as the effects of
the delays on the fire-support require-
ments of the Marine Corps and on our
country’s shipbuilding industrial base.

The conference report authorizes the
extension of the DDG-51 multi-year
procurement through fiscal year 2005.
The extension of this procurement will
ease the strain placed on many of our
shipyards, and could raise the Navy’s
overall shipbuilding rate to an accept-
able level of nine ships for each of
those years. This provision is good for
the taxpayer as well, as it can save the
American public almost $600 million
compared to building these ships at a
slower rate.

In closing, this legislation makes
progress on many of the serious chal-
lenges facing our armed services, and
makes important commitments to
those in uniform and those who have
retired from the services. I urge my
colleagues to join me in voting to ap-
prove the conference report.e

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to thank my
colleagues who have worked very hard
over the last several months on a pro-
posal to compensate eligible workers in
nuclear energy facilities who have been
exposed to hazardous materials. With-
out the extraordinary effort of so many
members and their staffs, including
Senators THOMPSON, MCcCONNELL,
VOINOVICH, BINGAMAN, and KENNEDY,
we would not have been able to create
this compensation program. I espe-
cially appreciate the patience of Chair-
man WARNER and Ranking Member
LEVIN for working with us on the ini-
tiative and including it in the Defense
Authorization bill.

For more than 50 years, Ohio has
been home to numerous facilities that
performed work for the Department of
Energy’s nuclear programs. During the
Cold War, hundreds of Ohioans, as well
as thousands of Americans, were ex-
posed to hazardous and radioactive ma-
terials as a result of their employment.
Often, workers were unknowingly ex-
posed to these materials, and if work-
ers became ill, they had no relief. Our
federal government directed, and even
paid for, contractors and subcontrac-
tors to fight worker compensation
cases. A worker had to prove his or her
case on evidence that the government
would not make available.

A little over a year ago, things began
to change. Stories started appearing in
the press about what workers were ex-
posed to and how the government ig-
nored evidence. Several Senate Com-
mittees, such as Government Affairs;
Energy and Natural Resources; and
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions, have held hearings the issue of
harmful exposure and proposed rem-
edies. I believe that we have a good un-
derstanding of the problem now, as
well as a solution.

However, Mr. President, we all fully
understand that no level of benefits
can compensate these workers for what
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they have endured. But we are trying
to reimburse them for their financial
loss. The agreement in the Defense Au-
thorization bill provides eligible vic-
tims with a lump sum payment of
$150,000, plus health care coverage.

This agreement also defines those
workers who are eligible based on the
latest scientific evidence on beryllium
disease, beryllium sensitivity, and
radiogenic cancers. Mr. President, we
have created stringent guidelines to de-
termine eligibility. However, there are
instances when the administering
agency will not be able to recreate an
employee’s radiation dose exposure. We
have reversed the burden of proof for
exposure to employees at the Gaseous
Diffusion Plants in Ohio, Kentucky,
and Tennessee, because their radiation
exposure doses cannot be assessed.

More than likely, there will be other
instances of extremely poor record
keeping, where it will be nearly impos-
sible to determine employees’ radi-
ation exposure levels. Therefore, the
administering agency may propose ad-
ditions to the definition of ‘‘special co-
hort” under this agreement. Once a
new cohort is proposed, Congress will
have one hundred eighty days to act to
reverse the decision to add the cohort.
If Congress fails to act within that
time, the cohort will be accepted and
eligible for benefits.

Eligible employees will have seven
years from either the enactment of this
bill or from the date on which the em-
ployee learned that his or her illness
was related to work in which to apply
and collect the benefits provided by
this program. Like a traditional work-
er compensation program, compensa-
tion under this program will be an ex-
clusive remedy to an employee for
claims against the United States, its
contractors, and subcontractors—but
not against beryllium vendors.

The benefits under this program are
completely voluntary. Eligible individ-
uals with beryllium disease must de-
cide whether to litigate a claim or re-
ceive the benefits provided under this
plan. Individuals who currently have
pending lawsuits against beryllium
vendors are eligible for benefits under
this plan. Those individuals have two-
and-one-half years from today to de-
cide whether to dismiss their lawsuit
and accept the benefits under this plan
or to continue with litigation. During
that two-and-one-half year window in
which litigants must decide whether or
not to drop their litigation, plaintiffs
may begin an eligibility review with
the agency administering this pro-
gram, so the plaintiff knows whether
he or she is eligible for compensation
under this program. Nothing in this
agreement prohibits plaintiffs or the
administering agency from deter-
mining whether a plaintiff is eligible
under this new program, allowing them
to make an informed decision whether
or not to pursue litigation.

Mr. President, this is a reasonable
proposal. It will help people, like Sam
Ray, who worked at the Portsmouth
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Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Ohio as an
operator and instrument mechanic. It
was there that Sam was exposed to
technetium, plutonium, neptunium,
and heavy metals. He has consequently
developed chondrosarcoma—a rare type
of bone cancer. As the medical text,
Cancer Epidemiology and Prevention,
by Doctors Schottenfeld and Fraumeni,
points out, cancers of the bone include
cancers of the cartilage, including ra-
diosensitive cancers that originate in
cartilage, such as chondrosarcoma.

Mr. President, let me conclude by
thanking my colleagues once again for
supporting this program. I also want to
thank the many, many workers who
came to Washington, DC, or to Colum-
bus to testify on why a compensation
measure is needed. They worked tire-
lessly with my office and other offices
to get us to where we are today. They
deserve a great deal of the credit for
the program contained in this bill.

I thank the Chair and yield the
Floor.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4205, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2001. The bill that passed
today includes several amendments
that significantly improve the lives of
active duty and Reserve
servicemembers, military retirees, vet-
erans, and their families.

I am pleased that the conference
agreement includes some key legisla-
tive provisions that I had introduced in
the Senate during the course of the
normal legislative process. Some of
these provisions included in the con-
ference report will: remove
servicemembers from food stamps; in-
crease pay for mid-grade Petty Officers
and Non-Commissioned Officers; assist
disabled veterans in claims processing;
expand pay benefits to some disabled
military retirees; authorize a low cost
life insurance plan for spouses and
their children; enhance benefits and re-
tirement pay for Reservists and Na-
tional Guardsmen; authorize back pay
for certain World War II Navy and Ma-
rine Corps Prisoners of War; and pro-
vide for significant acquisition reform
by eliminating domestic source restric-
tions on the procurement of shipyard
cranes.

One of the areas of greatest concern
to me, however, regarding military re-
tirees and their families is the broken
promise of lifetime medical care, espe-
cially for those over age 65. Last year,
the Joint Chiefs proclaimed that this
would be the year for major health care
reform for our military forces, espe-
cially our medicare-eligible military
retirees who were promised lifetime
military medical care. Despite the as-
surances of the Joint Chiefs, the Presi-
dent proposed a fiscal year 2001 defense
budget without any major medical care
reforms, and all but ignored those mili-
tary retirees who are older and in
greatest need of health care.

The Republican Congress, however,
responded to military retirees’ needs
and provided several major military
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health care reforms as well as a plan in
this year’s bill to provide all Medicare-
eligible military retirees, family mem-
bers, and survivors with lifetime mili-
tary health care coverage, including
full pharmacy benefits in military, re-
tail, and mail order pharmacies. This
conference report will establish
“TRICARE-for-life’’ as a permanent en-
titlement that will be funded through a
“Military Retirees Health Care Trust
Fund,” a legislative provision adopted
from S.2013, a military health care re-
form bill that I introduced earlier this
year. This new, critical lifetime benefit
will mean huge savings for military re-
tirees by eliminating the need for them
to buy expensive Medicare supple-
mental policies.

