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and enhanced penalties for felonies
spawned by hate that took place either
on federal land or in pursuance of a fed-
erally protected right (such as voting
or attending a public school).

The Hate Crimes Protection Act
broadens federal jurisdiction to cover
all violent crimes motivated by racial
or religious hatred, regardless of
whether the victim was exercising a
federally protected right. It would also
include sexual orientation, gender and
disability to the list of protected cat-
egories within current federal hate
crime law, provided there is a suffi-
cient connection with interstate com-
merce.

At the same time, federal involve-
ment would only come into play if the
Attorney General certifies that federal
prosecution is necessary to secure sub-
stantial justice. In recent years, the
existing federal hate crimes law has
been used only in carefully selected
cases where the state criminal justice
system did not achieve a just result.

For many years I have been deeply
concerned about hate crimes and the
immeasurable impact they have on vic-
tims, their families and our commu-
nities. As I have previously mentioned,
in 1993 I sponsored the Hate Crimes
Sentencing Enhancement Act, which
was signed into law in 1994 as a part of
the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994. Today, I believe
the Hate Crimes legislation will build
on this effort by modifying the current
laws to allow the federal government
to provide the vital assistance to states
in investigating of crimes of this mag-
nitude.

Sadly, hate crimes are becoming too
commonplace in America. According to
the U.S. Department of Justice, in 1998,
7,775 hate crime incidents were re-
ported in the United States and 9,722
victims. Of that total, 4,321 or 58 per-
cent of the crimes were committed on
account of the victim’s race. More than
3,660 victims of anti-Black crimes; 1,003
victims of anti-White crimes, 620 vic-
tims of anti-Hispanic crimes; and 372
victims of anti-Asian/Pacific Islander
crimes.

In that same year, 1,390 or roughly
16.0 percent of the victims were tar-
geted because of their religious affili-
ation. The number of anti-Jewish inci-
dents is second only to those against
blacks and far exceeds offenses against
all other religious groups combined.
Moreover, while by most accounts anti-
Semitism in America has declined dra-
matically over the years, the level of
violence is escalating.

Civil rights groups as well as federal
and State authorities agree that in the
last five years, reported hate crimes
have increased annually, from 5,932 in
1994 to 7,755 in 1998. As of 1998, four
States still do not collect hate crime
data. Yet, even if all States were re-
porting these incidents, it would be dif-
ficult to gauge the true extent of the
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hate crime problem in this country be-
cause bias-motivated crimes typically
are under reported by both law enforce-
ment agencies and victims.

And while these crimes have become
more numerous, they have also become
more violent. Monitoring groups have
observed a shift from racially-moti-
vated property crimes, such as spray
painting, defacement and graffiti, to
personal crimes such as assault, threat
and harassment. On a national scale,
according to FBI statistics, almost 7
out of 10 hate crimes are directed
against people. Nonhate crimes, by
contrast, are directed against people
only 11 percent of the time.

This legislation is long overdue.
Looking back on this year alone, one
might recall the litany of news stories
describing a murderous rampage at a
school in Littleton, Colorado; or the
drive-by shooting attacks on Jews, an
African-American, and Asian-Ameri-
cans in Chicago, Illinois; or the two
pipe-bomb explosions at the predomi-
nantly African American Florida A&M
University; the brutal murders of two
gay men in California; or the torching
of synagogues in California; all des-
picable acts of virulent hatred.

We should work to give our citizens
protection from those who would do
them harm simply based upon their
race, religion, gender, disability, or
sexual orientation. Enactment of the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act would
send a message to our nation and the
world that the singling out of an indi-
vidual based on any of these character-
istics will not go unnoticed or
unpunished.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to enact this important legislation
prior the end of this session.

———

SUPERFUND TAX RENEWAL

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I stand
again in opposition to a proposal from
my Democratic colleagues that at-
tempts to renew the expired Superfund
tax for the sole purpose of raising rev-
enue to meet budgetary targets. We are
once again faced with a policy which
advances spending for social programs
on the backs of small business owners
and municipalities without any at-
tempt to reform the current program.

