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compliance record with existing and 
past treaties, the stronger verification 
must be for any new treaties. So, ex-
actly what is Russia’s record? Accord-
ing to the official State Department 
reports on arms control compliance, 
published by this administration and 
the previous administration, the Rus-
sians have previously violated, or are 
still violating, important provisions of 
most of the key arms control treaties 
to which they have been a party, in-
cluding the original START, the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention, the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention, the Conven-
tional Forces in Europe Treaty, and 
Open Skies. I recommend that my col-
leagues review the classified versions 
of these reports before any further Sen-
ate action is taken on this treaty. 

Despite Russia’s poor compliance 
record, the administration has decided 
that we will rely primarily on good 
Russian cooperation to verify New 
START’s key 1,550 limit on deployed 
warheads. This brings to mind the fa-
mous adage: fool me once, shame on 
you; fool me twice, shame on me. 

One of the persistent Russian arms 
control violations of the original 
START was its illegal obstruction of 
U.S. on-site inspections of warheads on 
certain types of missiles. The only rea-
son these Russian violations did not 
prevent us from verifying START’s 
warhead limits was because START 
limited the capability to deploy war-
heads through a ‘‘counting rule’’ that 
could be verified primarily with our 
own intelligence satellites. Unfortu-
nately, New START has discarded this 
critical counting rule, designed to 
work hand-in-glove with our satellites, 
in favor of reliance on no more than 
ten sample inspections a year—again, 
just 2 to 3 percent of Russia’s force. 

The warhead limit in New START is 
calculated from the actual number of 
warheads loaded on a missile, and un-
like START, this new treaty permits 
any missile to have any number of war-
heads loaded on it. But no satellite can 
tell us how many warheads are loaded 
on missiles. Therefore, if this treaty is 
ratified, we will have to rely primarily 
on on-site inspections to verify actual 
warhead loadings the very same kind of 
inspections that the Russians violated 
in START. If the Russians continue 
their poor compliance record and ob-
struct our warhead inspections under 
New START, the consequences will be 
much more serious and will substan-
tially degrade verification. 

The administration is surely aware of 
these verification and breakout prob-
lems as there is no shortage of verifica-
tion gimmicks in this treaty. But not 
even all of them together permit us to 
verify reliably the treaty’s warhead 
limit. So how have treaty enthusiasts 
responded to these problems? 

First, they discard the military sig-
nificance of possible Russian cheating. 
Our own State Department’s verifica-
tion assessment states that: 

any Russian cheating under the Treaty 
would have little if any effect on the assured 
second-strike capabilities of U.S. strategic 
forces. In particular, the survivability and 
response capabilities of [U.S.] strategic sub-
marines and heavy bombers would be unaf-
fected by even large-scale cheating. 

This is not exactly a ringing endorse-
ment. I think it is pretty clear that a 
large-scale breakout would have a seis-
mic impact from a geopolitical per-
spective. It would escalate tensions be-
tween the superpowers and lead to ex-
treme strategic instability. Even more 
fundamentally, the State Department 
statement raises a pivotal question: If 
no level of Russian cheating under New 
START is deemed militarily signifi-
cant, then what is the value of this 
treaty in the first place? 

Second, treaty proponents attempt 
to draw a parallel to the ‘‘Moscow’’ 
arms control treaty, signed by Presi-
dent Bush and approved 95–0 by the 
Senate. They argue that this treaty 
has the same kind of warhead verifica-
tion difficulties as New START, there-
fore critics of New START are applying 
a double-standard. This argument fails 
on two counts: the first being that the 
Moscow arms control treaty was placed 
on top of the verification measures al-
ready in effect for START; and second, 
that the United States had decided uni-
laterally to move to the limits imposed 
in the Moscow treaty, whether or not 
Russia reduced to them. This is simply 
not the case for New START. Clearly, 
the two treaties are not comparable 
from a verification standpoint. 

The administration also argues that 
our ability to monitor Russian forces 
will be greater with the new treaty 
than without it. As a general propo-
sition, this is true. In actuality, how-
ever, the extent of the treaty’s moni-
toring benefits could be insignificant 
or only modest in some important re-
spects. This disparity between general-
ization and reality is explained more in 
my classified paper. 

The bottom line is this: if the chief 
benefit of this treaty is that we will 
know more about what Russia is doing 
with its nuclear forces, then the same 
benefit could have been achieved with 
a much more modest confidence-build-
ing protocol, one which would not re-
quire unilateral U.S. force reductions, 
give Russia a vote on our missile de-
fenses, or present impossible verifica-
tion problems. 

The administration claims that New 
START is indispensible to reap the 
‘‘Reset’’ benefits with Russia. If a fa-
tally flawed arms control agreement is 
the price of admission to the Reset 
game, our Nation is better off if we this 
one out. 