Separately, with severe recruitment
and retention problems still looming,
we must also better compensate our
mid-grade enlisted servicemembers
who are critical to leading the junior
enlisted force. We have significantly
underpaid enlisted servicemembers
since the beginning of the All Volun-
teer Force. The value of the mid-grade
NCO pay, compared to that of the most
junior enlisted, has dropped 50 percent
since the All Volunteer Force was put
in place by Congress in 1973. The provi-
sion for the mid-grade enlisted ranks,
up to $700 per year, plus the food stamp
pay provision of up to an additional
$500 per month for servicemembers,
provides a significant increase in pay
for enlisted servicemembers.

In addition, the National Guard and
Reserves have become a larger percent-
age of the Total Force and are essen-
tial partners in a wide range of mili-
tary operations. Due to the higher de-
ployment rates of the active duty
forces, the Reserve Components are
being called upon more frequently and
for longer periods of time than ever be-
fore. We must stop treating them like
a second class force. It is tremendously
important that we enact meaningful
improvements for both our active duty
and Reserve service-members, their
families, and their survivors. They risk
their lives to protect our freedom and
preserve democracy. We should com-
pensate them adequately, improve the
benefits to their families and survivors,
and enhance the quality of life for the
Reserves and National Guard in a man-
ner similar to the active forces.

This bill goes far in correcting some
of the inconsistencies, with regard to
Reserve Component policies, that pre-
viously only benefited the active duty
components. Additionally, in order to
ensure that reservists receive full cred-
it for the time and effort they commit
to attending drills, performing annual
training, and completing correspond-
ence courses, the conference report in-
creased from 70 to 90 the maximum
number of days per year that reservists
may accrue as credit towards retire-
ment benefits.

Each year the number of disabled
veterans appealing their health care
cases continues to increase. Further-
more, it takes an average of 275 days to
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get some sort of reply from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs’ regarding
claims filing. Disabled veterans are
forced to leave the service because of
their disabilities. It is Congress’s duty
to ensure that the disability claims
process is less complex, less burden-
some, and much more efficient. I am
pleased that the final conference agree-
ment includes legislation necessary to
fully restore the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs’ duty to ensure efficient
and timely veterans claims processing
and remove onerous court-imposed pro-
cedures.

I commend the conference leaders for
including some minimal improvements
to the egregious regulations that strip
retirement pay from military retirees
who are also disabled, and cost them
any realistic opportunity for post-serv-
ice earnings. We should do more to re-
store retirement pay for those military
retirees who are disabled. With respect
to concurrent receipt, clearly, retirees
who have incurred significant disabil-
ities over the course of a military ca-
reer deserve better than how they are
treated currently.

Many such servicemembers are com-
pelled to forfeit their full-retired pay
under current rules. I have stated be-
fore on the Senate floor, and I am com-
pelled to reiterate now, retirement pay
and disability pay are two distinct
types of pay. Retirement pay is for
service rendered through 20 years of
military service. Disability pay is for
physical or mental pain or suffering
that occurs during and as a result of
military service. In this case, members
with decades of military service re-
ceive the same compensation as simi-
larly disabled members who served
only a few years—with no recognition
at all for their extended, clearly more
demanding careers of service to our
country. This is patently unfair and
even more must be done to correct this
problem.

I would also like to point out that
this year’s defense authorization bill
contained over $2 billion in
unrequested add-ons to the defense
budget that will rob our military of
vital funding on priority issues. While
this year’s total is less than in pre-
vious years, and is far less than the $7
billion in the defense appropriations
bill, it is still $2 billion too much. We
need to, and can do, better. I ask that
the detailed list of pork on this bill be
included in the Congressional RECORD
following my remarks.

I have to wonder, Mr. President,
about the wisdom of permitting the
Navy to potentially violate public law
with respect to the status of the last
two Dbattleships, the only current
means of providing high-volume gun-
fire support for land forces ashore,
while simultaneously continuing to
provide millions of dollars from the de-
fense budget for the recovery and pres-
ervation of Civil War vessels.
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Over the past six years, Congress has
increased the President’s defense budg-
ets by nearly $60 billion in order to ad-
dress the military services’ most im-
portant unfunded priorities. Still, it is
sufficient to say that the military
needs less money spent on pork and
more money spent wisely to redress the
serious problems caused by a decade of
declining defense budgets. Those of us
who have been criticized for sounding
alarm bells about military readiness
now have the empty satisfaction of see-
ing that there is more to maintaining a
strong defense than a politician’s his-
tory of falsely promising to do so.

We also must reform the bureaucracy
of the Pentagon. With the exception of
minor changes, our defense establish-
ment looks just as it did 50 years ago.
We must continue to incorporate prac-
tices from the private sector—like re-
structuring, reforming, and stream-
lining to eliminate duplication and

capitalize on cost savings.
More effort must be made to reduce

the continuing growth of headquarter
staffs and to decentralize the Penta-
gon’s labyrinth of bureaucratic
fiefdoms. Although nearly every mili-
tary analyst shares these views, the
conference agreement took great meas-
ures to increase the size of headquarter
staffs, thereby eliminating any incen-
tive for the Pentagon to change its way
of doing business with its bloated staffs

and its outdated practices.
In addition, more must be done to

eliminate unnecessary and duplicative
military contracts and military instal-
lations. Every U.S. military leader has
testified regarding the critical need for
further BRAC rounds. We can redirect
at least $3 billion per year by elimi-
nating excess defense infrastructure.
There is another $2 billion per year
that we can put to better purposes by
privatizing or consolidating support
and maintenance functions, and an ad-
ditional $5 billion can be saved per year
by eliminating ‘“Buy America’ restric-
tions that only undermine U.S. com-
petitiveness overseas. Despite these
compelling facts, the conference agree-
ment did not address any of these crit-
ical issues. On the contrary, it includes
several provisions that move demon-
stratively in the opposite direction.
Sections designed to preserve Army
depots and funnel work in their direc-
tion irrespective of cost are examples
of the old philosophy of protecting
home-town jobs at the expense of
greater efficiencies. And calling plants
and depots ‘‘Centers of Excellence”
does not, Mr. President, constitute an
appropriate approach to depot mainte-
nance and manufacturing activities.
Consequently, neither the Center of In-
dustrial and Technical Excellence nor
the Center of Excellence in Service
Contracting provide adequate cloaks
for the kind of protectionist and paro-
chial budgeting endemic to the legis-
lating process. Similarly, whether the
Centers of Academic Excellence in In-
formation Assurance Education is wor-
thy of the $15 million earmarked in the

budget is open to debate.
The Defense Appropriations bill, al-
ready signed into law, included a provi-
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sion statutorily renaming National

Guard armories as ‘‘Readiness Cen-

ters,” a particularly Orwellian use of

language. By statutorily relabeling

‘“‘depot-level activities’ as ‘‘operations

at Centers of Industrial and Technical

Excellence,” we further institu-

tionalize this dubious practice, the im-

plications of which are to deny the

American public the most cost-effec-

tive use of its tax dollars.

In conclusion, I would like to reit-
erate my belief in the importance of
enacting meaningful improvements for
active duty and Reserve
servicemembers. They risk their lives
to defend our shores and preserve de-
mocracy, and we can not thank them
enough for their service. But, we can
and should pay them more, improve
the benefits for their families, and sup-
port the Reserve Components in a man-
ner similar to the active forces. Our
servicemembers past, present, and fu-
ture need these improvements. How-
ever, we can not continue with this
“business as usual” mindset. We must
reform the Department of Defense and
we must not fall prey to the special in-
terest groups that attempt to warp our
perspective and misdirect our spending.
We owe so much more to our men and
women in uniform who defend our
country. They are our greatest re-
source, and I feel they are woefully
under-represented. We must continue
to do better.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the attached list of items
added to the defense authorization bill
by Congress be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FY01 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE
REPORT (H.R. 4205) ADD-ONS, INCREASES
AND EARMARKS

Total Add-ons, Increases
and Earmarks .................

