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THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20585

October 3, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR HONORABLE KENNETH M. DUBERSTEIN

Assistant to the President for

Legislative Affairs

The White House
Attached is a draft of a letter from the President to Appropriation§
Subcommittee Chairman Tom Bevill reaffirming our support for the Clinch
River project. Although as I write it is uncertain as to exactly which
legislative strategy Chairman Bevill and his colleagues will agree to,

I'd greatly appreciate your help in getting the letter expedited so that

it will be ready when and if it is needed which could be tomorrow or

N

DONALD PAUL HODEL

Wednesday.

Many thanks.

Attachment

cc: Honorable Edwin Meese, III
Honorable Craig L. Fuller

[N '



DRAFT
10/3/83

Presidential Letter to Chairman Bevill

A more abundant, affordable and secure energy future for all Americans is an
objective that I am sure we all share. Safe commercial nuclear power is a
reality in this country and offers one of the best potential sources of new
electrical energy supplies in the decades ahead.

Beyond the current generation of power reactors is the prospect of an
essentially inexhaustible energy source through breeder reactor technology.
The U.S. breeder reactor program has been underway for over 30 years, but for
a variety of reasons, the U.S. technological Tead has been surrendered to
other industrial nations. This profoundly affects our role in international
civilian nuclear commerce, and our ability to shape world nonproliferation
policy. Moreover, what is at stake is the stability of our commitment in
complex, long-term technology development.

We are faced in the next several days with a decision which will profoundly
test our degree of commitment as a Nation. The Clinch River Breeder Reactor
Plant (CRBRP) project has been put on hold by the Congress while increased
private fiscal participation has been sought. Substantial support has been
forthcoming and a financing plan has been forwarded to the Congress. It will
provide $1 billion or 40 percent of the remaining cost to complete the CRBRP
project, significantly reducing Federal spending, without increasing rates to
the consumer. It has my strong personal support.

I believe that completion of the Clinch River Project through implementation
of the Alternative Financing Plan would be in the best interest of the Nation
and I urge you to lend your personal support to this effort.

With warm personal regards,

RONALD REAGAN

cc: Honorable Jdohn T. Myers
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NuclearReport

A report to the officers and members of the American Nuclear Society of the energy attitudes and the politica!
environment in the capital, prepared by the Washington Representative of the American Nuclear Society

Vol. VI, No. 7
August 4, 1983

Ronald Reagan pledges full support for Clinch River, and will personally lobbv Members
of Congress for the passage of funding proposal that will come before both houses late in September.
The pledge came in a July 21 meeting in the White House between the President and several breeder
advocates, including the immediate past president of the American Nuclear Society, Manning
Muntzing. The group had solicited the meeting with the President so it could present him with
a copy of "Nuclear Power Assembly: Agenda for the 80s" (See NR of May 5). The session planned
was to include solicitations for presidential support for the major points raised in the agenda
document---a need for better public understanding of the benefits of nuclear power; implementation
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982; licensing reform; and Clinch River. The discussion,
however, seems to have been somewhat one-sided with the President doing most of the talking.
He reasserted his well known position of solid support for nuclear power, and said he firmlv believes
that the Clinch River demonstration breeder should be built as part of an urgent requirement
to keep a world leadership role for the United States in this and other important areas of high
technology. This open and positive statement by President Reagan added considerable new optimism
to the breeder-advocacy camp, which had been hearing rumors that the administration was paving
only lip-service support for the continuation of the CRBR project and that the President was being
shielded from this issue by White House staffers who view it as a possible political albatross.

A "Renaissance Event" with Dave Stockman on board. Following the brief session with
the President, the breeder advocates conducted detailed discussions about CRBR legislative
strategies with top White House advisers and the Secretary of Energy, Donald Hodel. The group
from the White House included the President's personal counselor, Edwin Meese, science adviser,
George Keyworth, and OMB energy deputy, Frederick Khedouri. Meese chaired the session and
called it a "Renaissance Event," in which gll members of the administration are in consonance
with representatives of industry, labor, and the scientific community (the American Nuclear
Society). Khedouri was introduced by Meese as being a '"recent convert" to the philosophy of
continuing CRBR. These remarks were seen as carrying considerable weight, because it has been
widely stated, especially by breeder opponents, that Khedouri and his boss OMB Director David
Stockman want nothing more than to see the CRBR project scuttled. In a press conference
immediately following the White House meeting, an enthusiastic Hodel said the event had been
"a more positive session" than he had anticipated. When asked by a member of the press if the
President will lobby Congress for CRBR, making personal telephone calls as he has done in the
past on important issues, Hodel said "yes." When asked about where Stockman stands on the new
CRBR financial plan, Hodel said: "I can assure you that Dave Stockman is now on board."

Hodel sent the CRBR alternative financial proposal to Capitol Hill on August 1, in time
for it to be available to all Members of Congress, giving them &n opportunity to discuss it with
their constituents during the summer congressional recess, which begins this week and ends after
Labor Day. (See NR of July 6 for a more detailed discussion of the proposal). The current strategy
is to have the plan before the Congress for a suitable period, with public hearings on it scheduled
for the middle of September. The proposal's legislative vehicle will be the continuing resolution
to be prepared by the appropriations committees and submitted during the last few days of this
fiscal year (before October 1) to appropriate FY-1984 money for ongoing programs not covered
by previously enacted appropriations bills. A full appropriation of about $1.4 billion to cover seven
years of construction (to project completion) will be offered in the continuing resolution. The
CRBR item, most probably, will first be voted up or down in the Senate, where a scant majority
in favor of project completion is believed to exist. Such a maneuver could seek to avoid a vote
in the House, where "closed" rules often preclude votes on individual items in continuing resolutions.

CONTINED
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iven t‘he continuipg controversy over Clinch River, however, it is quite unlikelv that the breeder
strategists can avoid a major floor debate and crucial vote in the House on this issue.

It will take a lot of jawboning and arm twisting by Ronald Reagan to win the Battle of
Clinch River in a decisive manner. It's easy for him to order his subordinates Stockman and
Khedouri into line, but he may have more trouble with members of his own party on Capitol Hill,
where Republican Senator Gordon Humphrey (NH) and Rep. Claudine Schneider (RI) lead the fight
against the project. In the last House vote on FY-83 appropriations for the project (December
14), 79 of the 192 Republicans voted to stop further funding. These naysavers included such
Republican ideologues as Jack Kemp (NY), Guy Vander Jagt (MI), Mickey Edwards (OK), Newt
Gingrich (AL), and Phil Gramm (TX, then a Democrat).

Breeder advocates will need gsbout 75 new votes to win in the House. Thus, their prime
targets are freshmen and wavering Republicans, who see cutting CRBR funds as a positive step
toward reducing budget deficits. A major factor compounds the advocates' problems: Some 50
Members who voted in support of the project in December are no longer in Congress. These lost
votes plus the 20 odd majority for the opposition (217-196) must be overcome if the project is
to survive. The Reagan support plus his personal appeal to Members of his own party (and to some
conservative Democrats) are obviously of paramount importance on this issue. The President's
first job, it would seem, will be to solidify support for CRBR within the Republican House
leadership, where past voting records on the project have been spotty. Minority Leader Bob Michel
(IL) has alwavs given solid support along with Chief Deputy Whip Tom Loeffler (TX). Minority
Whip Trent Lott, who jumped ship for political reasons understood onlv to himself to vote against
CRBR in December, is now back on board. Deputy Whip Olympia Snowe (ME) has never supported
the project. Here are the December 14 votes for all regional Republican whips.

Y Republican Whips, New England and Mid-Atlantic States: Courter (NJ), Martin (NY).
and Gregg (NH) voted against the project, Solomon (NY) voted for it, and Schulze (PA) didn't vote.

¥ Republican Whips, Southern & Border States: Gingrich (GA) voted against the project.
and Livingston (LA), Coleman (MO), Blilev (VA), and Campbell (SC) voted for it.

Y Republican Whips, Midwestern States: Weber (MN), Wylie (OH), Martin (IL), and Pursell
(MI) voted against the project, and Strangeland (MN) voted for it.

1 Republican Whips, Western & Plains States: Edwards (OK) and Brown (CO) voted against
the project, and Lujan (NM), Hunter (CA), and Morrison (WA) voted for it.

The bottom line: Constituent opinion. Breeder advocates and Members of Congress who
support Clinch River say it will take more than a strong presidential appeal to win this final vote
on Clinch River. They say it will also take significant constituency support. If, in these davs
while in their home districts, they find solid support for the nation maintaining a strong technical
leadership role in the world, with Clinch River projected as a key element in this role, then wavering
Members will vote that support. The advocates say these same Members will likely vote against
Clinch River if they find strong constituency sentiments advocating fiscal conservatism with urgent
public pleas to cut the federal budget.

Russian and French breeder programs continue aggressively as these and other industrialized
nations move into dominant leadership roles in this area of advanced nuclear technologv. France,
with its 233-MW Phenix breeder operational and its 1,200-MW Superphenix ready for a 1984 startup,
continues to lead the western world in advocating this advanced concept for generating electricity.
The Russians, with one 300-MW and one 600-MW breeder operational, sav they will build several
breeder plants of both loop and pool configurations before deciding which design will become the
national generator of the future. A group of U.S. power-generation executives, visiting Russia
at the invitation of the Ministry of Electricity and Power, has returned recentlyv to report on the

COIITINUED
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 8, 1982

Dear Mr. Roe:

Thank you for your letter of June 21 outlining possible new
funding proposals for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. The
Administration has supported this project in each budget since
assuming office, and we continue to support the project. I am
encouraged by the possibllity of additional private funding which
will both improve congressional reception of the project, and
move the financing of the project more closely into line with
other aspects of the Administration's energy policy.