I am puzzled at this current proposal
for several reasons. First, it is esti-
mated that the Superfund Trust Fund
has maintained a surplus of $1.5 billion.
In addition, appropriation committees
in the House and Senate have allotted
$700 million in general revenue to sup-
plement funding for the program
through Fiscal Year 2000. According to
an analysis conducted by the Business
Roundtable, it is estimated that the
Superfund Trust Fund will have suffi-
cient funding through 2002 without the
need for further taxes.

Even without the imposition of
taxes, contributions to the Superfund
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Trust Fund are plentiful. In 70 percent
of all sites responsible parties paid
cleanup costs in addition to reimburs-
ing the EPA for its oversight expendi-
tures. These payments, and the collec-
tion of all related costs to the EPA, are
applied to the Trust Fund. In the re-
maining 30 percent of cases, the respon-
sible parties pay the EPA to scrub the
contaminated site in addition to pay-
ing for oversight costs. According to
the Chemical Manufacturers Associa-
tion, only 3 out of 150 sites required
sole payment from general revenues
because the parties involved either
abandoned the site or were bankrupt.

The premise behind the initial cre-
ation of the Superfund program was to
facilitate a rapid cleanup of hazardous
waste sites nationwide, with the re-
sponsible parties largely funding the
site cleanup. This is a relatively simple
and logical concept known as the ‘‘pol-
luter pays’ principle.

Secondly, the EPA has admitted that
the Superfund program is drawing to a
close. Under such conditions, there is
no compelling reason to reinstate a tax
to fund a program which is not only
flawed, but is being phased out.

I ask my colleagues to heed the ad-
vise of numerous business and taxpayer
organizations that oppose the rein-
statement of the superfund tax in the
absence of overall reform. I ask unani-
mous consent that the letters from the
following organizations be printed in
the Record:

U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute, The Business
Roundtable, American Insurance Asso-
ciation, and Americans for Tax Re-
form.

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

AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM,
Washington, DC, October 28, 1999.
Hon. BILL ARCHER,
Committee on Ways and Means,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN: I am writing to support
your publicly-stated opposition to the impo-
sition of any new taxes related to potential
Superfund reform legislation pending in the
House of Representatives. At a time when
the non-Social Security budget surplus is
projected to grow as high as $1 trillion, Con-
gress should not be raising taxes to pay for
more government spending.

Furthermore, the Corporate Environ-
mental Income Tax (CEIT) that expired in
1995 is a direct tax on corporate income.
Thus, if any one of the 209 of Members of the
House Republican Conference who signed the
Americans for Tax Reform pledge not to
raise new personal or corporate income taxes
were to vote for them, they would be in di-
rect violation of their signed pledge.

The House of Representatives has correctly
rejected President Clinton’s proposal for new
taxes on at least three different occasions,
most frequently by passing the Sense of Con-
gress that Congress should not raise taxes to
pay for more government spending. We hope
that this steadfast opposition to any new tax
increases continues in the debate over re-
form of the Superfund program.

Washington,
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In summary, no new taxes means no new
taxes, and we support your position not to
raise any taxes to pay for more spending.

Sincerely yours,
GROVER G. NORQUIST.
THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE,
Washington, DC, October 19, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-
atives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Business Round-
table is opposed to renewal of the Superfund
taxes for purposes of raising revenue to meet
budgetary targets. By law the Superfund
Trust Fund was intended to be dedicated to
cleaning up sties on the National Priorities
List (NPL) and not for other budgetary pur-
poses. The Superfund is funded both by
Superfund taxes, but also from recovery of
cleanup costs from responsible parties. Mem-
bers of The Business Roundtable fall signifi-
cantly in both categories.