LANGUAGE EARMARKS

Sec. 112 Increases the quantity of Bunker
Defeat Munitions the US. Army is author-
ized to purchase from 6000 to 8500.

Sec. 128 Directs the Secretary of the Navy
to fully man and equip one squadron of six
SH-2G aircraft for operational support of
Naval Reserve FFG-T frigates (Coronado,
CA).

S)ec. 341 Directs the Secretary of Defense to
not include unutilized and underutilized
plant-capacity costs when evaluating an
Army Arsenal’s bid.

Sec. 434 Encourages commercial firms to
use Government-owned contractor-operated
ammunition manufacturing facilities. In-
cluded is a loan-guarantee program.

Sec. 825 Provides a ‘‘Sense of Congress’”
that any entity of the DoD should fully com-
ply with the Buy American Act.

Sec. 826 Directs that the Secretary of De-
fense may not, in awarding a contract for
the purchase of firearms or ammunition,
take into account whether a manufacturer
agrees to limit importing or manufacturing
firearms or ammunition in the commercial
market.

Sec. 831 Directs the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a study analyzing the amount and
sources of parts, components and materials
that are obtained from foreign sources.

Sec. 921 Directs the Secretary of Defense to
establish an Institute for Defense Computer
Security and Information Protection and
provides $5 million for initial funding.

$2,333,550,000
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Sec. 1084 The Secretary of the Army to
convey without consideration to the Cannon-
ball House Museum in Macon, Georgia a 12—
pounder Napoleonic Cannon.

Specific Conference Report Earmarks
[In millions of dollars]

TITLE I, PROCUREMENT:

Army Procurement:
Truck, Tractor, Line Haul .....
Special Purpose Vehicles .......
Gen Smoke Mech: Motorized
Dual Purpose M56
Kit, Standard Teleoperating ..
Combat Support Medical
Training Devices, Non system

Navy Procurement:
Items less than $5 million ......

[orNte Nellefer)vy)

Marine Corps Procurement:
Improved Night/Day  Fire
Control Observation Device
(INOD)
M203 Tilting Brackets
Material Handling Equipment
(D-7G Bulldozer)
Air Force Procurement:
F-156A i 149.8
Predator .........ccoceeeeviiiiiiiiniinn, 10
Modification of Inservice Air-

DO D

12.1

O'en
AN

GPS Adv. Procurement ....
Intelligence Comm Equip.
ADP Equip. .coovvevvieininennns
Combat Training Ranges
Items less than $5 million
(Light Parachutes) .............
Mechanized Material Han-
dling Equip. ..ccoveveviiiienennns 8
Procurement, Defense-Wide:
Automatic Document Conver-

=
w Sako;

sion System ........cocoviiiininil 15
Chem Bio Individual Protec-

Bion oo 2.5
Chem/Bio Contamination

Avoidance ..........coceeenvinnenne. 0.9

TITLEIIR, D, T, and E:
Army R, D, T & E:
Composite materials .............. 6
Passive millimeter wave cam-
....................................... 2.5
vanced missile composite
COMPONENES w.uvvvneeneeiainnenns 5
COMBAT VEHICLE AND
AUTOMOTIVE TECHN.:
Smart Truck Initiative
ELECTRONICS AND ELEC-
TRONIC DEVICES: Port-
able hybrid electric power
research
COUNTERMINE SYSTEMS:
Acoustic mine detection .....
HUMAN FACTORS ENGI-
NEERING TECHNOLOGY:
Medical errors reduction re-
Search ........cccoccovviiiiiiiiiinn,
MILITARY ENGINEERING
TECHNOLOGY:
Thermoelectric power gen-
eration for mil. applica-
Bions coviii
Operational support ............
WARFIGHTER
NOLOGY: Thermal fluid
based combat feeding sys-
tem ....oocoviiiiiiiiii
MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY:
Real time heart rate varia-
DILEY coviiiiii
MEDICAL ADVANCED
TECHNOLOGY:
Life support for trauma and
transportation
Anti-malarial research
Volumetrically controlled
manufacturing/artificial
hip oo
COMBAT VEHICLE AND
AUTO. ADVANCED
TECH:
National Automotive Cen-
Ter oo 3

3.5

1.5

2.5

2.5

I

1.5

2.5

SIS

3.5
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Continued

Equipment Readiness .........
Fuel cell auxiliary power

Units .oovvviii
ARMY MISSILE DEFENSE
SYSTEMS INTEGRA-
TION:
Family of systems simula-
BOLS i

Army space control ...
Acoustic technology
Radar power technology .....
Scramjet acoustic combus-
tion enhancement ............
Aero-acoustic instrumenta-
tion oo
Supercluster
MNEMOTY  weeevnernneiineeinaennnens
TANK AND MEDIUM CAL-
IBER AMMUNITION: Tra-
jectory correctable muni-
BIOn i
C3—ENG. DEV.: Communica-
tions and networking tech-
Nn0logies ..oovvivviiiiiiiiiiienne,
DOD HIGH ENERGY LASER
TEST FACILITY:
High-Energy laser test fa-
Cility e
Solid state high energy
1aSEeTr i
AEROSTAT JOINT PROJECT
OFFICE, DOMESTIC PRE-
PAREDNESS AGAINST
WMD: National Terrorism
Preparedness Institute .......
ARMY TACTICAL UN-
MANNED AERIAL VEHI-
CLES: Army tactical un-
manned aerial vehicles PIP
END ITEM INDUSTRIAL
PREPAREDNESS ACTS:

Man Tech .....covevvenviniinninnenne.
RDT&E, NAVY:

AIR AND SURFACE

LAUNCHED WEAPONS

TECH: Free electron laser ..
SHIP, SUBMARINE & LOGIS-
TICS TECHNOLOGY:
Biodegradable polymers .....
Bioenvironmental hazards
research ...........coocoeeeen.
MARINE CORPS LANDING
FORCE TECHNOLOGY
C3IS: Hyperspectral re-
Search ........coccovvviiiiiiiiiinnnn.
HUMAN SYSTEMS TECH-
NOLOGY: Cognitive re-
Search ........coccovvviiiiiiiniinnnn,
MATERIALS, ELECTRONICS
& COMPUTER TECH:
Intermediate modulus car-
bon fiber .........coceveiinienne.
Silicon carbide & gallium
nitride semiconduct. sub-
Strates .oooovviiiiiiini
Nanoscale sensor research ..
Ceramic and carbon based
COMPOSItes .ovevivininiininnnnns
Hybrid fiberoptic wireless
communications ..............
OCEANOGRAPHIC AND AT-
MOSPHERIC TECHN.:
Adv sensors for mine coun-
termeasures & oceanogr ..
Distributed marine environ-
ment forecast system ......
Littoral area acoustic demo
UNDERSEA WARFARE
WEAPONRY TECHN.: Com-
putational engineering de-
SIgN o
AIR SYSTEMS AND WEAP-
ONS ADV. TECHN.:
DP-2 thrust vectoring sys
proof of concept demo ......