I have been in close touch with Secretary Hodel as the new
financing ideas have been developed, and I can assure you that
his efforts have full Administrationm support.
t
Sincerely Yours,
{
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-—Edwin L. Harperi
Assistant to the President

for Policy Development

Mr. Randall B. Roe
Vice President

Burns and Roe, Inc.
1850 K Street, N.W.
Suite 220

Washington, D.C. 20006
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

June 21, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN MEESE III

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Current

FRED KHEDO%

Clinch River Strategy Meeting

Situation:

FY1983 appropriations bill funded CRBR but directed DOE to develop an
industry cost-sharing plan to finance ' balance of project (about $2.4
billion estimated remaining construction).

After much Tabor, the DOE-industry panel devised a proposal with the
following elements:

© $1.4 billion appropriated Federal share

© $800 million utility share funded through bonds; Federal guarantee of
revenues to service bonds

° $150 million "equity" contribution from utilities that is derived from
tax benefits associated with project.

House appropriations bill for FY1984 contains no funding for Clinch River
as passed.

Senate version contains no funding as reported from Subcommittee.

Prospects for a successfulMcClure effort on the Senate floor to enact
the DOE-industry plan have been assessed as weak but not unattainable.

Prospects for House adoption if the provision is a part of the regular
appropriation bill are very poor, in part because of procedural situation.

Under House rules, the first vote would occur on a motion to instruct the
House conferees to reject the Senate language.

This motion would include not just Clinch River, but two water projects
(Garrison and Stonewall Jackson dam) that were deleted from the bill on
the House floor earlier this month by almost 2-1 votes.

A vote on a package of this kind would be almost impossible to win.

Strategy Alternatives:

The Administration has at least four major alternatives available:
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Option 1: All-out White House effort in support of McClure effort to enact
DOE-industry funding plan.

-~ Would satisfy McClure request and fulfill public commitments to support
CRBR.

-- Runs significant risk of defeat and possible eventual loss of "base"
breeder research program along with Clinch River.

-- Requires Administration to support DOE-industry plan, which is itself
undesireable from a policy standpoint because of Federal guarantees
and apparent lack of willingness by utilities to share risks.

-- On]y option that has any real chance of ensuring that Clinch River
is funded this year.

Option 2: Limited effort by DOE to support McClure
~- Would permit McClure to blame Administration for defeat on Clinch River
~- Would be perceived by nuclear industry as lack of genuine commitment.

-- Avoids necessity for major investment of President's and senior staff
time.

-- Avoids eventual "bidding war" to enlist votes that might jeapordize
high priority objectives in other areas.

Option 3: Announce end of Administration support for Clinch River because of
apparent unwillingness of utility industry to support project and
evident lack of long-term congressional support.

-- Eliminates major source of criticism of Administration for energy
policy inconsistency.

-- Saves at least $1.4 billion, possible substantially more if Federal
guarantees on utility bonds are called.

-- Provides best chance of preserving stable on-going breeder research
effort to meet Tong-term needs.

Option 4: Retain .current position of support for full appropriated funding as
proposed in President'’'s budget.

-- No chance of favorable congressional action; will result in termination
of Clinch River.

-- Wil1 not meet McClure request.

-- Would require explicit rejection of DOE-industry cost-sharing plan and
thereby be characterized as back door effort to kill Clinch River.



KEY VOTES NEEDED FOR CRBR

-- If chosen strategy is for a major White House push in support of

Clinch River, we will face the following series of key votes.

-- Each vote will require a large-scale lobbying effort, including

calls and meetings involving the President and senior staff.

Using Regular FY1984 Energy and Water Appropriations as Vehicle:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

Vote on McClure amendment to add CRBR: Full Senate floor vote.

Vote on Conte/ Coughlin motion to instruct House conferees to
reject Senate funding for CRBR, Garrison, and Stonewall Jackson:
Full House floor vote.

Vote in House/Senate appropriations conference committee: majority of
each house must vote to accept Senate language in conference agreement.

Vote in House on provisions reported in technical disagreement (rules
provide for separate vote on parts of conference report): Full House
floor vote.

Vote on final passage of conference report: Full House and Full Senate.

Summary: 2 votes on Senate floor

3 votes on House floor
1 vote by conferees representing each body in House/ Senate conference

Using FY1984 Continuing Resolution:

1)
2)
3)
4)

10)

Vote in House appropriations subcommittee to insert provisions.
Vote in full House Committee on amendment to delete.

Vote in full House on amendment to delete.

Vote in Senate subcommittee to delete (or add, if deleted in House)
Vote in full Senate committee to delete.

Vote in full Senate to delete.

Vote in full House on motion to instruct House conferees.

the by each body in conference committee to accept.

Vote in House on language in technical disagreement (if added in Senate
after loss in House).

Vote on final passage: floor of House and Senate.

Summary: 2 votes on Senate floor

3 votes on House floor
6 votes in House and Senate Appropriations Committees
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FOR: DANNY BOGGS

FROM: JUDY JOHNSTON

SUBJECT: Attached Correspondence

WH Correspondence would like approval of the attached
draft to the President of Edison Electric Institute.

Would you please look the letter over and return it to me
with any changes.

Thank you.



.THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

- 5/ 2
— .2‘" Z ¢

ANNE HIGGINS )
Ve

Special Assistant to the
President and Director

of Correspondence
Room 94, x7610



October 21, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR: ANNE HIGGINS
Special Assistant to the President
and Director of Correspondence
The White House

FROM: ROBERT C. ODLE, JR.
Assistant Secretary for Congressional,
Intergovernmental and Public Affairs

SUBJECT: Letter for Signature of the President

William McCollam, the President of the Edison Electric Institute,
wrote the President in September to commend the Administration's

stand in support of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor (CRBR). The
letter was referred to the Department of Energy for direct reply.

The funding of the CRBR will be challenged again in the upcoming
"lame-duck” session. A response to Mr. McCollam's letter signed
by the President will be of great significance in our effort to
defend the funding for the project.

Therefore, I request that the reply to Mr. McCollam's letter be
signed by the President. A draft response is attached.
Attachment

cc: Wayne Valis, ATTN: Sandy Farrow
Sally Kelly, White House Correspondence



Mr. William McCoilam, Jr.
President

Edison Electric Institute
1111 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Bill:

Thank you for your letter of September 15, 1982, reiterating
your strong support for commercial nuclear power and the

Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant (CRBR) project. Because

of the high potential of the breeder to assure the Nation of

an abundant, economic, and secure supply of energy, the project
is a high priority of my Administration.

I am particularly gratified with the progress made on this pro-
ject in the last year. We have reorganized and strengthened
the project management, made significant progress in project
licensing, continued progress towards design completion, main-
tained a vigorous pace in hardware procurement and fabrication,
and most importantly, on September 22, 1982, we began site
preparation activities. These accomplishments have placed us
in a position where we can now proceed into the construction
phase with great assurance that we will meet our cost, schedule,
and technical goals for this project.

The CRBR is an excellent example of how Government and industry
can work together to assure a secure energy future. With the
steadfast support that you and the utility industry provide, we
are confident that we will achieve our objectives of expeditiously
completing the CRBR and successfully demonstrating this important
technology. '

Sincerely,

Ronald Reagan






- -= ~saving Lne 1nderinite ban which previous
Administrations placed on ¢éminercial reprocessing activities
in the United States, In addition, we will pursue consistent,
long~term policies concerning reprocessing of spent fuel from
nuclear power reactors and eliminate regulatory impediments

to commercial interest in this technology, while ensuring
adequate safeguards.

It is important that the private sector take the lead
in developing commercial reprocessing services. Thus I am
also requesting the Director of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy, working with the Secretary of Energy, to
undertake a study of the feasibility of obtaining economical
plutonium supplies for the Department of Energy by means of
a competitive procurement. By encouraging private firms to
supply fuel for the breeder program at a cost that does not
exceed that of government-produced plutonium, we may be able
to provide a stable market for private sector reprocessing,
and simultaneously reduce the funding needs of the U.S., breeder
demonstration program.

(4) I am instructing the Secretary of Energy, working
closely with industry and state governments, to proceed swiftly
toward deployment of means of storing and disposing of commercial
high-level radioactive waste. We must take sSteps now to accomplish
this objective and demonstrate to the public that problems
associated with management of nuclear waste can be resolved.

(5) I recog _ze that some of the problems besetting
the nuclear option are of a deep-seated nature and may not
be quickly resolved. Therefore, I am directing the Secretary
of Energy and the Director of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy to meet with representatives from the
universities, private industry and the utilities and requesting
them to report to me on the obstacles which stand in the way
of increased use of nuclear energy and the steps needed to
overcome them in order to assure the continued availability
of nuclear power to meet America's future energy needs not
later than September 30, 1982.

Eliminating the regulatory problems that have burdened
nuclear power will be of little use if the utility sector
cannot raise the capital necessary to fund construction of
new generating facilities. We have already taken significant
steps to improve the climate for capital formation with the
passage of my program for economic recovery. The tax bill
contains substantial incentives designed to attract new capital
into industry.

Safe, commercial nuclear power can help meet America's
future energy needs. The policies and actions that I am
announcing today will permit a revitalization of the U.S.
industry's efforts to develop nuclear power. In this way,
native American genius -- not arbitrary federal policy -- will
be free to provide for our energy future.

s £ 44
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TO: DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ACTION REQUESTED:
DIRECT REPLY, FURNISH INFO COPY

HOUSE OFFICE
REFERRAL

SEPTEMBER 28, 1982

DESCRIPTION OF INCOMING:
ID: 099509
. MEDIA: LETTER, DATED SEPTEMBER 15, 1982
TO: PRESIDENT REAGAN ‘
FROM: MR. WILLIAM MCCOLLAM JR.
PRESIDENT
EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE
1111 19TH STREET, NW
__ WASHINGTON DC 20036
SUBJECT: SUPPORTS EFFORTS TO REVITALIZE THE NUCLEAR
INDUSTRY AND URGES THE PRESIDENT TO PUSH
AHEAD WITH THE CLINCH RIVER PROJECT AS A
POSITIVE STEP TOWARD ENERGY SECURITY
PROMPT ACTION IS ESSENTIAL -- IF REQUIRED ACTION HAS NOT BEEN

TAKEN WITHIN 9 WORKING DAYS OF RECEIPT, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE

UNDERSIGNED

AT 456-7486.