We strongly believe that the taxes, which
expired in 1995, should not be renewed for the
following reasons:

1. The Superfund Trust Fund has an esti-
mated surplus of $1.5 billion. In addition,
both the House and Senate appropriations
committees have allotted $700 million in
General Revenues to supplement funding for
the Superfund program through fiscal year
2000. Under our analysis, we estimate Super-
fund will have sufficient funding through the
year 2002 without renewal of the taxes.

2. Under the Superfund law’s liability
scheme, responsible parties largely fund site
cleanup regardless of the imposition of
taxes. The preponderance of funding for
Superfund is driven by the law’s liability
scheme, not from taxes. Most ‘‘deep pocket,”’
responsible parties contribute well in excess
of their actual fair share of responsibility.
Where EPA spends money from the Trust
Fund for cleanup, these expenditures are also
in large measure recovered from responsible
parties.

3. The Business Roundtable continues to
support the principle that Superfund taxes
be tied to comprehensive Superfund reform,
including Natural Resource Damages. Both
the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee and the House Commerce Com-
mittee have reported reform bills. ‘‘Regular
order’” would suggest that any future federal
funding of superfund be tied to an assess-
ment of the impact of these reforms on the
future of the program. Taxes should not be
renewed absent comprehensive reform, and
the current bills need to be evaluated
against this criterion. In particular we would
note that at this point the legislation is si-
lent on Natural Resource Damages, which we
believe must be reformed.

4. Finally, both House and Senate Appro-
priations for EPA include directives for a
study of the costs to cleanup the remaining
sites on the NPL and bring the Superfund
program to successful closure. We support
such an analysis to determine what the ac-
tual cost estimates are for Superfund. Under
an earlier Roundtable analysis we concluded
that it would be feasible to finance the cur-
rent program at a rate of about 20 to 30 new
sites per year (historical average) with an
endowment representing approximately four
years worth of funding (historical tax rates).
There is no compelling reason to reinstate
the taxes at their full rate for five years to
fund a program which is phasing down. Nor
should funding be renewed absent comple-
tion of the analysis directed by both House
and Senate committees.

We urge you to resist any efforts to rein-
state Superfund taxes for budgetary pur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

poses, absent the Congressionally directed
evaluation of future program costs and re-
form legislation, which includes Natural Re-
source Damages.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
ROBERT N. BURT,
Chairman, The Business Roundtable Envi-
ronmental Task Force, Chairman and
CEO, FMC Corporation.

AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
Hon. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
Minority Leader, U.S. House of Representatives.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader, U.S. Senate.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Senate Minority Leader,

ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER, MR. LEADER, MR. GEP-
HARDT, AND MR. DASCHLE: In recent days pro-
posals have been made to reinstate the ex-
pired Superfund taxes to provide revenue off-
sets for non-Superfund spending—such as the
tax extenders bill now under consideration—
without enacting meaningful Superfund re-
form. In addition, as this session of Congress
draws to a close, there may be separate at-
tempts to attach to unrelated legislation
Superfund liability carveouts that shift
cleanup costs to parties who remain liable at
Superfund sites. We are writing to express
our continued strong opposition to both of
these proposals.

No Superfund Taxes Without Meaningful
Superfund Reform.

Reinstatement of the expired Superfund
taxes prior to enactment of meaningful
Superfund reform would effectively prevent
legislative reform of the Superfund program.
That’s because under the ‘“‘pay-go’ rules of
the Federal budget laws, any Superfund re-
authorization bill that includes mandatory
spending provisions must also include provi-
sions to reinstate the expired Superfund
taxes or provide equivalent offsetting reve-
nues ‘‘within the four corners of the bill”’ to
keep it deficit neutral. Thus, if the Super-
fund taxes were to be enacted prior to con-
sideration of a Superfund reform bill, Super-
fund reform could not be enacted without
finding a new source of revenue, essentially
an impossible task.