W 00 0

1.5

1.5

10

10

1.2

D DN

4.5

Continued

THPTET ..oioiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeanns
SURFACE SHIP & SUB-
MARINE HM&E ADV.
TECH:
Project M ...ccoovvniiiiiiiininnn,
Ship service fuel cell pro-
=5 21 0 KPP UP T UPPRNN
Advanced waterjet-21 .........
Laser welding and cutting ..
MARINE CORPS ADV.
TECHN. DEMO: Remote
precision gun ......................
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
& LOGISTICS ADV.
TECH:
Hybrid light detection
range lidar .......................
Aviation depot maint tec
AemMO ...vvvniiiiiiiiiiieiee
MINE & EXPEDITIONARY
WARFARE ADV TECHN:
Ocean modeling for mine &
expeditionary warfare ........
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
TRANSITION: USMC ATT

Initiative .......coooviiiiiiininnn.
SHIP PRELIMINARY DE-
SIGN & FEASIBILITY

STUD: Shipboard simula-
tion for marine corps oper-
AtioNs ..ocvvvviiiiiiiiii
COMBAT SYSTEMS INTE-
GRATION: Optically multi-
plexed wideband radar
beamformer ............ccoceeeenee.
NONLETHAL WEAPONS-
DEM/VAL: Nonlethal re-
search and technology de-

velopment ......ocoeeviiiinininannn,
SPACE & ELECTRONIC
WARFARE ARCH/ENG

SUPP: Collaborative inte-
grated information techn ...
MULTI-MISSION HELI-
COPTER UPGRADE
DEVEL: Advanced threat
infrared countermeasures ...
MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT:
Mobile integrated diag-
nostic & data analysis sys-
BOM i
INFORMATION TECH-
NOLOGY DEVELOPMENT:
Single integrated human re-
sources strategy ........c...c....
TECHNICAL INFORMATION
SYSTEMS: Supply chain
management & develop.
best practices ......ccoevvennnnnnn.
MARINE CORPS PROGRAM
WIDE SUPPORT—E2-C
SQUADRONS:
E2-C2 Rotordome & control
surface improvements .....
E2-C2 eight blade composite
propeller .........ccceevvnvenennnns
CONSOLIDATED TRAINING
SYSTEMS DEVELOP: Bat-
tle force tactical trainer .....
MARINE CORPS COMMU-
NICATIONS SYSTEMS:
Mobile electronic warfare
support system ...................
MARINE CORPS GROUND
COMBAT/SUPPORT JOINT
C4ISR BATTLE CENTER:

Interoperability process
software tools ..........cceceeenes
TACTICAL UNMANNED

AERIAL VEHICLES:
Joint forces command oper-
ational testbed .................
TUAV MSAG technology ....
MODELING AND SIMULA-
TION SUPPORT: C4ISR
modeling and simulation/
distributed eng plant ..........

1

1.7

7.5

20

1.5

=
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Continued

INDUSTRIAL PREPARED-
NESS: Man Tech .................
RDT&E, AIR FORCE:
DEFENSE RESEARCH
SCIENCES: Upper atmos-
phere and astronomical re-
S€ArCh .....coviiiiiiiiiians
MATERIALS:
Special aerospace materials
& manufact. process ........
Ultra-high thermal conduc-
tivity graphite materials
Resin systems for engine
applications ..............eee..nl
Laser processing tools ........
Thermal protection system
Weathering & corrosion on
aircraft surfaces/parts .....
AEROSPACE FLIGHT DY-
NAMICS: Aeronautical re-
SEATrCh ...ceviiiiiiiiii
AEROSPACE PROPULSION:
IHPTET/IHPRPT ................
Variable displacement vane
PUMD ceviiniiiieiieiieeieeannens
PBO membrane fuel cell .....
SPACE TECHNOLOGY:
Aluminum aerostructures ..
Space survivability .............
HAARP oo
CONVENTIONAL MUNI-
TIONS: XSS-10 microsat-
ellite technology ................
ADVANCED MATERIALS
FOR WEAPON SYSTEMS:
Special aerospace materials
& manufact. process ...........
FLIGHT VEHICLE TECH-
NOLOGY: Fiber optic con-
trol technologies .................
BALLISTIC MISSILE TECH-
NOLOGY: Ballistic missile

technology .....ccoevevveieennnnnn.
ADVANCED SPACECRAFT
TECHNOLOGY:

Miniature satellite threat
reporting system .............
Upper stage flight experi-
ment ...
Scorpius/low cost launch ....
Space maneuver vehicle .....
Solar orbital transfer vehi-
Cle it
EW DEVELOPMENT:
Precision location and iden-
tification technology .......
MALD ooiiiiiiieiiieeieeeeeeees
MILSTAR LDR/MDR SAT-
ELLITE COMMUNICA-
TIONS: Automated commu-
nications satellite manage-
ment ...ooocoiciiiiiiii
LIFE SUPPORT SYSTEMS:
Standardized cockpit and
crew seats
COMBAT
RANGES: AMODSM ...........
RDT&E FOR AGING AIR-
CRAFT: Aging landing gear
life extension ........c..co.coeeeeee
AF TENCAP:
Hyperspectral research on
Predator UAV ........ccoeeeene
Hyperspectral research on
high alt. reconn platforms
INFORMATION SYSTEMS
SECURITY PROGRAM:
Lighthouse cyber-security ..
U-2 SYERS/SYERS polar-
ization project .................
AIRBORNE RECONNATIS-
SANCE SYSTEMS: Wide-
band integrated common
data linkK ....ccocoveiiiiiiiinnnnn.
MANNED RECONNAIS-
SANCE SYSTEMS: ECARS

S10389
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Continued

DISTRIBUTED COMMON
GROUND SYSTEMS IN-
DUSTRIAL PREPARED-
NESS: Specialty Aerospace
metals ....coocoviiiiiiiiii

Defense-Wide R,D,T & E:

Defense Research Sciences
Spin Electronics .................

University Research Initia-
tives MEMS Sensors ...........

Military Personnel Research
Institute ......cocoviiiiiiiiinni.

Infrasound Detection Basic ...

Chem Agent Detection-Opti-
cal Computing ....................

Thin Film Technology

Lincoln Lab Research Pro-
gram Bio Defense Research

Chem Bio Defense Program
Hybrid Sensor Suite ...........

Tactical Technology Re-
motely Controlled Combat
SysIni. .ooooviiiiiiiiii

Integrated Comm and Cont.
Tech. High Definition Sy ....

Materials and Electronics
Tech. 3-D Structure Re-
Search ........coccovvviiiiiiiiiinnnns

Nuclear Sustain. & Counter
Prolif. Thermionics  for
SPACE cvireiiiiiiiiieeeeeeann

High Energy Laser R&D HEL
Applied Research/Transfers

Explosives Demil. Tech. Am-
munition Risk Analysis
CaAD. i

Chem & Bio Def. Prog—Ad-
vanced—Chem-Bio Indiv.
SaAMD. cevviiiiniiiieeeee e

Consequence Management In-
formation System ...............

Chem-Bio Advanced Material
Research .........coccovvviiinnenne.

Small Unit Bio Detector ........

Generic Logistics R&D Tech
Demonstrations Competi-
tive Sustain. .......c.coeiinll

Air Logistics

Coop DoD/VA Med Research—
Occupational Lung Disease

Adv. Concept Tech. Dem-
onstrations—Ultra wide-
band Radar/Vision ..............

Joint Wargaming Sim Man-
agement Office/WMD Sim-
ulation Cap. .....ocevvvininininnnnn.

Advanced Sensor Applica-
tions Program .

HAARP i

CALS Initiative Integrated
Data Environment ..............

Environ. Sec. Tech. Certif.
Prog. Remediation of
Unexploded Ord. ..................

Defense Imagery and Mapping
Program GeoSar .................

National Technology Alliance
NIMA Viewer .....c.ccocceeennennen

Smart Maps/Spatio-temporal
Database Research ..............

Joint Technology Informa-
tion Center Initiative .........

Live Fire Testing Reality
Fire-Fighting Training .......

TITLE III OPERATIONS &
MAINTENANCE:

Army O&M:

Military Gator/Battlefield

Mobility Enhancements .....
Modern Burner Unit ..............
Land Forces Depot Mainte-

NANCE .eeevnerneiineeineeiieeniennnes
Maintenance Automatic Iden-

tification Technology .........
Apprenticeship Program ........

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
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Continued

Specialized Skill Training .....
WMD-CST ..oeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeanns
Navy O&M:
Operational Meteorology and
Oceanograpiny ..........ccceeeenens
Man Overboard System
MTAPP .o .
USMC O&M: ULCANS ...............