RETURN CORRESPONDENCE, WORKSHEET AND COPY OF RESPONSE

(OR DRAFT) TO:
AGENCY LIAISON, ROOM 91,

THE WHITE HOUSE

SALLY KELLEY
DIRECTOR OF AGENCY LIAISON
PRESIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE
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e WILLIAM McCOLLAM, Jr,, President

"333@}% =2LECTRIC

5 ;\5 STjT ajT = The association of electric companies
Wathigron 56, S06as | ¢39508

Tel: (202) 828-7400

September 15, 1982

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We commend you for your unwavering support of commercial nuclear
powver and one of its essential elements -- the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Project. Recent developments confirm that your support is
justified

on August 5, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission voted to allow
preparation of the Clinch River plant site. Since the Project is
well advanced in design, component fabrication and construction
planning, this positive action saves taxpayer dollars and demonstrates
that your philosophy of eliminating excessive regulation while pre-
serving public health and safety is viable and on track.

The General Accounting Office has completed another analysis on
the Liguid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor program and the importance of
the Clinch River Project. GAO has reaffirmed its longstanding posi-
tion that "a strong LMFBR program is needed if nuclear fission is
to be a long term energy source" and that "a Clinch River-type
demonstration project is a necessary step in developing the breeder
option." GAO concluded that "continuing the present program provides:
the best assurance that breeders will be available when needed.”

Another recent study affirmed the competence and dedication of
the Project's integrated management team. In a thorough audit of
the Project released in July, 1982 the Inspector General of the
Department of Energy reached this conclusion: "Rather than being
poorly managed and loosely controlled, we found the opposite.-
Systems and procedures had been implemented throughout the Project
that enabled the Project Director to exercise effective control
over the work done by the various Project participants.”

Mr. President, the Edison Electric Institute shares your Optlmlsm
about the future of our economy. Electricity will continue to in- -
crease its share of the nation's energy, making inevitable the need

- - r“‘ l"
I A
ST OUT 333

5 S et Sl g i by eimdens J4e
i



The President
September 14, 1982
Page Two

for new generating capacity. We pledge to support your efforts to
.revitalize the nuclear industry and urge you to push ahead with
‘the Clinch River Project as a positive step toward energy security.

Sincerely yours,

. M&:
LJM Catee (W,
William McCollam, Jr.

WM: £ds



September 9, 1982

Mr. Burleigh Leonard

Senior Staff Member

Office of Policy Development
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Burleigh:

Enclosed is a short paper prepared by the staff of the Assistant
Secretary for Nuclear Energy on the legal status of the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor. I believe Ed Harper had expressed an
interest in the situation.

As you know from my weekly report to Ken Duberstein, we expect

challenges to continued funding of the breeder on the House and
Senate floors, probably the week of September 27. CRBR critics
often point out that despite the federal funds invested "not a

shovel of dirt has been turned."

It is our thought that if we can turn that shovel of dirt before the
votes, we can give wavering Members the reasons they need to support
the President's budget request for FY '83 funding of the breeder.

In addition, we feel we need to demonstrate once again Administration
support, because our critics often allege that "the White House doesn't
really support the breeder."

It occurred to us that having the Vice President preside over a
groundbreaking ceremony would help on both points, and he has accepted

our invitation for Saturday the 25th at 1:30 p.m. We've also informally
notified other interested parties such as Majority leader Baker, Energy
Chairman McClure, key Members of the Tennessee delegation, Lamar Alexander,
Jim Broyhill, our Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman, etc. Naturally,

we don't plan to do anything formal in terms of planning, or extend
written invitations, unless and until the court acts favorably after

the 15th. If the Court of Appeals rules against us, there will be

no ceremony.

In addition to the many things we're doing here at DOE to gain support
for the President's position, particularly in the House, we need, in my
view, to use the White House, as President Carter did in his fight
against the breeder, to demonstrate this Administration's support.



Towards that end, I've asked Ken Duberstein to let us use the State
Dining Room one morning this month for a briefing of perhaps 75
"undecided" House Members. Naturally, we'd 1ike the President to

do a very brief drop-by, but what we really want to do is lay out

the technical and scientific reasons for the breeder in a White House
setting. I'T1 be following up on this request with Ken in a few days.

Please Tet me know if there's anything else you need.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

Kot

Robert C. Odle, Jr.
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional, Intergovernmental
and Public Affairs

Enclosure

cc: Shelby T. Brewer
Assistant Secretary for
Nuclear Energy
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CRBRP Status of Legal Challenges

There currently exists two legal challenges to DOE's proceeding with site
preparation activities for CRBRP as approved by the NRC on August 17, 1982.

1.

Appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
Court of Appeals of the NRC decision to allow site work to proceed

0

(0]

Suit filed on August 18, 1982
Government and utility response filed August 26, 1982

NRDC suit contends that NRC's approval was improper from a procedural
point of view and that a stay should be issued pending the court's
review of the NRC decision.

Court was notified on September 1, 1982, that DOE planned to proceed
with site clearing on September 3, 1982. Court took no action upon
receipt of this notice.

NRDC requested o~ September 3, 1982, that the Court defer any action
on their motion since a stay had been granted in the U.S. District
Court in Atlanta.

Decision from the Court of Appeals is expected by September 30, 1982.
On September 9, 1982, Government notified Court that 11th Circuit had

granted updated appeal, and that if injunction overturned, work would
start on September 20, 1982.

Appeal to the U.S. District Court in Atlanta of the grant of a water

discharge agreement between DOE and EPA

0

NRDC filed suit in Atlanta on August 23, 1982, requesting that site
preparation be stayed while the Court reviewed the propriety of a
DOE/EPA agreement on pollution abatement measures to be 1mp]emented
during site preparation.

The District Court issued an injunction on September 3, 1982, restraining
site preparation until EIS is complete and final permit is issued.

District Court held that agreement issued under EPA regulations permitting
site preparation violated NEPA and the EPR regulation.

DOE and its utility partners appealed the decision.of the District Court
to the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals in Atlanta on September 7, 1982.
DOE and utility appeals include request fnr expedited review and a
decision by December 18, 1982.



o On September 8, 1982, the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals issued an order
granting utility motion for and scheduling oral argument on September 15, 1982.

Overall Analysis
o Case in District of Columbia Circuit Court emphasizes procedural points, and
seeks remedy of a stay of NRC's order. We believe that NRC's order was
proceduraily and substantively correct.

o District Court decision in Atlanta is legally incorrect, and we are optimistic
that T1th Circuit will overturn it.

0 The site work contract requires that the excavation contractor be mobilized
on site by September 20, 1982. Any delay past this date will result in the
payment of delay charges.

0 DOE!intends to have a decision from both Courts and to be able to proceed
with construction on September 20, 1982.
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Journal be printed in the Recorp im-
mediately following my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, BUMPERS. Burns and Roe were
the engineers on this project. As early
as 1973—although this did not surface
until about 1978—an intermal memo-
randum was written by Burns and Roe,
by ome of their employees, who was &
consultant to them, saying, in effect, “We
had better get out of this mess before it
is too late.”

Here are some of the things that m-
ternal memo said:

Most actions on the project are out of
our control, and it is already clear that the
project results will be extremely poor.

Somebody ought to give that guy a
Congressional Medal. He saw it in 1973.

What has become so painfully appar-
ent and obvious to even a Wall Street
Journal reporter now is what is con-
tained in this memo. He went on to say:

The PMC organization has lost much of its
desire and determination to manage the
project and_perhaps the ability to do sc.

Finally it states:

The Clinch River slte selected for the
LMFBR demonstration plant is one of the
worst sites ever selected for a nuclear power=
plant, based on its topography and rock
conditions.

Those are not my quotes, those are
quotes from the project’s consultants,
Burns and Roe, the project engineers.

Mr. President, are we really hehind the
French? Is that what is bothering
people? I hardly think so. Our Fast Flux
Test Facility in Washington went crit-
ical last May and the only thing that
keeps it from generating power right

now is, it does not have turbines on it.”

The heat from it is just going up into
the air, But it is there, it is a good facil-
ity and, perhaps, we can learn something
from it.

But let me tell you what is really crit-
cal in this argument. There are two
things: Despite the fact that DOE has
now found we probably have 3.6 million
tons of uranium, much, much more than
we originally thought, the most impor-
tant point we can make is it does not
make any difference as to how many
tons we have, We ought to use it in the
most efficient way possible.

You would have to have, incidentally-—
and DOE has backed this up—uranium
at $200 a pound—the current price is $25
a pound—before & liquid metal fast
breeder reactor would be as cost efficient
as 8 light water reactor. You cannot
think of any more inefficient, system
than that.

I want to finally say there may be .an
few Senators around here who still re-
member the debate about how the
French and British were going to get
ahead of us with the Concorde, and that
debate was so like AWACS here last
week, and everybody just thought the
United States was going to lose all the
prestige it ever built up if we did not
build a supersonic transport. The Boeing
Corp. had practically 2 prototype ready
to go, and there were a lot of people who
were concerned about it becsuse of the
cost; a 1ot of people were concerned about
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it because of the use of energy. Finally,
I believe by a single vote, this body voted
not to proceed with the supersonic trans-
port. That is one of the wisest decisions
the U.S. Senate ever made.

The British and French thought they
were going to own the world with that
Concorde. The rest is history. The French
and the British are spending over $100
million a year subsidizing 16 airplanes.
They built the first 16, never got an or-
der for another one, and had to use them
themselves.

Now, Mr. President, surely there comes
‘s time when this body is willing to face
ur to something not in a knee-jerk way
but 1n an honest, objective way. This
prcject is probably not ever going to be
built. If this amendment is not adopted
today, I doubt seriously if thi$ project will

ever be built, and if it is built, you can -

depend on it costing somewhere between
$5 billion and $10 billion, completed
sometime within 1990 and 1995, and ob-
solete the day it is finished because 1t is
obsolete right now.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Exmsrrl

[From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 4, 1981}
SFNe. BAKER, STENNIS LEAD FORCES IN B To

PrROVIPE FUNDING ¥0B TWO PET PROJECTS

- (By Albert R"Hunt) ’

WASHINGTON.-—During this year's budget .

battles, Senate Majority Leader Howard
Baker was amazingly efiective in persuading
colleagues to shun parochial politics and
accept difficult spending cuts.