Similarly, any suggestion by treaty 
advocates that rejecting the treaty 
weakens the ‘‘good’’ Russian leader, 
Medvedev, and strengthens the ‘‘bad’’ 
Russian leader, Putin, should be met 
with healthy skepticism. Now is not 
the time to fall for a ‘‘good cop—bad 
cop’’ act from Moscow. 

In many cases, concerns about par-
ticular treaties can be solved during 
the ratification process. I respect my 
colleagues who are attempting to do so 
with this treaty. Unfortunately, New 
START suffers from fundamental flaws 
that no amount of tinkering around 
the edges can fix. I believe the better 
course for our nation, and for global 
stability, is to put this treaty aside 
and replace it with a better one. 

The United States needs, and we in 
the Senate should demand, a treaty 
that can be reliably verified by our own 
intelligence assets without relying on 
Russia’s good graces, not one that re-
quires unilateral reductions or gives 
Russia a vote on our strategic defenses. 
I urge my colleagues to reject anything 
less and to take a strong stand for 
America’s defense and America’s fu-
ture. 

f 

RESTORE ONLINE SHOPPERS’ 
CONFIDENCE ACT 

∑ Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
wish to engage my colleague Senator 
ROCKEFELLER in a colloquy. There have 
been some questions raised about how 
S. 3386, the Restore Online Shoppers’ 
Confidence Act, affects a company that 
sells its business entirely or enters into 
a deal with another company to ‘‘step 
into the first company’s shoes’’ and 
provide the products or services to con-
sumers that were previously provided 
by the first company. I would ask the 
chairman to explain the intent of the 
legislation. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. This legislation 
is not intended to limit a company’s 
ability to provide its customers with a 
seamless transition when a company 
sells its assets or arranges to have a 
new entity provide the products and 
services it previously provided to its 
customers. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator. Questions have also been raised 
about how this bill would affect an on-
line company that bills its customers 
monthly for an ongoing service and de-
cides to enter into a deal with another 
company to provide the backend bill-
ing and other services to those same 
customers. What is the intent of the 
legislation? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The bill would 
not consider the company providing 
backend billing and other services for 
the initial merchant to be a 
posttransaction third party seller. 
Therefore, the provisions of the bill 
governing post-transaction third party 
sellers would not apply. 

This legislation is intended to pre-
vent the kind of fraudulent trans-
actions the Commerce Committee ex-
posed in its recent investigation— 
where a consumer intentionally pur-
chases products or services from one 
company and ends up unknowingly 
purchasing products or services from a 
different, unrelated company. As we 
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have discussed, this bill is not intended 
to prevent a company from making a 
business deal that would provide con-
tinuity of service to its customers by 
entering into a business arrangement 
that gives another company the right 
to deliver products and services inten-
tionally purchased by consumers and 
to bill for those products and services. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator for those clarifications.∑ 

f 

THEOLOGICAL SCHOOL OF HALKI 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, a year 
ago this month I was privileged to 
again meet with the Ecumenical Patri-
arch, Bartholomew I. His impassioned 
call for support for the reopening of the 
Theological School of Halki promoted 
me to introduce S. Res. 356, a bipar-
tisan measure calling upon the Govern-
ment of Turkey to facilitate the re-
opening of the Ecumenical Patriarch-
ate’s Theological School of Halki with-
out condition or further delay. As we 
approach the 40th anniversary of the 
forced closure on that unique institu-
tion by the Turkish authorities, I 
renew my call for the Government of 
Turkey to allow the seminary to re-
open. 

Founded in 1844, the Theological 
School of Halki, located outside mod-
ern-day Istanbul, served as the prin-
cipal seminary of the Ecumenical Pa-
triarchate until its forcible closure by 
the Turkish authorities in 1971. Count-
ed among alumni of this preeminent 
educational institution are numerous 
prominent Orthodox scholars, 
theologians, priests, and bishops as 
well as patriarchs, including Bar-
tholomew I. Many of these scholars and 
theologians have served as faculty at 
other institutions serving Orthodox 
communities around the world. 

Past indications by the Turkish au-
thorities of pending action to reopen 
the seminary have, regrettably, failed 
to materialize. Turkey’s Prime Min-
ister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan met with 
the Ecumenical Patriarch in August 
2009. In an address to a wider gathering 
of minority religious leaders that day, 
Erdoğan concluded by stating, ‘‘We 
should not be of those who gather, talk 
and disperse. A result should come out 
of this.’’ I could not agree more with 
the sentiment. But resolution of this 
longstanding matter requires resolve, 
not rhetoric. 