USAF O&M:
Keesler AFB, MI, Weather-
proofing ......cocoeveiiiiiiiiininnn,
Tethered Aerostat Radar Sys-
tem ..ooooiiiiii

Engine Reliability & Main-
tainability Program
Aircraft Spares .....c..cooeeveeneenns
Defense Wide O&M:
Mobility Enhancements ........
IT Organization Composite
Research .........cccoeevveenniennie.
MOCAS Enhancememnts .
Document Conversion ............
Clara Barton Center ..............
CTMA-Depot Level Activities
Legacy (Recovery & Preserva-
tion of Civil War Vessels) ...
Army National Guard O&M:
Additional Military Techni-
Clans .oioviiiiiii

Total Pork (not including
MILCON Authorization) ........

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION ADD-ONS:
AL Redstone Space & Msl De-
fense BlAg ....covvvvviiiiniiiiinnnnn
AK Eielson AFB Joint Mobility
(076361 0) =5 P
AK Elmendorf AFB Child De-
velopment Center ..................
AK Air National Guard Kulis
ANGB Corrosion Control Fac.
AZ Ft Huachuca Child Develop-
ment Center .......c...coeeeenvennnenn.
AZ Army National Guard
Papago Mil. Res. Readiness
Center .......cooveevviiniiiiiinniinnn.
AZ ANG Yuma Readiness Cen-
Ter i
AR Army Pine Bluff Arsenal
Child Deve. Center .................
CA Army Presidio Monterey

Barracks ......cccocceviiiiiiiiiinniinnns
CA Navy Barstow MCLF Paint
Fac. oo
CA Lemoore NAS Child Dev.
Center .....covevviiiiiiiiii

CA Miramar MCAS Physical
Fitness Center ..........ccc..c.......
CA Navy Monterey NPGS Bldg
245 Extension ........coccoveeviininnns
CA Twenty Nine Palms BEQ ....
CA Beale Air Force Base Con-
trol TOWET .oovveviiiiiiiiiiciicienneans
CA Camp Parks Army National
Guard Org. Maint. Shop .........
CA Fresno ANG Org. Maint
SNOD weiviiiiiiieeiee e
CO Peterson AFB Computer
Network Defense Fac .............
CO Peterson AFB Main Access
Gate .ioiiiiiii
CO Ft. Carson ANG Mobiliza-
tion and Training Site ...........
CO Buckley ANGB Jt Muni-
tions Maint and Storage Fac

DE Smyrna ANG Readiness
Center .....coovviiiiiiiiiiin
DC Marine Corps Site Improve-
ment ...

DC Washington NRL Nano
Science Res. Lab .....c..c..c..eenee.
FL Mayport NS Aircraft Car-
rier Wharf Improvements ......

1,272.75

25

7.6

12
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6.3

6.1

2.8

6.8

2.3
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Continued

FL Panama City CSS Amphib
Warfare Integration Fac ........
FL Tyndall AFB Weapons Con-
troller Training School .........
FL Clearwater Army Reserve
Army Aviation Support Fac ..
FL St. Petersburg Armed
Forces Reserve Center ...........
FL Homestead AFB Fire Sta-
BION i
GA Fort Gordon Army Consoli-
dated Fire Station .................
GA Athens NSCS Fitness Cen-
TOI i
GA Moody AFB Dormitory ......
GA Robbins AFB Storm Drain-
age System ........coceeiiiiiiiiinnn.
GA Robbins AFB Airmen Din-
ing Hall ....ocooiiiiiiiiiiiieeenens
HI Army Pohakuloa Trng Fac
Saddle Access Road ...............
HI Schofield Barracks, Army,
Barracks Complex .................

HI Pearl Harbor NAVSTA
Sewer Force Main on Ford Is-
land ..oooooveiiiiin

HI Maui ANG Readiness Center
ID ANG Gowan Field C-130 As-
sault Strip .....ocoeveiiiii
IL Aurora ANG Readiness Cen-
BOT e
IL Danville ANG Readiness
Center ....ooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiin
IN Ft. Wayne IAP Fuel Cell and
Corr. Contr. Fac. ....ccc.cceeenneee.
IN Grissom ARM Navy Reserve
Training Center .....................
IN Grissom Air Force Reserve
Services Complex .........ceuenen.n.
KS Army Fort Riley Adv.
Waste Water Treatment ........
KS McConnell AFB ANG B-1
Power Check Pad ...................
KS McConnell AFB Approach
lighting System .....................
KS McConnell AFB KC-135
Squad Ops Fac .....cccovvvvnvnnnnnnns
KY Ft. Knox ANG Parking at
MATES .ot
LS Barksdale AFB B-52H Fuel
Cell Maint. Dock .....ccccceeuvennen
LS New Orleans NAS Joint Re-
serve Center ........ccocceeeveniennens
LS New Orleans NAS Physical
Fitness Rec Area ...................
ME Portsmouth NSY Navy
Standardized Waterfront
Crane Rail SYS ...ccovvvvvevenininnnnn
MD Fort Meade Barracks .........
MD NAS Patuxent River Envi-
ronmental Noise Reduction
Wall i
MD NAS Patuxent
RDT&E Support Fac ..............
MD Aberdeen PG Munitions As-
sess/Proce Syst Fac ...............
MA Hanscom AFB Renovate
Acquisition Mgnt Fac ............
MA Barnes MAP Air Guard Re-
locate Taxiway .....ccoceeveeeennnen.
MA Otis ANG Upgrade Airfield
Storm Water System .............
MA Westover AFRB Repair
Alter Airmen Quarters ..........
MA Westover Marine Reserve

Trng Fac ..ocoveviiiiiiiiiiiiieeennns
MI Augusta Army Guard Org.
Maint. Shop ..covevvvviiiiiiiinnenns
MI Lansing Combined Maint.
SNOD ceiiiiieees
MI Selfridge ANGB Upgrade
RUNWAY .oviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeaenens
MS Stennis Space Center

Warfighting Supp. Center ......
MS Columbus AFB Corrosion
Control Fac ......ccoeevviviniinninnn,
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20th by a vote of 57-42, and endorsed in
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Continued Continued the House on September 13th by a vote

MS Camp McCain (Elliot) SC Shaw AFB Dining Fac ........ 5.3 of 232-190. This language would expand
Modified Record Fire Range .. 2 SC Beaufort Readiness Center 4.8 Federal jurisdiction in investigating

MS Oxford Army Guard Readi- SC Leesburg Training Center ... 5.7 hate crimes by removing the require-
ness Center .......ocoeeveivviininnns 3.4 SC Fort Jackson Navy Reserve ; ;

MS Jackson IAP Air Nat. Readiness Center ................... 5.2 gr;ﬁnt a11r110£:dg;érillati«oggﬁi;iwifﬂtlﬁg
Guard C-17 Corrosion Cont. SD Ellsworth AFB Civil Engi- y TS p N . .
Fac .o 17 neer Complex ............ccoeeeeennn. 10.3 pgrgetratm is interfering W1.th a vic-

MO Maryville Army Guard SD Sioux Falls ANG Consoli- tim’s federally protected right like
Readiness Center ................... 4.2 dated Barracks ............cccco..... 0.1 voting or attending school. It would

MO Whiteman AFB Navy Re- TN Henderson ANG Readiness also extend the protection of current
serve Littoral Surveillance Center ...ooovviiiiiiiiii 5.2 hate crime law to those who are vic-
SYSteM .o 3.6 TN New Tazwell ANG Readi- . i

MT Malmstrom AFB Convert ness Center ........cceeveeveuneennnn. 3.5 g;%fggt?:gagszjzggg?g gender, sexual
Commercial Gate ................... 3.5 TX Ft. Hood Command and Mr. P "d t SI-' hurt

MT Malmstrom AFB Heli- Control FAC. weeeeeeeeeeoo 4 .I‘. resi en. , any 01.1me urts our
copter Operations Facility .... 2.4 TX Ft. Hood TFire Station/ society, bgt crimes motivated by hate

MT Bozeman Army  Guard Transportation Motor Pool ... 6.4 are especially harmful. Many states,
Readiness Center ...... SRTPRITIIRIS 4.9 TX Corpus Christi NAS Park- including my state of Vermont, have

NV Fallon NAS Corrosion Con- ing Apron Expansion ............. 4.8 already passed strong hate crimes laws,
trol Hangar .............ccoceeeeuene. 6.3  TX Ingleside NS Mobile Mine and I applaud them in this endeavor.