Today, however, the Tennessee Republi-
can will be leading the chirge for what even
some proponents acknowledge 1s a parochial
project: continued federal funds for the con-
troverslal Clinch River breeder reactor.

. As part of the energy and water appro-
priations bill, the Senate today also will vote
on another huge project with a political pork

barrel reputation: the Tennessee-Tombigbee -

waterway in Alabama and Mississippl.
These forces 8lso will be led by & powerful
proponent, Sen. John Stennis, a Misslssippl
Democrat.

~ - UNLIKELY ALYLIES

Battling these Infiuential lawmakers, on
both issues, is an unusual codlition of liberal
environmentalists and fiscal conservatives.
Inside the Senate the fight against Clinch
River 18 being led by Sen. Gordon Hum-
phrev, a hardline conservative Republican
from New Hampshire, and Sen. Dzle Bump-
ers, a moderate Arkensas Democrat. The
effort to kill the Tennessee-Tombigbee wa-
terway is supported by such unlikely allles
as llberal Sen. Danlel P. Moyunihan (D.,
N.Y.) and conservative Sen. Robert Jepsen
R., Iowa).

in fiscal 1982, the cost for Clinch River
would be $254 million, while the appropria-
tion for the waterway project is $189 million.
But it is estimated thdt the breeder reactor
wiil need more than $2 billion in additional
federal funds if it 1s completed, end Tennes-
see-Tombighee could require as much &as
1.6 hillion more. Thus, today's tests offer
classic clashes pliting the pork-barrel poli-
tics of powerful Senators against the general
politics of budget cutting.

The fights are expected to be close, al-
though Senate insiders predict both projects,
especially Clinch River, ere slight favorites
to survive.

SHOULDN'T STOP SPENDING

Adding to the trony here is that the budg-
et-conscious Reegan administration s sid-
ing with the spenders in these fighis today.
Even before he took oFcee, Prestdent Reagan,
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in an effort to cultivate support from Sens.
Bakers and Stennis, agreed to support both
the Clinch River and the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee waterway. The administration’s support
probably made the difference wben both
Ineasures narrowly squeezed through the
House this summer.

Proponents argue it would be counter-
productive to stop elther project as the fed-
eral government already has sunk more than
81 billion into each. Clinch River edvocates
Bay the power plant holds the key to nuclear
development in this country. And the chame-
plons of Tennessee-Tombigbee argue it will
provide a vital commercial Unk from the
Tennessee River to the Gulf of Mexico,

But both projects have been plagued by
controversies and studles suggesting they
are inefficient. Congressional investigatlons
this year found improper procurement prac-
tices at the Clinch River plant. Last summer
& federal court halted construction on part
of the waterway project after finding that
the Army Corps of Engineers had “blatantly”
violated federal environmental rules.

CLINCH RiveER ProJecr Is HIT BY SHAKE Ur
OF ToP MANAGEMENT

(By John R. Emshwiller)
(Hea.d of troubled $3.2 billlon breeder

“reactor program quits, alde is reassigned.)

On the eve of a potentlally tough appro-
priations fight in the Senate, the troubled
$3.2 billion Clinch River Breeder Reactor
Project was hit by a shake up of top man-
agement.

Ths project’s director resigned and the

assistant girector for engineering was reas-

signed to a job with fewer responsibilities.

The management changes promise to fuel =
the controversy over Clinch River, which is
to be built near Oak Ridge, Tenn. The proj-
ect is supposed to test the féasibility of
breeder reactors, a type of nuclear power
plant that produces more fuel than it cone
sumes and thus holds the promise of virtu-
ally limitless energy supplies.

The project, however, is more than a dec-
ade behind schedule and several times its
original cost estimate. Critics contend the
project has been hurt by serious mismanage-
ment, ranging from sloppy record keeping
to poorly drawn contracts to an overwilling-
ness of federal officials to accommodate pri-
vate industry. Project officlals deny such
allegations,

Project director Lochin Cafiey Informed
his staff late last week of his intention to re-
sign, according «to officials at the Energy
Department, which 1s in charge of Clinch
River. Mr. Caffey declined to comment,

Thomas Dillon, executive director of the
Energy Department’s office of assistant sec-
retary for muclear energy, declined to say
wbhether the department asked Mr. Caffey to
resign. *“We’ve been taking a top-to-bottom
look at the project,” which included discus-
slons with Mr. Caffey, he said. *"Out of those
discussions, Mr. Caffey decided to resign
Mr. Dillon said.

The review of the project also led to the
decislon to reassign Donald Riley, assistant
director for engineéring, he sald. Mr. Riley
bas been offered a post as technical adviser
‘to the project, Mr. Dillon said. Mr. Riley
couldn’t be reached for comment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Arkansas for
yvielding. Certainly he is right in making
the point about the Concorde SST.

As a former sirline pilot for 12 years
I can underscore and back up what he
has to say. I do not think there is a pilot
in the world whose heart is not stirred
by the sight of the Concorde. It is a mag-
nificent airplane. It i1s a beautiful air-
plane. Its speed, its ebility to 8y high,
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or consortium of utilities will seek to
license or to commercialize. It will sit
there on the shelf, unwanted, outdated,
and regretted. .

This opportunity, Mr. President, will
probably be our last to terminate the
Clinch River project before ground is
broken and the undertaking becomes in-
stitutionalized. There is no reason to go
forward today, except perhaps pressure
from contractors and interests.

Let me read, Mr. President, an edito-
rial from the Wall Street Journal, hardly
an antinuclear publication, which ad_-
dresses the points I have just made. This
appeared in the February 13, 1981, edi-
tion, entitled “Plutonium Follies.”

Nearly four years ago, President Carter
announced thHe curtailment of mnuclear-
energy programs designed to use high-grade
plutonium to fuel power plants. He scrapped
& plutonium reprocessing plant at Barnwell,
8.C., and eventually cut off funds for a dem-
onstration breeder reactor at Clinch River,
Tenn. Mr. Carter took the decision in hopes
of slowing the international spread. of bomb-
making nuclear material.” We agreed with
the President's decision then; whatever the

foreign policy arguments, these programs .

made no economic sense.

Energy Secretary James Edwards, saying
“We have got to get nuclear on the move
again,” interrupted budget cutting Tuesday
to say that the administration will seek
“substantial” funding to revive the projects.
Just as the programs were uneconomical
then, so they remain today. )

Several recent studies, done both in the
U.S. and abroad, conclude that conventional
nuclear power generation is far less expen-
sive than elther reprocessing or breéder tech-
nology. According to one study, uranium
prices would have to double before reprocess-

ing spent fuel would break even, and then-

reprocessing would only save about 2.5 per-
cent on the cost of generating electriclty.
While the sources of new uraniuny supplies
remain plentiful—and no one can foresee
when they’ll run out—reprocessing spent fuel
is simply a waste of money.

For the breeder reactor to become commers
cially feasible, uranium prices would have to
rise about seventold, though breeder tech-
nology would provide a larger cost savings
than using plutonium in conventional light-
water reactors. France, probably the world

“leader In the breeder, cannot even get its
own utilitles to buy the breeder because of
the high exvense. The maln virtue of the
American breeder seems to be that it is lo-
cated in Senate Majority Leader Baker's
home state. :

Mr, President, that is the Wall Street
Journal speaking, not the Senator from
New Hasnpshire. =~ - .

We agree with Mr. Edwards that the ad-
ministration should give fresh impetus to
nuclear power, especially In solving the tech-
nically easy but politically difficult problem
of waste disposal. But plutonium energy
technology won’t become economically feasi-
ble until the year 2030 or s0; we can walt ten
or twenty vears to see 1f uranium starts to
run out. There Is no need and no excuse for
new subsidies for its development in the
midst of a budget emergency.

The fact is, Mr. President. that Clinch
River is not only not a step forward, but
it is a step backward. It is actually not a
positive contribution; it is an impedi-
ment in the sense that money spent on
Clinch River or to be spent can much
Eetter be used elsewhere in our economy
and certainly better used in our energy
program, -
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The Department of Energy has on the
drawing boards, and I understand that
work is well along, a 1,000-megawatt de-
sign for a breeder reactor generating
station. This is much more advanced
than the Clinch River design and much
larger by a factor of about three It
would be much likelier to be licensed and
commercialized by utilities if it were
built.

So, if antyhing, we are building the

wrong design. If we must builld prema-—

turely, decades prematurely, let us at
least build the latest design.

Mr. President, I reiterate the central
fact of the matter, which is that Clinch
River is an uneconomic and uncompeti-
tive design and will be if built, licensed,
and commercialized. As a matjer of fact,
one can determine that easily from the
documents available through the De-
partment of Energy. The Department of
Energy commissioned a study completed
in 1981, the spring of this year, by the
Los Alamos Laboratories, which under-
scores the argument that the price of
uranium would have to rise by a factor
of 6 or 7 before breeder reactors would
become competitive with current or con-
ventional reactors.

There were five questions put to the
Los Alamos Labs, the fifth of which is,
“At what point is the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor cost-effective?”

~The conclusion of the study in re-
sponse to that question is:

An equilibrium LMFBR fuel cycle system
is ‘'more expensive than the current once-
through cycle -until U,0, prices are more
than approximately 8165 per pound.

I remind my colleagues that the price
of uranium today is $25 per pound.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr, Presi«
dent, to have printed in the Recorp at
this point the relevant portion of the

~ analysis conducted by the Los Alamos

National Laboratories. -

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ANALYSIS OF NUCLEAR POWER ECONOMICS

CONCLUSIONS §’~

(1) The capital cost contributes about 76
percent to the total cost of nuclear power.

(2) Electricity from mnew nuclear power
plants would be less expensive than new coal
power plants if coal is more than approxi-
mately 25 dollars per ton.

(3) The most leverage regarding the cost
of nuclear power is in the capital cost.