The taxes should not be prematurely rein-
stated, especially now that legislative re-
form of the Superfund program is within our
reach. On August 5th the House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee voted
69-2 to report H.R. 1300, the Recycle Amer-
ica’s Land Act, introduced by Subcommittee
Chairman Sherry Boehlert. That bill now has
some 138 cosponsors, divided nearly equally
between Democrats and Republicans. The
House Commerce Committee is expected to
mark up a similar bill, Mr. Greenwood’s H.R.
2580, in the next few days.

In the meantime, the Superfund program
does not need reinstatement of the taxes to
continue operating at full speed. The current
surplus in the Superfund Trust Fund, com-
bined with continued appropriations at the
most recent level, mean the program will be
fully funded through at least FY 2002. In
fact, even with enactment of legislative re-
form, reinstatement of the taxes at the full
levels that existed prior to their expiration
in 1995 is not necessary. As the Boehlert bill,
H.R. 1300, recognizes, any new funding for
Superfund should be carefully tailored to re-
flect the declining needs of the cleanup pro-
gram, which EPA has acknowledged is wind-
ing down.
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No Cost-shifting for Liability Exemptions.

We are also concerned that there may be
attempts this year (just as there were last
year) to provide liability relief for certain
parties by inserting amendments into appro-
priations bills or other legislation. While we
do not oppose properly-crafted liability ex-
emptions for small business, municipalities,
recyclers, or others, we do oppose exemp-
tions that shift their shares of cleanup costs
to the remaining Superfund parties. Under
the Boehlert bill, H.R. 1300, these costs would
be part of the orphan share paid by the Trust
Fund. This is the original purpose for which
Congress created the Trust Fund.

There is certainly no justification for
shifting these orphan shares to the other
parties. In fact, in recent years even EPA
has consigned much more of these orphan
shares to the Trust Fund. Shifting costs to
other parties is not only unfair, it is one of
the main causes of litigation and the attend-
ant cleanup delay at Superfund sites.

In sum, we urge you to oppose reinstate-
ment of the expired Superfund taxes without
enactment of meaningful Superfund reform.
We also urge you to oppose Superfund liabil-
ity exemptions which shift cleanup costs to
other liable parties.

If we can provide assistance or further in-
formation on these or other related matters,
please do not hesitate to call on us.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. VAGLEY,
President.
U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE,
October 8, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-
atives, Washington, DC.
Hon. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
House Minority Leader, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader,
ington, DC.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Senate Minority Leader,
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER, SENATOR LOTT, MR.
GEPHARDT, AND SENATOR DASCHLE: We are
writing to express our concern about possible
efforts to reinstate the expired Superfund
taxes. Proposals to reinstate the taxes solely
as a means of raising revenue without enact-
ing comprehensive reform of the Superfund
program are very disturbing to us. Raising
taxes on industry runs directly counter to
congressional efforts to reduce taxes. Fur-
thermore, the Superfund taxes do not need
to be reinstated to keep the program going.
Under the most recent appropriations and
funding mechanisms, the trust fund will re-
main solvent for many years as the program
begins to wind down. Even by EPA’s own ad-
mission the Superfund program is drawing to
a close.

The Superfund program was created to ad-
dress a broad problem—paying for the clean-
up of ‘“‘orphan’ waste disposal sites (those
that were either abandoned or whose owners
were bankrupt). A wide range of individuals,
businesses and government entities have
contributed to Superfund sites, therefore
general revenues should pay for the pro-
gram’s administrative costs and the clean-up
of sites where the responsible parties cannot
be found.

In 1995, the Superfund taxes expired. EPA
officials claim that using general revenues
rather than industry-specific taxes to pay for
Superfund would ‘‘constitute paying for pol-
luters’ clean-ups on the ‘backs’ of the Amer-
ican taxpayers.” That is simply not true.

U.S. Senate, Wash-
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Private sector responsible parties (the so-
called ‘“‘polluters’) have always paid the ma-
jority of cleanup costs associated with the
program. In addition, all responsible parties
continue to pay their share of Superfund
clean-up costs, even though the dedicated
taxes have expired. Under CERCLA’s strict
joint and several liability standard, persons
identified as contributing wastes to a Super-
fund site are paying their share (in addition
to the shares of other contributors) of the
clean-up costs.