N\IfJ S(Jlggcsl% CltyAékrmy Guard Assembly Unit Fac ................ 24 An important principle of the amend-

inistrati i i i p .
COmplex. ..., mmlSlalve 45 T}éﬁgi?ﬁgonNAS Alreraft ,; ment that was in the Senate-passed bill

NV ANG Reno-Tahoe IAP Fuel TX Dyess AFB Fitness Center .. 12 Was that it allowed for Federal pros-
Storage Complex ................... 5 TX Lackland AFB Child Deve gcutlon of. hate crimes without imped-

NH ANG Pease Intl. Replace CUT oo 4.8 1ing the rights of states to prosecute
Medical Tng Fac .................... 4 TX Laughlin AFB  Visitors these crimes.

NJ Picatinny Arsenal Arma- QUATEETS .ovveeeerieeeireeeeeeeeeenee 11.9 The adoption of this amendment by
mentGSthwaAlﬂe EnE.Ctr D 56  TX Sheppard AFB Dining Fa- the Senate was an important step for-
NJ McGuire AFB Air Freight/ cﬂlty T TP PPN 6.5 ward in ensuring that the perpetrators
Base Supply Complex ............ 10.6 TX William Beaumont Med of th harmful imes are br ht t
NM Cannon AFB Control Tower 4.9 Center Lab Renovation .......... 4 Ol lhese narmiul crimes are broug °
NM Holloman AFB Repair Bo- TX Ellington Field Air Na- justice. The American publ}c kqows
nito Pipeline ..........ccceeeeiins 18.4 tional Guard Base Supply that Congress should pass this legisla-
NM Kirtland AFB Fire/Crash COMPLEX oo 10 tion, and it is unfortunate that the
Rescue Station ........... e 74  TX Fort Worth Navy Reserve conferees did not retain this important

NY Fort Drum Battle Simula- Indoor Rifle Range ................. 3.5 language.
tion Center T PR TRTTS 12 TX Fort Worth NAS Reserve Congress should pass this legislation,

NY Hancock Field —Syracuse Religious Ministry Facility ... 18 and I will continue to work to ensure
Small Arms Range Trg Fac ... 13 UT Hill AFB Dormitory ........... 115 that this legislation is enacted into

NY Hancock Field Syracuse VT Burlington IAP Aircraft £
Upgrade Aircraft Maint Shop 9.1 Maint Complex ...........coe..... 9.3 law. .

NY Niagra Falls ANG IAP Up- VA Fort Eustis Aircraft Maint Mr. LEVIN. Mr. P.’res1dentz as the
grade runway/overrun ............ 4.1 Instruct. Building .................. 45 Senate completes action on this impor-

NC Camp Lejeune MCB Armor- VA Dahlgren NSWC Joint War- tant legislation, I want to again con-
1es ... 4 fare Analysis Center .............. 19.4 gratulate the chairman of the Com-

NC Seymour Johnson AFB Re- VA Langley AFB Fitness Cen- mittee, Senator WARNER, for his lead-
pair Airfield Pavement .......... 71 1713 LSRR 12.2 ership’ and determination in com-

NC Charlotte Douglas IAP Re- VA Richlands Army Guard Org. : is i :

. pleting this important bill.
place Base Supply Warehouse 6.3 Maintenance Shop 1.2
ND Wahpeton ANG  Armed e : I also want to thank and congratu-
X WA Bangor NSB Strategic Se-
Forces Readiness Center ........ 10.9 CUTity SUPPOLt FAC ...oovevenn..s 4.6 late all of the members of the Armed

OH Wright Patterson AFB Con- WA Bremerton NS Fleet Recre- Services Committee for their hard
solidated Toxic Hazard Lab ... 14.9 AELON FAC e, 1.9 work on this bill over the past year.

OHlManszlelg—IéJahn dMCAP Re- 7q WA Everett NS Aquatic Com- The subcommittee chairpersons and

OIE Z(iiingield plsgigkle;mﬁZi; ’ bat Training Fac ..........ccccc.... 5.5 ranking members carried the brunt of
Relocater Pwr Cheok & Arm WA Puget Sound Bremerton In- the workload in conference, but the
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Creighton Greene; Mike McCord; Gary
Leeling; Dan Cox; Chris Cowart; and
Jan Gordon. I also want to recognize
the efforts of the associate staff mem-
bers of all of the Democratic members
of the committee for their efforts this
year.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my gratitude to
Chairman WARNER and Senator LEVIN
for bringing to the Senate a strong De-
fense Authorization conference report.
While I have long had the greatest re-
spect for my friends from Virginia and
Michigan, the task they complete
today is a testament to their legisla-
tive skill, managerial expertise and
leadership. Over the last year—and for
many years—Senators WARNER and
LEVIN have listened to our troops
needs, and the needs of our troops’ fam-
ilies. They have listened to our com-
manders and identified the equipment
and modernization requirements need-
ed to carry out the missions we, as a
nation, expect of our military. They
have listened to their colleagues, lit-
erally working through hundreds of
amendments and incorporating many
of them into this conference report.
And today we consider a conference re-
port which reflects all these influences
and effectively balances the current
national security requirements of our
country with an eye toward the future
needs of our military.

Broadly speaking, the Defense Au-
thorization report we adopt today
properly places the fighting men and
women of this country at the heart of
our military priorities. It increases
pay, extends special pay and bonus pro-
grams to facilitate troop retention and
it begins to address the housing, health
care and educational needs of troops
and their families. In addition this re-
port extends retirement benefits in-
cluding, most notably, the TRICARE-
for-life program which will provide a
prescription drug benefit and reduce
out-of-pocket medical expenses for our
Medicare-eligible military retirees—
making a lifetime health care commit-
ment to our fighting men and women.
Taken as a whole, this report is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.

This conference agreement will en-
sure that the United States remains
the world’s preeminent superpower
well into the 21st century. The report
authorizes $38.9 billion for research, de-
velopment, training and evaluation, in-
cluding $4.8 billion for Ballistic Missile
Defense, ensuring that we remain the
most technologically advanced fighting
force in the world and enabling our
country to pursue a policy that will
provide the greatest level of security in
an ever-changing global environment.

I am proud of the central role Con-
necticut has earned when it comes to
providing the men and women of our
armed forces with the cutting edge in
military equipment. I feel this con-
ference report reflects that continued
preeminence.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
today is the 100th anniversary of the
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commissioning of the U.S.S. Holland,
the United States Navy’s first sub-
marine. Today we mark 100 years of
submarine operations by the United
States Navy. I feel it is altogether ap-
propriate that the Congress christen
the next 100 years of submarine oper-
ations with a 21st century new attack
submarine, the Virginia Class. It will
be the most capable and most cost ef-
fective submarine class ever built.

Therefore, I commend the conferees
for recognizing the growing need for,
and expanding role of, our submarine
force by authorizing the block buy of
five New Attack Submarines, including
$1.7 billion in fiscal year 2001 for a new
Virginia Class submarine. I am proud
to have the U.S.S. Virginia, the first of
its class, taking shape in Connecticut
today. The commitment we make here
today will continue this essential pro-
gram for years to come.