(4) Reducing the design and construction
period from 10 years to 6 years would reduce
the total cost of nuclear power by approxi-
mately 3 mills per kWh (ignoring inflation),
but other conslderations are important.

(5) At today’s uranium prices, reprocessing
spent fuel for thermal reactor recycle ls mar-
ginally cost effective.

(8) An equilibrium LMFBR fuel cycle sys-
temm 1is more expensive than the current
once-throvgh cycle until U,0, prices sre more
than approximately $165 per 1b. Timing estl-
maies were not made.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want to read highlights from a letter on
this subject from William J. Dircks,
Executive Director for Operations of the
Nuclear Rezulatory Commission, ad-
dressed to James L. Howard, Associate
Director of the Ceneral Accounting
Oifice, dated June 25, 1981,

—
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The relevant portion is this: -

We estimate that it would require about
three years to issue a Construction Permit
for Clinch River under the best of condl-
tions. This Is based on the assumptions that
Congress would exempt certain NEPA issues
related to the .CRBR site from the licensing
process and that additional NRC stafiing and
funding would be made available to cover
anticipated requirements,;

Mr. President, several times earlier I
addressed the matter of licensing the
Clinch River breeder reactor. I underline
once again that one of the fundamental
reasons for Clinch River in the first place
was to demonstrate the licensability in a
utility environment of a breeder reactor.
It turns out, however, that Clinch River
will have some considerable difficulties in
that regard, such that if we are to make
the 1990 target date, it is quite likely that
these licensing requirements will have to
be waived, that is, some of them.

It is ironic, is it not, that we are build-
ing a $3.1 billion plus project to demon-
strate the licensability of a fast breeder
reactor and now we are proposing to
waive some of those licensing require-
ments? -

There it is, right from the administra-
tion. In order to meet the deadline, Con-
gress s going to be asked to waive certain
licensing procedures and the NRC-is go-
ing to ask Congress to provide funds to
increase staffing to expedite this licens-

ing process, even when it involves the_

waiving of certain criteria,

+ Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter of Mr. Dircks. be
printed in the Recorp at this point, - - .
. There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:. . . -+ - o -

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION, .

- Washington, D.C., June 25, 1981.
Mr. JAMES L. HOWARD, . ‘- '
Associate Director, U.S. General Accounting

Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Howarp: This is in response to

your June 11 questions regarding the time
and costs assoclated with the licensing

- process for the Clinch Rlver Breeder Reactor

{CRBR) project. As you suggested, we dis~
cussed your request with Mr. Clif Fowler of
your staff. *

We etslmate that 1t would require about
three yezars to issue a Comnstruction Permit
for Clinch River under the best of conditions.
This 1s based on the assumptions that Con-
gress would exempt certain NEPA issues re-
lated to the CRBR site from the licensing
process and that additional NRC staffing and
funding would be made avallable to cover
anticipated requirements. I must emphasize
that this latter sssumption concerning the
avallability of resources is critical. Our cur-
rent request for FY 1982 does not contaln
adequate funding or staffing to process the
CRBR llcense. Furthermore, since many of
the critical staff skills required to process a
CRBR license are currently engaged in
processing a large backlog of light water
reactor licernse applications, assembling a
CRBR licensing team without further im-
pacting other areas may prove difficult.

A minimum of three months will be neces-
sary to establish & new licensing team. Be-
tween 50 and 60 staff years and approximately
$4.0 million for technical assistance are re-
quired to issue a Safety Evaluation Report
and to complete the hearing process. Further,
elthough not directly associated with the
licensing process for CBBR, between 8.0 and
$21.0 milllon would be required =nnusally
for sefety rezeerch in support of CRBR and
& brosder-based national breeder program.

Yasrs wtans
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breeder reactor program in the past.
However, having taken a fresh and com-
prehensive look at it, I tan no longer
justify it on any grounds

Before-I conclude, I wish to address
several of the principal arguments of the
proponents.

The first is that we need Clinch River
to take advantage of the very large re-
serve of energy which is represented by
the uranium tailings. It certainly is
salutary for us to be thinking about ways
to recover epergy from sources where it
has not beeni fully recovered. But if we
are going to spend $2 billion, $3 billion,
$4 billion, or perhaps $5 billion for re-
covering energy from uranium tailings,
why not spend a similar amount, a sim=
ilar massive amount, on recovering the
huge quantities of oil which still lie in
the ground, in.wells where those oil re-
serves are difficult to extract? Why not
spend several billion doliars fostering
conservation in this ccuntry which repre-
sents & means of producing energy, in a
sense? Of course, the-answer to the ques-
tion is that we should leave these matters
to the marketplace.

Likewise, we should reserve to the
marketplace the matter of extracting re-

maining energy from enrichment taijl-

ings.

Another argument made is that we
should continue Clinch River because if
we were to stop it now, we would com-
promise the long-range goals of breeder
reactor research, This is not so at all. I
read from a memorandum prepared by
* Westinghouse in 1979 for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s conceptual design
statement:

If CRBR. is, In fact, cancelled a 1000
MWe developmental plant must still be the
choice for the next plant.

Parenthetically, I point out that that
is the superior design to which I referred
earlier, on which a great deal of research
and development has already been com-
pleted.

I continue reading: :

A 1,000 MWe plant, without CRER, will
present a greater technical risk, but this
risk is considered to be reasonable in view
of the overall objective of developing a de-
ployable energy option. This report should
not be construed as recommending the elim-
ination of CRBR as an important step in
the progression toward the target plant. . . .”

The point is that the argument that
we would compromise our research and
development in the area of breeder re-
actors is not true, because wé can leap-
frog to the next generation with a risk
that is considered reasonable by Westing-
house, one of the primary vendors in-
volved in Clinch River,

Another argument is that when we
stop Clinch River, we will break up the
R. & D. staff. That is not true, either. I
read from a letter to the editor of Pop-
ular Science magazine from Robert
Staker, who was or is the Director of the
Office of Reactor Research and Technol-
ogy at the Department of Energy:

From my own viewpoint, as a reactor tech-
nologiss, it would be comforting to have the
CREEP designed, constructed, and operating
prior to the design of a larger plant; but
proceeding down that path would not assure
continuity of Indusiry’s key LMFER design
staff. Thls sltuation exists because the
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CRBRP engineering deslgn is 80 percent
complete—

Parenthetically, I point out that this Is
2 years ago, and it is further along at this
point. I continue reading:
and If we proceeded only with the
CRBRP project, the key systems and com-

" ponent designers would complete their work

in the very near term and the bulk of the
future money spent would be on brick and
mortar.

That is where we are today, Mr. Pres]-
dent. If we go forward from this point,
we will be spending money not so much
on R. & D. but on brick and mortar, which

does very little to advance the genera-.

tion of electricity in this country.

To summarize and to conclude, the
economic assumptions were wgong., The
demand for electricity is not“nearly as
great as it was. The supply and price of
uranium is great and low, respectively—
that is, the supply is greater than antic-
ipated, and the price is much lower.

There is no point in building a dem-
onstration unit which no one will seek
to license or commercialize for decades.
This is a waste of scarce resources. It is
unsupportable on the basis of research,
in that it is outdated energy policy.

‘Mr. President, I will conclude by ad-
dressing one or two misconceptions., I

reiterate that this is not an antinuclear.

amendment. I read from the May 17, 1981
New York Timés editorial.

The snnual vote on Clinch River has
wrongly assumed a symbolic importance far
beyond the merits. It is not a vote for or

.against nuclear power. One can favor the

use of conventional nuclear reactors as part
of a balanced energy system, as we do, with-
out wanting to build Clinch River. It is not
even & vote for or against breeder reactors;
there is plenty of money for breeder research,

The only real issue is waste. Rarely 1s there
better reason for both conservatives and lib-
erals to vote against a costly project; rarely
will there be more reason to remember those
who vote for it,

Finally, one of the proponents of
Clinch River who has circulated a “Dear
Colleague” letter has asserted that the
cost of terminating:the prggect would,
during the project lifetime] exceed the
cost of completing it. We respectfully
challenge that assertion, and I hope a
case will be made for that But, in any
case, the real criterion is the cost to the
economy, and on that score we are going
to be wasting $1 billion, probably $4 bil-
lion or $5 billion, which could be used
better elsewhere,

As a matter of fact, with regard to
terminating costs and the effect on the
project, the House Science and Technol-
ogy Committee recently concluded that
the termiination costs of Clinch River
would be about $44.5 million.

One last point—the matter of the tech-
nology involved: It has been stated by
some, and I support this position, that
Clinch River represents at this point out-
dated technology, that we have a better
design on the drawing board. As a matter
of fact, no less an enthusiastic supporter
of nuclear power than Dr, Edward Teller
as much as stated so in a telegram he
sent to Representative CLATDINE SCHKNEI-
per 0f the House of Representatives. I
read in part from ihe telegrem:

I cortinue to urge congressional support
and encourasgement of the Amerlcen nuclear
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power program g8 {t continues i1ts develop=
ment into one of the most secure, safe, and-
economical portions of national energy
supply. However, Clinch River 15 technically
obsolescent, and 1ts small scale and large cost
make 1t thoroughly inconsistent with badly
needed economy In Government.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Dr, Teller’s telegram be printed
in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be pnnted in the REcorbp,
as follows:

May 11, 1981,
Hon. CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Congratulations on the imtml success of
your initiative to deauthorize the Clinch Riv-

-er fast breeder project. I continue to urge

congressional support and encouragement of

thie American nuclear power program, as 1t .
continues its development into one of the

most secure, safe and economical portlons

of national energy supply. However, Clinch

River 1Is technically obsolescent, and its small

scale and large cost make it thoroughly in-

conslstent with badly needed economy in gov-

ernment.

Through review of the most effective and
least expensive modern nuclear power alter-
natives could provide & base for congressional '
decisions as early as next year, emphasizing
the best long-term approaches, with respect
to expedited licensing and planning, nuclear
power merits full congressional support My
best wishes for continued success of your
present efforts to put the U.S. nuclear power
program on a more sound basis: .