Even without industry tax revenues,
Superfund will have sufficient funding from
general revenues, fines, penalties, and profits
on investments to support the program into
Fiscal Year 2002. For fiscal year 2000, the Ap-
propriations Committees have chosen to
fund between $700 and $725 million of the
Superfund program from general revenues.
In fact, Congress can fund the entire pro-
gram from general revenues, according to
the General Accounting Office and the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

Simply stated the Superfund taxes should
not be reinstated—instead, general revenues
should continue to be used to pay for the
program. Reinstating industry-specific taxes
is not consistent with Congress’ intent for
the program, that is, whenever possible, pol-
luters should pay for the costs of cleaning up
the sites they helped contaminate. The de-
bate over Superfund should not be about re-
instating the taxes. It should be about wind-
ing down the program as it completes its
original mission and devolving the day-to-
day operation of the program to the states.

Sincerely,
RED CAVANEY,
American
Institute.
THOMAS J. DONAHUE,
Chamber of Commerce
of the US.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, now is not
the time to consider tax increases to
pay for government spending, espe-
cially at the same time we are experi-
encing a non-Social Security surplus,
projected to grow as high as $1 trillion
over 10 years, and at a time when
American citizens are paying taxes at
the highest peacetime rate in history.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Petroleum

——
SAFEGUARDING OUR SECURITY
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President,

there are few matters of more impor-
tance to the nation than the safe-
guarding of our security. Every day,
tens of thousands of men and women
wear the American uniform proudly in
all the world’s time zones while guard-
ing against threats to American citi-
zens and our interests. Perhaps there is
no more perilous environment in which
our servicemen and women operate
than beneath the oceans. Because of
the secrecy demanded by the myriad
missions, Navy submariners have come
to be known as the silent service. Often
reluctant to speak on their own behalf,
I commend to my colleagues attention
the following article which is of great
importance, not only to our nation’s
undersea warriors, but to the nation’s
security.

The commentary in Defense News
touches upon an important oppor-
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tunity. It is the chance to secure more
useful life from four Ohio-class sub-
marines slated for retirement. The ar-
ticle suggests the possibility of con-
verting them from their strategic nu-
clear duties into tactical Tomahawk
shooters able to provide our overseas
warfighting commanders additional
striking capability.

I ask unanimous consent this article
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From Defense News, Mar. 29, 1999]
CONVERTED SUBMARINES COULD BOLSTER U.S.
POWER PROJECTION
(By Ernest Blazar)

Power projection can be a difficult concept
to understand in the abstract. It is a nation’s
ability to make its military might felt be-
yond its borders—as diplomacy’s coercive
underpinning, deterrence or in actual com-
bat.

American power projection has taken
many forms in years past; the man-o-war,
expeditionary Marines, the dreadnaughts of
the Great White Fleet, the aircraft carrier,
the Army’s 82nd Airborne division and the
Air Force’s expeditionary wings. Different
crises have demanded different kinds of U.S.
power projection at different times.

In recent years, however, U.S. power pro-
jection at the lethal end of the spectrum
combat has increasingly relied upon a single
tool. Since its 1991 Persian Gulf war debut,
the Tomahawk cruise missile has become the
weapon of choice when crises demand swift
and accurate U.S. military response.

They have cleared safe lanes for U.S. war-
planes through enemy air defenses. Toma-
hawks have hit terrorists. And they have de-
stroyed sites thought to hold mass destruc-
tion weapons. Over 700 have been used in six
different strikes since 1991.

As Tomahawks’ use grows so do the strains
upon their launch platforms in the shrinking
300-ship fleet. So some in the Navy and Con-
gress are seeking new ways to quickly boost
the number of Tomahawk missiles—the
power projection tool of choice—available to
overseas U.S. commanders.