It is also encouraging that further
planning and study for another innova-
tive program, the conversion of four
Trident submarines into guided missile
submarines, remains a national pri-
ority, having been authorized for $37
million.

Further, in response to a force level
requirement report produced earlier
this year by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
this conference report requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to report to Congress
on how our country might maintain at
least 55 fast attack submarines
through 2015. I fully support this initia-
tive.

The H-60 helicopter platform is once
again recognized in this report for its
unique versatility and combat-proven
track record of survivability and per-
formance. The agreement authorizes
$206 million for 16 UH-60Ls and two
UH-60Qs, and $280 million for 17 CH-60s.
With respect to the demonstrated need
of our armed forces, this authorization
level represents an appropriate in-
crease over the 21 helicopters requested
by the Administration.

The conference agreement also au-
thorizes $310 million for F-15 engine
upgrades and $305 million for F-16 en-
gine upgrades. This will extend the life
and improve the performance of these
vital air supremacy assets.

The New London Submarine Base is
authorized to receive $3.1 million for
much needed dry-dock construction
which will enhance the base’s ability to
service and maintain our fighting
force.

I might also mention a number of
other authorizations which are con-
tained in this conference report, in-
cluding for the C-17 cargo aircraft pro-
gram, the JPATS program, the Joint
STARS ground surveillance aircraft
program, the Comanche helicopter de-
velopment program, the F-22 fighter
engineering and development program
and the ongoing, but slowed, Joint
Strike Fighter development. AIll of
these important national security pri-
orities will draw upon the ingenuity
and strength of the citizens of Con-
necticut.
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I would also like to note the lan-
guage in this conference report that
will convey the national defense re-
serve fleet vessel Glacier to the Glacier
Society of Bridgeport. The ship will be
refurbished and docked in Bridgeport
Harbor, becoming a museum to educate
students and the general public about
military service and the exploration of
the North and South Poles. One of only
a few ships to have served under both
the U.S. Navy and the Coast Guard, the
icebreaker Glacier made 39 trips to the
North and South poles, including the
deepest penetration of the of the Ant-
arctic by sea in 1961. The Glacier will
become a valuable civic asset for
Bridgeport, and I am pleased to see the
inclusion of this provision in the re-
port.

And finally, I would like to take a
moment to comment about one last
provision. Senator DEWINE and I
worked on the Firefighter Investment
and Response Enhancement, FIRE,
Act, which was designed to help reduce
injuries among firefighters across the
country. The original House version of
the bill had previously been introduced
by Congressman BILL PASCRELL, Jr. of
New Jersey. Senator DEWINE and I
worked hard to move the FIRE Act and
we were pleased when Chairman WAR-
NER and Senator LEVIN agreed to ac-
cept the FIRE Act as an amendment to
the DOD Authorization bill.

Our original amendment has been
modified by the Conference Committee,
but the FIRE provision offered here
today as part of this Conference Report
authorizes more than $460 million dol-
lars worth of federal assistance to local
fire departments and for related re-
search. This legislation represents a
major step in developing an effective
partnership between the Federal gov-
ernment and the men and women who
every day put their lives on the line to
protect Americans from all sorts of
man-made and natural disasters.

The FIRE Act, is designed to provide
local fire departments with the re-
sources they need to keep firefighter
safe and to protect the public. The bill
is modeled on the very successful
“COPS” program, which has helped
towns and cities hire tens of thousands
of police officers and to buy equipment
to protect lives and property from
crime. Now, under the FIRE Act the
federal government will make a similar
commitment to help protect lives and
property from the ravages of fire,
chemical spills, accidents, and natural
disasters.

BEach day, a million U.S. firefighters
put their lives on the line to protect
our families, our homes, and our busi-
nesses. Unfortunately, under the cur-
rent funding regime, these unselfish
men and women aren’t always as well-
equipped as they should be.

And in many ways the problems are
getting worse. As our population
grows, as our buildings and infrastruc-
ture age, as our suburbs expand and our
highways and waterways become more
congested, our firefighters and emer-
gency medical technicians are being
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asked to respond to an increasing num-
ber and variety of dangerous situa-
tions.

There is a bright side, as well. Tech-
nology has kept pace with the increas-
ing demands. We now have high-tech
equipment, like thermal-imaging de-
vices, that allow firefighters to see in-
side a building without going into the
blaze. And modern science has pro-
duced incredible materials that can be
integrated into protective gear that
can shield firefighters from heat and
falling debris. Unfortunately, tech-
nology is not cheap. And local govern-
ments are seldom able to fund the pur-
chase of all of the wonderful tools be-
coming available.

There is a gap—a widening gap—be-
tween the leading edge of modern tech-
nology and our ability to put that
technology to work to protect the pub-
lic and our firefighters. I believe the
Federal Government has an obligation
to bridge the gap and help ensure that
local firefighters have the financial re-
sources they need to protect the public.

We can’t eliminate all of the dangers
that confront firefighters, but we can
at least ensure that our local fire com-
panies have up-to-date, safe and reli-
able equipment and today we are doing
something about the problem.

By passing the FIRE Act today, Con-
gress is saying to every firefighter in
America: ‘“We have taken you for
granted for too long. We won’t ignore
your needs any longer. We stand with
you and we are committed to working
together to ensure that America is as
safe and as prepared for any catas-
trophe as it can be.”

Passage of the FIRE Act has been
one of my highest legislative priorities
this year. I want to thank Senator
WARNER, Senator LEVIN, and Senator
McCAIN, Senator HOLLINGS, and, of
course, Senator DEWINE for their vigi-
lance and commitment on this most
important issue. I also want to thank
the experts at the National Safe Kids
Campaign, International Association of
Fire Fighters, International Associa-
tion of Fire Chiefs, National Volunteer
Fire Council, International Association
of Arson Investigators, International
Society of Fire Service Instructors, the
National Fire Protection Association,
and The Safety Equipment Association
for all of the assistance and insight
they have provided over the course of
the last year.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, to-
day’s final passage of the Defense Au-
thorization Conference Report is a sig-
nificant achievement. It fulfills past
commitments, provides the necessary
funds for our present obligations, and
makes significant investments toward
a secure future. I want to commend
Senator WARNER and Senator LEVIN for
the tremendous job they have done pro-
viding for our national defense. This
bill authorizes $310 billion for the De-
partment of Defense and the Depart-
ment of Energy’s defense related ac-
tivities. This is $4.5 billion more than
requested by President Clinton, and
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represents the first real increase in de-
fense spending in 14 years.

One provision in the Defense Author-
ization bill of particular importance to
the people of Missouri is that of mili-
tary retiree health care. For genera-
tions, our military’s career men and
women have dedicated their lives to
the protection of freedom and pros-
perity in America. One of the promises
this country made to these men and
women was a pledge that career mem-
bers of the Armed Forces, their
spouses, and dependents would have
health care benefits on active duty and
in retirement. While these benefits
were not authorized by Congress, they
were promised by the United States
government, specifically, by the De-
partment of Defense and its recruiters.
Promises made need to be kept. Career
members of the Armed Forces acted in
good faith and relied on the statements
of their government’s representatives.

Mr. President, until recently, mili-
tary retirees were provided with health
care in military facilities here and
abroad. However, due to major changes
in the military health care program,
multiple base closings, and a risky
downsizing of the military by the cur-
rent Administration, too many mili-
tary retirees have been shut out of
military facilities. Many have sought
Medicare coverage or private insur-
ance, or have been forced to do without
access to care. In Missouri, where we
have 76,439 military retirees, retiree
family members, and survivors, this is
a significant problem. Although we are
fortunate to have Fort Leonard Wood
and Whiteman Air Force Base close at
hand in Missouri, and Scott Air Force
Base in Illinois and Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas, both nearby, many military re-
tirees in Missouri have told me that it
is virtually impossible to get an ap-
pointment at these bases for a routine
physical, let alone for critical care. It
is clear that Washington is not keeping
its promise to these patriotic men and
women.