EpwarDp TELLER,
Stanford University.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have editorials
published in the New York Times and
the Washington Post printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no obJectlon the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the.New York Ti-mes July 22, 1981}
DISPENSABLE PORK
* After cutting funds for food stamps, youth

~employment, Medicaid and & host of other

social programs, the Reagan Administra-
tion endorsed two highly questionable mul-
tibillion-dollar construction projects of par-
ticular Interest to powerful legislators—the
Clinch River breeder redctor and the Ten-
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway.

This week the House has a chance to de-
rall both of them. It should. An Adminis~
tration and Congress asking everyone to
make do with less have no right to cling
to such blatant pork barrels.

The Clinch River breeder reactor, which
i5 to be bullt in Tennessee, is championed
by that state's Senator Baker, the majority
leader. It is supposed to demonstrate the -
breeder's potential for using nuclear fuel
more efficiently than conventional reactors.
But this 83.2 billlon project is apt to wind
up a technological turkey. Some consider
the relatively small reactor obsolescent; it
might also fall short of Federal safety and
environmental requirements. A House sub-
committee staff recently concluded that
projected costs are soaring because of lax
menagement. And the need for even a well-
conceived breeder 1s diminishing as demand
for electricity falls and estimates of uranium
supplies rise.

Thne Tenneasee-Tombighee Waterway, in
Mississippl end Alabsma, would link the

ennessee River with an existing waterway
2at 19'1d5 south to the Gulf of Mexico. It
ful supporters on the Appropria-
ommmittee In two  Mississipplans,
e Whaitied and Tcm Bevill. About $1.1
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Notwithstanding any other provision of
this amendment “$1,890,119,000 shall remaln
avallable untll expended: Provided, That not
to exceed $90,000,000 of the funds herein pro-
vided shall be expended for the purpose of
carrylng -out the Clinch River Breeder Re-
actor Project”.

Mr, TSONGAS. Mr. President, my
amendment is really quite simple. The
appropriation in the bill calls for $180
million to proceed with the Clinch River
breeder reactor. My amendment cuts
that in half, and I hope to make clear
through the discussion that the purpose
is to reinstitute the original concept of
Clinch River, namely, cost sharing, that
by the amendment the Senate would
serve notice on the private sector that
we intend for”it to make a decislon as
to whether the Clinch River breeder re-
actor is worthwhile and should be pro-
ceeded with, ™

Let me state at the outset my own
position on the issue. First of all, I am
not antinuclear power, as most Senators
know. Indeed, I have recelved some heat
from environmentalists for that position.
But that is my position.

Second, I have consistently voted for
the appropriations and authorization for
alternative breeder technology R. & D,
which I think is important and must con=
tinue.

Finally, I am the author on the Senate
side of the Magnetic Fusion Engineering
Act, which passed the Senate last year
and which is now the law of the land,
which calls for a timetable for the devel-
opment of the magnetic fusion process.

So I think that I cannot be accused of
being antinuclear either in terms of the
first generation light water reactor or
the more advanced technologies, the
breeder and particularly fusien.

The issue here is very simple, and that
15 that when the- Clinch River project
first got underway under Public Law 19-

* 273 the project was to be a cooperative
arrangement, between the private sec-
tor and the ¥Federal Government.

The law read as follows:

That such assistence that the Commis-
slon— N

This is the AEC~—
undertakes specifically for this demonstra-
tion plant shall not exceed 60 percent of the
estlmated capital cost of such plent. -

The issue that I am raising is the issue
ef what role the private sector has to
play in making decisions.

The Wall Street Journal, as we all
know, editorialized recently and said the
best way to solve the energy issue is {0
Jet the free marketplace prevail and get
Government out of the energy issue.

Is Clinch River worthwhile or 1s it not?
And the debate will rage on today as it
has in the past. -

The argument ralsed in 1881 is that the
best place to make that decision is in the
private sector and let the marketplace
prevail.

What my amendment does is very sime
ple. It says if the marketplace, the utill-
ties, and the various companies that
produce this equipment are committed
to this project, they shgall cost share,
If they feel it is worthwhile, if they are
persuaded by those who support Clinch
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River, then they will put the money up
as the original law intended.

If they feel that Clinch River is not
worthwhile, if they prefer, for example,
gas-cooled fast reactors, if they feel that

Jlight water breeders are better or heavy

water breeders or even the advanced con-
verter reactor, if they believe, as the As.
sistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy
said, that backfittable improvements to
extend nuclear fuel burned up will re-
duce uranium use by 23 percent, they
would come to a different conclusion.

In essence, what I am asking is that
we have a marketplace decision on the
Clinch River breeder reactor, that Gov-
ernment will recognize its role and the
private sector will as well.

The history has been pointed out, and
that is that the 50-percent uirement
that was in the original bill has been re-
moved. And what has the industry done?
The Industry pledged $257 million, and
yet what has remained is the actual con-
tribution at $110 million, one-tenth of
the project cost, and apparently little
likelihood that they will go ahead with
their involvement as long as the public
sector 1s willing to pay for the whole
thing.

There is a larger question here, and
that is that we have around the coun-
try, not only in terms of the Wall Street
Journal but 8 number of editorials,
which I will Bave printed in the Recorp
at the end of my remarks, an awareness
that there is abroad in the land the no-
tion that the private sector has s role to
play and this body has been in the fore-
front of making that argument,

What I am giving to my colleagues
is the chance to vote in support of that
notion. To vote against it, to say that
the private sector shall not participate,
the private sector has no decisionmaking
role to play violates the statements, the
commitments made by most Members of
this body.

If Clinch River’s advocates say it is,
then that must be shared obviously by
the industry that will utilize it.

So what I am asking is thit we go back -

to the 50-percent cost shgring that was
contained in the ongmal law Pubhc Law
91-273.

There is going to be a lot of debat,e as
to where we should put our energy dol-

- lar. Some prefer voltaics. Others prefer

nuclear power, or whstever. It seems to
me to be consistent with the statements
made-throughout this year the best place
to make the argument and the best place
to have it decided is in the private sector.
One of the concerns that propelled me
into this amendment was the fear that
in essence we are putting all our eggs
into this basket. There are a number of
us who feel that the Federal energy dol-
lar, most particularly in the field of nu-
clear power, could better be spent on al-
ternative breeder technology and indeed
on the various nuclear fusion processes
and that by putting this enormous
amount of money into Clinch River we
have precluded the efective use of other
options and the best way, in essence, to
have a delermination as fo what is the
best alternative is, in fact, to let those
people decide who are the most knowl-
edgeable in the fleld. .
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There was a quote by Edward Teller
made earlier, and let me add mine. This
is a letter to Congress dated May 28
of this year in which Edward Teller said:

If the Clinch River breeder reactor and its
successor reactors do not turn out to be the
best way to insure perpetusl availability of
nuclear fuel, having chosen & less than opti-
mum eapproach, the future cost to the Na-
tion may amount to hundreds of billions of
dollars.

I happen to believe that if the private

sector is allowed to make a decision as to
which nuclear process it wishes to pur-
sue it will come up with a process that is
for more likely to be commercialized
than one which survives-this body be-
cause of pressures which have nothing to
do with the marketplace.
. This amendment gives each Member
of this body an opportunity to match by
his vote and her vote the statements
which we have been making for the past
year: Let the marketplace prevail. Let
the marketplace be the “decisionmaking
process and that, indeed, is consistent
with what the administration has been
saying and most Members of this body
have been saying.

However one feels about Clinch River,
whether one supports it or one is opposed _
to it, I think my amendment is a com-
monsense compromise that provides the
input for the private sector that I think
i5 so essential.

Mr, President, the amendment is co-
sponsored by Senator DURENBERGER of
Minnesota. He has not yet arrived, so

I would request—I would at this point -

yield the floor with the understanding
that when he comes he may be given
the opportunity to speak in its behalf.

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chalir,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
Senator -will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OYFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Louisiansg.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire had the floor

.and yielded to the Senator from Massa-

chusetts.
Mr. TSONGAS. The Senator is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.  The
Senator from Louisiana will refrain for

a moment while I consult with the Par- -

liamentarian.

The Chair wishes to inguire of the
Senator from New Hampshire, since the
Parliamentarian was not present at the
time recognition was given to the Seng-
tor from Massachuseatts, did the Senator
from New Hampshire yield for the pur-
pose of the Senator from Massachusetts
presenting the amendment? I recollect
he did it to the Senator from Arkansas,

but I do not have a recollection of it . -

having been done for the Senator from
Massachusetts. -

Mr. HUMPHREY. In any case, Mr.
President, I yield the floor. . )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield for 1 sec-
ond? I ask for the yeas and nays on my
and Senator DURENBERGER’S amendment.
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I yield the floor.’

Several Senators addressed the Chalr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-~
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, I
rise to support the amendment that
would limit the appropriation for the
Clinch River breeder reactor to $90 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1982. The concept be-
hind this amendment is a good one, and
although not fully implemented by the
actual language of the amendment, it is
one that the Senate ought to use to
resolve the*debate over the Clmch River
project.

‘When the Clinch River breeder reactor
project was originally conceived the Fed-
eral Government did not intend to be the
primary source of funds. Rather the
project was to be a partnership between
the Federal Government and private in-

dustry to demjonstrate this new tech-

nology. As you well know and have heard
in the debate, the Federal Government
was to limit its financial participation to
one-half of the cost of the project. Over
the years, the nature of the project has
changed a good deal. It has become much
more expensive to complete and it ap-
pears that the Government is now ex-
pected to put up almost the full cost of
$3.2 billion, Financial contributions from
the nuclear industry to date and in the
long run are less than one-tenth the
Government contribution.

The amendment that we consider to-

_day would moéve us in the other direction.
It would allow Clinch River to go for-

ward, but only if the nuclear industry .

would share a substantial portion of the
cost of completing the proiect. And after
.all, that is the test that this administra-
tion would have us apply to all near-
term energy technologies. The new
‘energy policy, the policy. initiated in the
reconciliation process and refiected in
this appropriations bill, says that
whether-the technology be alcohol plants,
windmills, solar collectors, conservation
retrofits, or breeder reactors, if it is
near term the decision to employ it
should be left to the marketplace. All
that we ask in this amendment is that
the policy be applied equitably to all
technologies.

