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without an adequate supply of spare
and repair parts, inefficient procedures
had become standard practice. In addi-
tion, the overall health of the C-5 fleet
suffered.

As I became more aware of the im-
pact this lack of parts was having on
morale and the readiness of the C-5
fleet 2 years ago, I brought then Sec-
retary of Defense Bill Cohen to Dover
to make him aware of the problem.

While I believe that visit was helpful,
it was clear to me that continued at-
tention to the issue was necessary.
That led me to write a short report on
the issue. I have sent copies of the re-
port to my colleagues in the Senate.

The report seeks to explain the im-
portant role played by the C-5, the ex-
tent of the parts problem for the C-5,
the impact those parts shortages have
had on the fleet and those who work on
the C-5, and to describe the failures in
logistics system management that
made the problem even worse. I hope
that my colleagues will take the time
to review the report and will reach the
same conclusions that I did. In the end,
it was clear to me that we must do
three things.

First, we must continue to increase
funding for parts and keep it predict-
able.

Second, we must completely mod-
ernize the C-5 fleet with new avionics
and the Reliability Enhancement and
Re-engining Program.

Third, we must continue to promote
smart management reform throughout
the defense logistics system.

Again, I know that none of this is
news to my colleagues on the defense
committees who have provided so much
leadership and support for addressing
these challenges, but I hope the report
will be helpful to them and their staffs
and to other colleagues.

I know that spare and repair parts is
not glamorous, but it is vital to Amer-
ica’s ability to protect and promote
our national security. For that reason,
we must build on the good work done
by the defense committees over the
past four years to begin to solve the
parts shortage problem and ensure that
we do not lose sight of what must be
done now and in the future to elimi-
nate the problem.

———

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY last month. The Local law
Enforcement Act of 2001 would add new
categories to current hate crimes legis-
lation sending a signal that violence of
any kind is unacceptable in our soci-
ety.

I would like to detail a heinous crime
that occurred October 31, 1999 off the
coast of California. A 37-year-old gay
man was the target of a brutal anti-gay
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attack on board a cruise ship. The vic-
tim was assaulted by two other pas-
sengers in a hallway of the ship, who
called him a ‘“f—ing faggot’ several
times. He sustained injuries including
a broken nose, three skull fractures
around his eyes, chipped teeth and
multiple contusions. Because the at-
tack happened at sea, beyond the reach
of state and local laws, police have
been unable to pursue the case as a
bias-related incident, referring it in-
stead to the federal government.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

————

THE PRESIDENT’S SPEECH AT
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to offer a few observations regarding
the President’s speech at the National
Defense University regarding missile
defense and the future security of our
nation. The President was quite cor-
rect in describing today’s world as one
that is far different from the days of
the Cold War some 30 years ago. How-
ever, his prescription for how best to
ensure our national security and
achieve a more peaceful world is seri-
ously flawed. The President has as-
signed the nation’s highest military
priority to building a robust missile de-
fense that will cost tens of billions of
dollars during the coming decade with
no assurance that the system of inter-
ceptors will work. The primary objec-
tive of such a system, in his view, is to
counteract intercontinental missiles
carrying weapons of mass destruction
from targeting our nation. I would urge
the President to take a step back; a
more effective and higher priority ap-
proach would be to cut off weapons of
mass destruction at their source, be-
fore they are in the hands of our poten-
tial enemies. The greatest potential
source of those weapons, materials, and
technological expertise resides in Rus-
sia, and therein lies the fundamental
key to our national and global secu-

rity.
The President’s view of Russia mis-
understands this important point.

While it is true that, in the President’s
words, Russia is no longer a communist
country and that its president is an
elected official, it does not follow that
we needn’t worry about the security
threat which it can pose to the United
States and our allies. Indeed, there are
very disturbing stories in the press
about the internal dynamics of the
Russian government and its fragile
democratic ways. Its economy remains
in dire straits, unemployment is high,
and the future, particularly for those
who live outside of Moscow, continues
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to look grim. I’'m certain that many of
us were alarmed at the recent mutual
recriminations and dismissals of dozens
of Americans and Russians in an ex-
change that hearkened back to Cold
War days.

In Russia’s weakened state, I believe
it poses an even greater threat to the
United States than the ‘‘nations of
concern’ that we hear about so often.
Why is that? Aside from the United
States, Russia is the most advanced
nation in the world to possess advanced
missile technologies and weapons of
mass destruction. Its scientific exper-
tise is second only to our own. Weapons
of mass destruction, including chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear weapons,
number in the tens of thousands, and
materials that go into making those
weapons are widely distributed, and
poorly guarded, around Russia. If coun-
tries of concern pose a serious threat
to the United States, it is likely that
the tools underlying those threats have
been or could most easily be gained
from the most likely source, a cash-
strapped, antagonistic Russia.

Senior advisors to the Secretary of
Energy, including former Senators
Howard Baker and Sam Nunn, recently
released a report that stated, ‘‘The
most urgent unmet national security
threat to the United States today is
the danger that weapons of mass de-
struction or weapons-usable material
in Russia could be stolen and sold to
terrorists or hostile nation states
. .. .” Having reviewed the scope of
the WMD threat in Russia, the Sec-
retary of Energy’s Advisory Board rec-
ommended that the United States
spend $30 billion over the next decade
to secure those weapons and materials,
and to prevent Russia’s technological
expertise from finding paychecks in
the wrong places. Despite that rec-
ommendation, the President has sub-
mitted a budget request to the Con-
gress that cuts funding for those pro-
grams by $100 million below what was
appropriated a year ago. In fact, this
year’s funding request is over $500 mil-
lion below what was planned for FY
2002 just twelve months ago. I question
why the President would choose to cut
funding for programs that constitute
the nation’s ‘“‘most urgent unmet
threat.” In light of the imposing costs
of a robust missile defense system, it
appears that the Administration has
determined that such nonproliferation
programs are of secondary importance.

Listening to the President’s speech,
I’'m concerned that his vision of missile
defense has all the characteristics of
the boy sticking his finger in the dike.
What’s really needed is a new and
stronger dike. I believe we must redou-
ble our efforts to support critical non-
proliferation programs with Russia as
the first line of our own defense and
national security interest. Investing
tens of billions of dollars in a missile
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