Through the strong and dedicated
leadership of Senator WARNER, Amer-
ica’s military retirees will again have
access to quality health care, as prom-
ised. This Defense authorization bill in-
cludes a provision to expand the pop-
ular TRICARE Senior Prime dem-
onstration project. It eliminates the
current restrictions that require mili-
tary retirees to lose their military
health care Dbenefits under the
CHAMPUS and TRICARE programs
after they reach age 65 and become eli-
gible for Medicare. Military retirees
will not be able to receive TRICARE
Senior Prime, or “TRICARE-for-life’’—
an HMO-type coverage plan for retirees
that includes partial payment of the
costs from Medicare. This program will
finally ensure that all military retirees
have access to quality health care
throughout their life. This bill will also
establish a military health care trust
fund to ensure that retiree health care
remains solvent for years to come. This
valuable retiree health care provision
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is endorsed by most of the major vet-
eran and military retiree organiza-
tions, and I support its inclusion in
this legislation.

In addition to “TRICARE-for-life,”
the Defense Authorization bill also ex-
tends to military retirees access to pre-
scription drugs, by restoring the full
DoD Prescription drug benefit, includ-
ing mail order and retail pharmacy, to
all Medicare-eligible uniformed serv-
ices beneficiaries.

These break-through provisions for
military retirees are not the only im-
portant provisions of the Defense Au-
thorization bill. This bill includes sev-
eral critical active-duty provisions in-
cluding measures to bring our military
families off the food-stamp roles, pro-
vide a well-deserved 3.7% pay increase,
and eliminates the statutory require-
ment that service-members incur out-
of-pocket housing costs, thus permit-
ting the Deputy of Defense to increase
housing allowances immediately. This
will eliminate out-of-pocket cost for
housing by October 1, 2004.

This bill also makes significant
progress towards ensuring a strong de-
fense for our country in the years to
come. The legislation includes author-
izations for additional F-156s and a new
Extended-Range Cruise Missiles, as
well as provides $63 billion dollars for
other new weapons procurements. Fur-
thermore, the bill provides an addi-
tional $1 billion in funding for key
readiness accounts. These amounts are
necessary to ensure our military is not
only ready to fight today, but will re-
main ready for any challenges our
country may face in the future.

Again, I want to thank Senator WAR-
NER for his leadership in the area of na-
tional defense. I urge the Senate to
support this bill, and to support our
men and women in uniform, especially
those who gave their lives in service
today on the U.S.S. Cole, in far away
Yemen. We extend our thoughts and
prayers to their families and friends.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the conference
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second.

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), and the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. McCAIN) are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote
uaye.aa

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 3, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 275 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Abraham Durbin Mack
Akaka Edwards McConnell
Allard Enzi Mikulski
Ashcroft Fitzgerald Miller
Baucus Frist Moynihan
Bayh Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Graham Murray
Biden Gramm Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reed
Bond Gregg Reid
Boxer Hagel Robb
Breaux Harkin Roberts
Brownback Hatch Rockefeller
Bryan Hollings Roth
Bunning Hutchinson Santorum
Burns Hutchison Sarbanes
Byrd Inhofe Schumer
Campbell Inouye Sessions
Chafee, L. Jeffords Shelby
Cleland Johnson Smith (NH)
Cochran Kerry Smith (OR)
Collins Kohl Snowe
Conrad Kyl Specter
Craig Landrieu Stevens
Crapo Lautenberg Thomas
Daschle Leahy Thompson
DeWine Levin Thurmond
Dodd Lincoln Voinovich
Domenici Lott Warner
Dorgan Lugar Wyden

NAYS—3
Feingold Kerrey Wellstone

NOT VOTING—17

Feinstein Kennedy Torricelli
Grams Lieberman
Helms McCain

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be able to
change my vote to ‘‘no.” It does not
change the outcome, most definitely.

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

(The foregoing tally has Dbeen
changed to reflect the above order.)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I can-
not think of a stronger message that
we as a body of the U.S. Government—
the legislative body—can send to the
men and women of the armed services
in this hour of need throughout the
uniform ranks, the reserve ranks, and
the Guard ranks than this strong vote.
It is a salute to each and every one of
them.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I join the
chairman in that sentiment. This is an
extraordinarily strong vote for a De-
fense authorization bill. I think there
were 90-plus votes for it.

———

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
2001
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FI1TZ-

GERALD). Under the previous order, the

clerk will read H.J. Res. 111.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) making
further continuing appropriations for fiscal
year 2001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the joint res-
olution.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK),
the Senator from Montana (Mr.
BURNS), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. HELMS), and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote
Ha‘ye.77

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?—

The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 276 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Abraham Enzi McConnell
Akaka Feingold Mikulski
Allard Fitzgerald Miller
Ashcroft Frist Moynihan
Baucus Gorton Murkowski
Bayh Graham Murray
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Biden Grassley Reed
Bingaman Gregg Reid
Bond Hagel Robb
Boxer Harkin Roberts
Breaux Hatch Rockefeller
Bryan Hollings Roth
Bunning Hutchinson Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Campbell Inhofe Schumer
Chafee, L. Inouye Sessions
Cleland Jeffords Shelby
Cochran Johnson Smith (NH)
Collins Kerrey Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerry Snowe
Craig Kohl Specter
Crapo Kyl Stevens
Daschle Landrieu Thomas
DeWine Lautenberg Thompson
Dodd Levin Thurmond
Domenici Lincoln Voinovich
Dorgan Lott Warner
Durbin Lugar Wellstone
Edwards Mack Wyden
NAYS—1
Leahy
NOT VOTING—9
Brownback Grams Lieberman
Burns Helms McCain
Feinstein Kennedy Torricelli

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111)
was agreed to.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.
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Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
Senator WARNER and Senator LEVIN for
the fine work they have done on crit-
ical issues before us and, of course, on
the DOD authorization bill.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period for morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

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

———

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS

A COUNTRY UNITED

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
want to take b minutes at this time to
speak on the events occurring in the
world today.

I stand here with the melancholy
that any Senator would feel as a result
of the loss of lives of our U.S. military
men and women due to a despicable act
of terrorism.

I say to the terrorists: You underesti-
mate the United States. Right now we
are in an orderly constitutional process
to begin the transition of the executive
branch to a new leader. Do not think
because we are beginning a transition
that we are weak.

I say to the terrorists anywhere in
the world: When any American is under
attack, all Americans are under at-
tack. We will check our party hats at
the door. We will be united as one na-
tion. I believe the Congress and the
American people will stand as one be-
hind President Clinton to aggressively
pursue and punish the terrorists who
have engaged in this despicable act.
You might have gotten away with this
one, but do not think again about the
next hour, the next day, or the next
week. The United States of America is
coming after you, and we are all to-
gether on this.

In addition, to our friends in the Mid-
dle East: We are deeply troubled by the
violence that is ongoing. A peace
agreement was within reach. Indeed, it
was fragile. We say now, please, take a
timeout, end the violence, let’s step
back to see if we cannot come forward
under the leadership of the United
States as an honest broker to move
ahead. We are plunging into chaos.
Chaos only means further retreat. It
means that maybe for years violence
will continue.

We say: Please, Mr. Arafat, do not
work behind the scenes; work on the
front lines; end your violence.

To the people of Israel: We know that
the first act is the act of self-defense.
We understand that. It is human.
Please, we ask restraint, and we ask all
to come back to the bargaining table.
Let’s put down the stones. Let’s put
down the guns. Let’s see if we can
move forward.

I come back to what has occurred on
the Senate floor today. I say to people



		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-19T19:25:17-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