The breeder reactor is & pear-term
technology. The Federal Government hasg
for many years supported the research
and development that led to the plans
for Clinch River. CRBR is a commercial
demonstration of a technology that is
ready for a marketplace decision. Breed-~
er reactors are currentlv under construc-
tion in other nations. In these respects,
breeder reactors are no different than
alcohol plants or wind generators. If we
are not going to provide loan guarantees
for alcohol fuels, if we are not going to
provide tax credits for the use of solar,
wind, and other renewable resources, if
we are going to leave all of these choices
on our energy future to the marketplace,
then we have no business paying 90 per-
cent of the cost for a breeder reactor.

Last fall the Federal Government
made many commitments to small com-
panies to provide financial support for
new plants that would produce new fuel
resources from renewable feedstocks. The
administration has done its very best to
back out of every commitment that it
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could. I do not think that was right.
These projects and the Federal partici-
pation were authorized by an act of Con-
gress, the Energy Security Act. The Car-
ter administration made commitments—
signed contracts—with many of these
producers and they risked substantial
amounts of their own equity to begin
planning and construction. I am doing
what I can to make sure that these com-

‘mitments are honored.

I think that we should do the same
for the breeder reactor. We originally
committed to 50 percent of the cost of
this project. It is a commitment that we
ought to fulfill. The Federal Government
has already spent over $1 billion on the
CRBR project. We could fulfill our comi-
mitment with modest outlays over the
next several years. But we ought not to

fund the entire cost of the plant. We.

ought to make it as clear as we can at
the next opportunity to consider the au-
thorization for Clinch River that the
Government’s role in financing this proj-
ect will be limited. That if the project is
to go forward it will take a substantial
commitment from the nuclear indus-
try—a substantial dollar commitment—
to get the project finished. Only in that
way can we be sure that the_choice of
breeders over solar or biomsass or syn-
thetic fuels'is justified by the economics
of each fuel resource.

Mr. President, the reason for my oppo-
sition to this fssue is relatively simple. I
have supported Clinch River in the pre-

-vious two opportunities that I have had

to speak to this issue and to vote on this
issue. But today we are faced with quite
a different approach to energy policy in
this country. And to the degree that the
administration’s policy - becomes the
policy of this country, I think the posi-
tion that we take on the Federal role in
financing the Clinch River project ought
to reflect that policy whether we agree
with it or not.

Mr. President, I am not entirely in
support of this administration’s market-
place approach to energy policy. I do not
believe that there is a marketplace out
there that can decide betwgen fuel re-
sources and when they should be brought
into production. In fact, there is in a
sense no marketplace at all. The price of
oil determines what will and will not be
our energy future, because oil is such a
large part of our current consumption.
And the price of oil is set by Saudi
Arabia and the cartel of OPEC nations.
506 long as we remain primarily depend-
ent on oil and so long as we import such
a large portion of our consumption, we
are not—the marketplace is not—in con~
trol of our energy future. Rather we dre
dependent on political events in foreign
nations which are completely unpredict-
able. In those circumstances I think it
would be better to use the revenues from
the windfall profit tax to subsidize near-
term technologies—fuel resources that
are slightly more expensive than oil now
but which will be much cheaper in the
long run. That policy which includes tax
credits for solar and renewables, loan

‘guarantees for synthetic fuels and proj-

ects like CRBR could insulate our Nation
from future oil shocks.

But, Mr. President, that is not our
policy. Our policy is to let the market-

place choose among the near term tech-
nologies. And if that is our policy we
should apply it to all fuel resources in-
cluding breeder reactors. So I would en-
courage my colleagues to vote for this
amendment and to limit the role of the
Government in Clinch River as we are
limiting it for all other future energy
resources.

Mr. McCLURE saddressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President; T shall

be very brief, T will make only one com-

ment with respect to the remarks that-

have just been made by my good friend

from Minnesota.

If, as & matter of fact, we are going to
apply that test, let us apply it across the
board. Let us sta.rt talking about photo-
voltaics, let us talk about the investment
in conservation, let us talk about the in-
vestment across the board in all the en-
ergy initiatives. If, as a matter of fact,
we are going fo just allow the market-
place to do it, as the Senator suggests,
then I would suggest to you to let us take

a look at what we are going to be doing -

in the authorizing legislation and I will
assure you there will be some changes in
that authorizing legislation. I mean that
very sincerely and very forcefully. Be-
cause if, as a matter of fact, we.are going
to adopt a segmented rationale with re-
spech to governmental research and de-

velopment on technologies that obvious- -

1y have no near-term payoff, then I am
going to try to apply some consistency
to that argument.

Mr. President, I rise In stmng opposi-
tion to the Bumpers-Humphrey amend-
ment. I do so with all due respect for my
two distinguished colleagues and friends
and their obvious good intentions. But I
must speak candidly and forcefully
against their amendment. And, I must

do so as I have had to do every year since ~

1976.

It is an interesting historical perspec-
tive, Mr. President, that we have been
voting at least once, and often twice, a
year on this project. In 1977, the main
theme was Presment Carter’s new em-
phasis on nuclear nonproliferation and
how Clinch River, a wholly domestic en-

ergy supply project in the world’s lead- .

ing nuclear weapons state, would destroy
the Carter nonproliferation policy.

In 1878, the main arguments reem-
phasized nonproliferation, but curiously
started including the cost issue, suggest-
ing dependence on foreign breeder proj-
ects. Then in 1979, after the Three Mile
Island incident, the opponents of the
preject and the White House seized on
the nuclear safely issue—even develop-
ing a White House so-called “White
Paper” to document _the safety issue.
Next in 1980, we suffered the electricity
demand reduction, decreased nuclear fu-
ture and increased uranium resource ar=-
guments from the opponents and the
Carter White House.

In 1978 and 1979, we were promised
the magic of & so-called conceptual de-
sign study or CDS of a prototype large
breeder reactor which would again prove
that we did not need CRBR, but should
go directly to its successor project the
PLBR and would give us & design of
PLBR. The CDS was to be completed
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Jeadership in demonstrating the practi-
cability of various fuel cycles.

CLINCH RIVER WILL BE OPERATING AT THE RIGHT

TIME

., Experience in licensing, building, and
operating an intermediate scale breeder
demonstration plant will be needed in
the early 1990's if prudent decisions are
to be made by utilities about the long-
term need for inexhaustible energy from
preeders. Even if one were to accept the
argument that commercialized breed-
ers would mot be needed before 2020, as
maintained by many opponents of the
program, we are already late with prog-
ress on CRBR.

CLINCH RIVER CAN BE BUILT AT THE RIGHT

. COST

More than $1 billion has already been
spent on CRBR. It has been estimated
that, if cancéied, the cost of CRBR to
the American taxpayer would be more
than $1.2 billion. This compares to an
estimated completion cost for the project
of less than $2.2 billion in year of ex-
penditure dollars. The more than half a
billion dollars' worth of components, pro-
totypes and test items that have been
ordered represent more than 60 percent

of the estimated cost of the major equip~ .

ment procurement for the project.Scrap-
ping Clinch River and starting over on a
new plant will undoubtedly cost a great
deal more. The utility contribution to
Clinch River is the largest commitment
ever made by the industry at large, 753
utilities participating. Cancellation of the
project would jeopardize the possibility
of any future joint ventures involving
private funds.
CLINCH RIVER IS THE BXGiT!‘ PLACE

As a result of extensive review by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the
Clinch River site was given approval as
suitable from both a public health and
safety and an environmental impact
standpoint. The hearings, suspended by
the Carter administration, will provide
the opportunity for full weighing of any
remaining public concerns regarding the
plant and its operation.

Mr. President., these facts would lead

this Senator and has led this administra-

tion to the following conclusions:

First. From the evaluations by NASAP
and INFCE of the need, timing and econ-
omics of the LMFBR, it is clear that
there is the need in the major industrial-
ized nations to be in a position to deploy
the breeder around the end of the cen-
tury.

Second. The U.S. LMFBR program re-
quires an orderly development program
and the CRBR is a key part of that pro-
gram. The CRBR design is current, in-
corporating many United States and
foreign technologlcal advances. The
CRBR size is an appropriate scaleup from
the fast flux test facility (FFTF) and
other pilot plants and represents a pru-
dent balance of risk, cost and schedule. It
can accommodate changes required to
demonstrate the LMFBR system, in-
‘cluding fuel systems. Throughout its de-
velopment. the CRBR has been supported
by, and has been an integral part of, a
broadly based LMFBR technology pro-
gram,
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. Third. Construction and operation of
the Clinch River Plant will provide the
comprehensive, sound technical base
needed to move the breeder technology
forward toward the goal of being able to
deploy breeders around the turn of the
century. The major, if not the prime,
component in the technology learning
curve is the experience gained in the
construction and operation of complete
interacting and interfacing components
in total systems, such as the Clinch River
breeder reactor,

The director of OMB, Mr. Stockman,
has laid out the administration’s strat-
egy in his letter of June 23, 1981, to
Secretary Edwards as follows:

Hon. JaMes B. EDWARDS,

Secretary of Energy, ) ’
Washington, D.C. F
Dear Jim: Thank you for your Jume 10,

1981, letter discussing key aspects of the cur--
rent breeder program strategy. I agree that .

we must assure that Congress is fully in-
formed as to the purpose of the CRBR Proj-
ect and Its role in the current strategy. My
letters to Members of Congress have affirmed
that the Admiinistration’s commitment to
the economical and safe development of nu-

.clear energy includes .assuring that breeder

technology is advanced sufficiently to permit
the private sector to make market decisions
regarding its future commercia.l dévelop-
ment.

Projections of electricity demand growth
have decreased substantially since the de-
velopment of the original breeder commer-
clallzation program by the Atomic Energy
Commission in the early 1970's. In light of
this, the Reagan Administration has devel-
oped a new breeder strategy that will place
full responsibility for commercialization in
the private sector.