Attention has now fallen upon four Ohio-
class submarines to be retired in 2003 and
2004. A now overdue Navy study to Congress
reveals how these Cold War-era submarines,
that once aimed nuclear-tipped missiles at
the Soviet Union, can easily be converted to
carry hundreds of Tomahawk missiles.

Doing so would give the U.S. Central Com-
mand in the Persian Gulf, for example, one
such submarine year-round, thereby almost
doubling the in-theater inventory of Toma-
hawks. That would take the pressure off
other Navy ships needed elsewhere, increase
deterrence and strengthen U.S. combat
power should strikes be necessary.

The Navy’s imminent report has found
that the four Ohio-class subs could be fitted
with Tomahawks and Navy Sea, Air and
Land (SEAL) commando gear for $500 million
each. According to New Jersey Senator Rob-
ert G. Torricelli, “It’s an inexpensive way of
adding a new dimension to U.S. warfighting
capabilities.”

All but two of the 24 strategic missiles
tubes aboard the Ohio-class boats could be
refitted to accept a canister holding six or
seven Tomahawk missiles each, yielding a
maximum of 154 cruise missiles. If some
SEALs are aboard, along with their special
gear, only 98-140 Tomahawks could be load-
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ed—still more than any other Navy ship car-
ries.

The full warload—all 1564 Tomahawks—can
be ‘‘ripple-fired”’ from the submerged sub-
marine in less than six minutes. That is key
because it allows the submarine to quickly,
quietly and safely remove itself from the
launch site after firing all its missiles.

A submarine-launched strike of that size
offers two main advantages. First, by virtue
of its stealth, a submarine can launch a sur-
prise attack from within an enemy’s early-
warning perimeter. With no advance warn-
ing, large numbers of enemy targets can be
hit before they are hidden, dispersed or
emptied. There is no build-up of U.S. forces
to warn an enemy of a pending attack. Sec-
ond, submarines are less vulnerable to at-
tack and counter-attack than are surface
ships. If embarked SEALSs are the best weap-
on for a mission, the converted Ohio-class
boats can house 102 such men for short dura-
tions and 66 SEALSs nearly indefinitely. This
allows for a sustained special operations
campaign, rather than solitary strikes, from
a stealthy, invulnerable platform.

SEALSs can also use the submarine’s silos
that once held nuclear-tipped strategic mis-
siles to store their unique gear. There is
ample room for a hyperbaric chamber to re-
compress divers if needed and a warming
chamber which helps SEALs recover from
prolonged exposure to cold water. The con-
verted Ohio-class boats could also serve as
‘mother-ships’ to special underwater SEAL
delivery craft like the Advanced Swimmer
Delivery Vehicle minisub.

INNOCUOUS

Even though the four converted Ohio-class
boats would no longer carry nuclear-tipped
missiles, strategic arms control treaty lim-
its would still apply to these boats. This
means the ships’ missile tubes, now filled
with tactical missiles and Navy SEALs,
would still be counted against ceilings that
cap the number of U.S. and Russian strategic
weapons. The Navy’s study to Congress has
found that, while complex, this issue can be
accommodated as has been done before for
other strategic missile submarines converted
to special, tactical duties.

The nation has a rare opportunity to swift-
ly and cheaply boost its ability to project
power. The conversion of these four Ohio-
class boats will complement, not compete
with, other Navy ships and Air Force expedi-
tionary warplanes deployed to overseas hot-
spots. This chance to get new, useful life out
of old Cold War-era systems on the cheap is
the innovative and right thing to do for the
Navy and the nation.

———

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN H.
CHAFEE

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak in memory and
tribute to Senator John H. Chafee, who
was for me not just a colleague and
friend, but a mentor on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee for
the eleven years I have been in the
Senate. Nearly every single environ-
mental statute bears the strong stamp
of his commitment and Ileadership;
Superfund, the Clean Water Act, the
Safe Drinking Water Act, barrier beach
legislation, transportation laws, the
0Oil Pollution Protection Act. The list
goes on and on.
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