In a positive development this Au-
gust, the authorities in Ankara, for the 
first time since 1922, permitted a litur-
gical celebration to take place at the 
historic Sumela Monastery. The Ecu-
menical Patriarch presided at the serv-
ice, attended by pilgrims and religious 
leaders from several countries, includ-
ing Greece and Russia. Earlier this 
month, a Turkish court ordered the 
Buyukada orphanage to be returned to 
Ecumenical Patriarchate. If the trans-
fer of the property occurs, this would 

be another welcome development, po-
tentially paving the way for the return 
of scores of other church properties 
seized by the government. In 2005, the 
Helsinki Commission, which I chair, 
convened a briefing, ‘‘The Greek Ortho-
dox Church in Turkey: A Victim of 
Systematic Expropriation.’’ The Com-
mission has consistently raised the 
issue of the Theological School for well 
over a decade and will continue to 
closely monitor related developments. 

Yesterday’s release of the 2010 Report 
on International Religious Freedom is 
a reminder of the challenges faced by 
Orthodox and other minority religious 
communities in Turkey. I urge the 
Turkish Prime Minister to ensure re-
spect for the rights of individuals from 
these groups to freely profess and prac-
tice their religion or beliefs, in keeping 
with Turkey’s obligations as an OSCE 
participating state. 

The 1989 OSCE Vienna Concluding 
Document affirmed the right of reli-
gious communities to provide ‘‘train-
ing of religious personnel in appro-
priate institutions.’’ The Theological 
School of Halki served that function 
for over a century until its forced clo-
sure nearly four decades ago. The time 
has come to allow the reopening of this 
unique institution without further 
delay. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO KEN FLANZ 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a longtime member 
of my staff who recently became a Sen-
ior Stennis Congressional Fellow. 

Ken Flanz has been a central member 
of my staff since 1997, currently serving 
as my legislative director. In addition 
to advancing my legislative agenda and 
guiding my staff, Ken’s responsibilities 
include foreign affairs, intelligence, 
Native Americans, appropriations, con-
gressional and campaign reform, and 
human rights issues. Throughout his 
years of dedicated service, Ken has 
been a valued resource to many in the 
Senate and has contributed helpful in-
sight. His thoughtful approach, pa-
tience, and knowledge have been in-
strumental to the Senate community. 

Ken’s achievements through the 
Stennis Congressional Fellows Pro-
gram will serve him well and be bene-
ficial to my office and the Senate. The 
Stennis Program seeks to enhance sen-
ior congressional staff members’ lead-
ership skills and communications abili-
ties for those committed to public 
service. Senior fellows advance con-
gressional staff development and serve 
as significant resources for Members of 
Congress, fellow staff, and the public. 
The program’s emphasis on non-
partisanship and the long-term effec-
tiveness of Congress provides for an es-
sential discourse. 

I have great appreciation for Ken’s 
experience and circumspection. He has 
served as a trusted adviser and has 

been a great asset to me and my staff. 
I commend Ken for this distinguished 
achievement. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HAWAII’S 2010 LITTLE LEAGUE U.S. 
CHAMPIONS 

∑ Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I honor 
and congratulate the Little League 
team from Waipio, HI, our 2010 Little 
League U.S. Champions. 

On Saturday, August 28, Waipio de-
feated the team from Pearland, TX, to 
win the U.S. Championship title game. 
It was a resounding victory for Hawaii, 
who won in five innings via mercy-rule 
with a final score of 10–0, advancing to 
the final game of the World Series 
Championship against Japan. 

Our U.S. Champions performed with 
the highest level of athleticism as they 
played the International Champions 
from the Edogawa Minami Little 
League of Tokyo. Waipio rose to the 
occasion and played their hearts out. 
Despite their hard-fought 4–1 loss to 
Japan, our young men proved that they 
are genuine winners, exiting the World 
Series with their heads held high and 
leaving an undeniable impression of in-
spiration and sportsmanship. 

With great pride, superior confidence, 
motivation and spirit, our team showed 
the Nation and the world what it takes 
to be a champion. They are: Kahoea 
Akau, Shiloh Baniaga, Kaimana 
Bartolome, Matthew Campos, Ty DeSa, 
Ezra Heleski, Dane Kaneshiro, Tyler 
Kushima, Cody Maltezo, Justice 
Nakagawa, Keolu Ramos, Noah Shack-
les, Brysen Yoshii, Manager Brian 
Yoshii, and Coaches Kina Akau and 
Jason Heleski. 

Although I am proud of their 
achievement, I am most proud of the 
sportsmanlike conduct and warm aloha 
that these players brought to both the 
national and international stage. I 
commend the coaches, parents and 
families of these players, as well as 
their friends for the sacrifices made in 
support of these individuals. I thank 
them for their dedication to the 
dreams of these young players, and ap-
plaud their hard work. I wish the play-
ers all the best in their future endeav-
ors and thank them again for being ex-
ceptional representatives of the State 
of Hawaii and our Nation.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. PING-TUNG 
CHANG 

∑ Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, today I 
congratulate Dr. Ping-Tung Chang, the 
recipient of the U.S. Outstanding Com-
munity Colleges Professor of the Year 
Award. This award is recognized as one 
of the most prestigious honors be-
stowed upon a professor, and this is the 
second time Professor Chang has won a 
Professor of the Year award. 
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