In Iine with this new strategy, the Ad-'

ministration needs to move forward with the
necessary research and development work to
permit a resolution of the technical uncer-
tainties that would otherwise prevent the
private sector from judging the commercial
feaslbility of the llquid metal fast breeder
reactor.

- The current breeder program as proposed
*by the Department of Energy is in total ac-
cord with tHhis approach. The Clinch River
Breeder Reactor should be constructed and
operated—not a&s a commercializatlon ac-
tivity or as an economical po\vgr generator—
but rather as the logical nextstep in breeder
research and development.

In summary. the current breeder program
strategy should be clearly focused on ad-
vancing the technology only to the stage
that permlits market forces to determine fu-
ture commercial deployment.

I look forward to working with you to as-
sure that Congress is fully advised regarding
the overall breeder strategy and the impor-
tance of pro-ceedzng w1th the Clinch River
project.

Sincerely,
Davip A. STOCKMAN,
- Director.
"So in the end, Mr. President it is time
to finally end this issue by defeating

again the Bumpers amendment before

us.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, again
I hesitate to move to table, but all good
things must come to an end.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the Humphrey
amendment at this point, the Bumpers-
Humphrey amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RupmMaN). Is there objection to ordering
the yeas and nays on the underlying
amendment? Without obJection it is so
ordered.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? 'I‘here is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TSONGAS. Will the Senator

- yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON If T may yleld for 2
minutes without losing my right to the
floor. Mr. President, .I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to yield for
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts, at the conclusion of
which I will again be recognized.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? Without objection, it is
so ordered. - 1

The Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I want
to make clear that the issue we are going
to vote on first is the cost-share amend-
ment. It is not up or down on Clinch
River. It is the amendment: offered by
myself and Senator DURENBERGER, cOSt=
sharing. There has been no rebuttal to
the issue of costsharing. The rebuttal by
my distinguished colleague from Louisi-
ana never mentioned costsharing.

How do we come up with it? It was in
the original bill.. The argument is used

that Clinch River is not obsolete, butA

what we say very simply is let the pm-
vate sector deside that. .

The question is raised, what kind of a
breeder? We say let the privdte sector
decide that as well. :

‘The gquestion is raised about the fore-
front of technology, what about Federal
tests?

What we are saymg 1s that consistent
with the original bill, the original con-
cept, and the discussions in 1981 about
the private sector, our amendment re~
duces the appropriation in half and calls
upon the private sector to provide the
other half consistent with the original
intent of the Congress.

I want to make sure that the Members

understand that what they are votingon

right now is not Clinch River up or down,
but the larger question of cost sharing,
which is important not only vis-a-vis
Clinzh River, but the entire argument
about what the role of the private sector
is in the energy issue in this day and
age. -

I thank the Senator from Loulslana
for yielding.

Mr. QUAYLE., Will the Sena‘r,or y1e1d
for a brief moment?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I will yield for a brief

moment without losing my right to the .

floor. .

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I want to
commend my colleagues Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. TsoncAas, and Mr,
DurenNBERGER for raising this extremely
important issue before the Senate. We
have considered the question of the
Clinch River breeder reactor many times
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Mr. President, this project can be
completed by the late 1980’s, according
to DOE estimates, at an additional cost
equivalent to 10 days of Imported oil
Consider that, my friends. For the price
of 10 days imported oil, this country can
maintain the only proven technology ca-
pable of supplying our energy needs into
the 21st century and bsyond. That is a
key point that we should not dismiss
lightly. Some have suggested that the
United States might purchase French
breeder technology, but these arguments
fail to deal with the fact that the French
design does not currently meet U.S.
licensing standards.

Mr, President, in view of the commit-
ment which this Nation has made and
will continue to make in the LM¥BR pro-
gram, it would be folly not to proceed
with constructlon of a technology dem-
onstration facHity in concert with our
basic research program.

Mr. President, it serves little purpose
to summarize again all of the fechnical
congsiderations in support of the Clinch
River breeder reactor. The question I
wish to discuss now is not the detail of
whether the steam generator technology
is the most advanced in the world—
many believe it is. Nor do I wish to de-
bate whether the loop design is better
than the French pool design—most oh-
servers point out that both designs have
their merits and demerits. Nor do I wish
to press the-point of the advanced core
design which was developed during the
4-year hiatus of the past administration,
even though that design was considered
such a leap ahead that it prompted &
“Frenich physicist to refer to the Ameri-

can innovation with resigned admirstion .

as “our second Waterloo.”

Mr. President, I doubt thal one can
find s single, high~-technology issue of
this nature on which experts will not
dissgree on one point or another. I
would only point out that the substantial

- majority of experts in LMFBR tech-
nology continue to believe that the
Clinch River breeder is an entirely ap-
propriate step in the American develop-
ment of LMFBR technology. And when

distinguished panels of scientists meet,.

deliberate, and reach a consensus con-
clusion on such issues, I believe it is im-
perative that we listen.

I would remind my distinguished col-
Jeagues of the conclusions of the Inter-
national Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation
Conference of 66 nations—€6 nations
whose experts on nuclear power in 1980
strongly reaffirmed the need for con-
tinued worldwide development of the
liquid metal fast breeder reactor. The
INFCE report noted that the breeder re-
actor has better health, environmental,
and safety prospects than today’s nu-
clear powerplants, and that the econom-
ic prospects are comparable to today’s
gereration of plants. Scientists and en-
gineers for secure energy, whose roster
lists 900 distinguished scientists and 8
Nobhel Prize winners has noted recently
that—

In view of recent political dzvelcpments
in certaln western countries, perticularly
France, the Clnch River breeder project
may become ihe only rellable technological
undertsking of its kind In the free world.
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- & sufficient second? There is a sufficient

Mr. President, this Nation has wisely,
I believe, made a commitment to the
development of LMFBR system, a com-
mitment which France, Great Britain,
Germany, Japan, and the Soviet Union
have also made. They are actively and
vigorously pursuing this process while
we have temporized, redesigned, debated,
and in the end, done nothing. I am
pleased to note that the President has,
in his recent policy statement commit-
ted this administration to reactivation
and reinvigeration of the U.8. LMFBR
program. The President has urged the
rapid completion of the Clinch River
demonstration plant as a key element in
that program.

Mr. President, if this Nation wants
to continue an LMFBR development
program, then the question o nomics
argues in favor of the demonstration
project in gquestion. The main uhcer-
tainties concerning the LMFBR are.not
technical, as is the case with unproven
technologies such as fusion. They are
economic, but not in the sense that my

distinguished . colleagues who argue’

against this project would have us bee
Lieve, because this is a technology dem-
onstration, and an important economic
demonstration. The economic guestions
for the LMFBR fuel cycle can only be
answered by developing real-world ex-
perience in the assembly and operation
of such a plant, by experiencing the
actual duty cycles, observing the opera-
tion and reliability of plant components,
and finally and importantly, by gaining
experience with the entire breeder re-
actor fuel cycle.

‘This administration has w1se1y, :ln my
Judgment, committed itself to such =
program. It has rededicated this coun=
try to the pursuit of all energy options
now within our grasp. I believe that de-
cision today is as wise as it was 10
years ago when the Clinch River reactor
project was conceived, and I urge my
colleagues to stand by this commitment
and to see this project to immediate con-
struction and rapid completion.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from Louisiana®that the mo-
tion to table effects two smendments. If
the motion to table succeeds, 1 shall come
back later and raise the same question
over again and take much more time. So

‘I ask that the motion to table be with-

drawn so we can have two votes on the
cost-sharing amendment by myself and
the Senator from Minnesota; should that
fail, then the amendment by the Sena-
tors from New Hampshire and Arkamnsas,
Should the Senator from Louisiana de-
cide not to do it, I fully intend to bring
it back and have a full discussion of the
issue at that point._

It is not meant as a threat, Mr, Presi-
dent, but I want a clear vote on the is-
sue of cost sharing, The Senator from
Louisiana can have it now or have it
with more extended debate later this
evening.

Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr President, in
view of the comments of the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts, I
move to lay on the table the smend-
ment of the Senator from Massachusetts
and ack for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order to
then have an iImmediate vote on the
motion to table the Bumpers-Humphrey
amendment and that those votes be sep-~
arated but back to back. Mr. President,
let me withhold the request for the yeas
and nays.

' Mr. President, I shall not make ‘this
request now, but I should like to explain
it to give Senators a chance to object.

I would ask unanimous consent that we
have back-to-back votes on motions to
table, first, the Tsongas amendment and,
second, the Bumpers-Humphrey amend-~
ment; that there be no intervening de-
bate; and that both be 15-minute roll-
calls. I shall not ask for the yeas and nays
until we get it cleared through the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. BUMPERS. If the Senator will

yield, why not make the second rollcall &
10-minute rollcall? Everybody ‘will -be

here,

Mr. JOHNSTON Ithink that isa good -

idea. T would not want to ask it unless the
leadership agrees on that.

Mr. President, T understand that 1t is
now cleared by the majority leader, so I
usk unanimous consent that fhe motions

-to table the two amendments; with votes

of 15 minutes and 10 minutes respec-
tively, occur back to back with no inter-
vening debate,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘.[s t}lere
obJection to the request by thes Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Pre51dent I ask
for the yeas and nays on the motmn to
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on the mo-
tion to table the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I ask forthe yeas and
nays on the other motion to table.

-The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will
take unanimous consent to make the mo-
tion to table the fArst-degree amendment.

Mr, BUMPERS; Mr. President, just &

minute; I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER There is
objection.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, we had
Just gotten unanimous consent to have
the two votes back to back on the motion
to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER But the
'veas and nays had not been ordered, not
requested nor ordered, on the second re-
quest; only on the first request.

Mr. JOHNSTON. It is only to the ques-
tion of yeas and nays that the objection
was interjected. Is that right, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in that
case, I withdraw my objection,

A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi-
dent. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
wishes to pose a question.

Is there obiection to ordering the yeas
end nays on the motion of the Senator
from Arkansas at this time?

Mr. BUMPERS., Mr. President, reserve
ing the right to object, what is the par-
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