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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 Appropriations 

Subcommitt~e Chairman Tom Bevill reaffirming our support for the Clinch 

River project . . Although as I write it is uncertain as to exactly which 

legislative strat egy Chairman Bevill and his colleagues will agree to, 

I 1 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 

Wednesday. 

Many thanks. 

Attachment 

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

DONALD PAUL HODEL 



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 lead 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 John T. Myers 
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Nuclear Report· 
A report to the officers and members of the American Nuclear Society of the energy attitudes and the pol ,t,ca' 
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 lobby J\1embers 
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 Mav 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 firmly 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 paying 
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 0MB energy deputy, Frederick Khedouri. Meese chaired the session and 
called it a "Renaissance Event ," in which all 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 0MB 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. 11 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 I, in time 
for it to be available to all Members of Congress, giving them an 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 l) 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 . 
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iven ~he continui_ng cont_roversy over Clinch River, however, it is quite unlikely 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 fi ght 
against the project. In the last House vote on FY-83 appropriations for the project (Decembe, 
14), 79 of the 192 Republicans voted to stop further funding. These naysayers included such 
Republican ideologues as Jack Kemp (NY), Guy Vander Jagt (MI), Mickey Edwards (OK), Ne\': t 
Gingrich (AL), and Phil Gramm (TX, then a Democrat). 

Breeder advocates will need about 75 new votes to win in the House. Thus, their prim e 
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 l\lichel 
(IL) has always given solid support along with Chief Deputy Whip Tom Loeffler (TX). l\linorit~' 
Whip Trent Lott, who jumped ship for political reasons understood only 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. 

11 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. 

11 Republican Whips, Southern & Border States: Gingrich (GA) voted against the proje ct. 
and Livingston (LA), Coleman (MO), Bliley (VA), and Campbell (SC) voted for it. 

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

11 Republican Whips, Western & Plains States: Edwards (OK) and Brown (CO) voted against 
the project, and Lujan (Nl\l), 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 days 
while in their home districts, they find solid support for the nation maintaining a strong techni cal 
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 ur gent 
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 technology . France, 
with its 233-l\IW 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 electricit y . 
The Russians, with one 300-MW and one 600-MW breeder operational , say the>' 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 Russi a 
at the invitation of the Ministry of Electricity and Power, has returned recentl~1 to report on th e 
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THE W HITE 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 possibility 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 Administration support. 

Mr. Randall B. Roe 
Vice President 
Burns and Roe, Inc. 
1850 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 220 

f 
Sincerely '!l durs, 
f \ I 

C.~I ~ )1 \ - l~ / • ~ '\.. ~ , 'C,...__.._.,.. __ l/,_ ~ 
, . I ---

-Eciwin L. Harper V 
Assistant to the President 

for Policy Development 

Washington, D.C. 20006 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

June 21 , 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN MEESE III 

FROM: FRED KHEDO~ 

SUBJECT: Clinch River Strategy Meeting 

Current 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 labor, the DOE-industry panel devised a proposal with the 
following elements: 
0 $1 .4 billion appropriated Federal share 

0 $800 million utility share funded through bonds; Federal guarantee of 
revenues to service bonds 

0 $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 SubcoITIT1ittee. 

Prospects for a successful McClure 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 thi~ 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 l: All-out White House effort in support of McClure effort to enact 
DOE-industry funding plan. 

Would satisfy McClure request and fulfill public cofTITlitments 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. 

Only 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 long-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. 

Will not meet McClure request. 

Would require explicit rejection of DOE-industry cost-sharing pl an 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) Vote on McClure amendment to add CRBR: Full Senate floor vote. 

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

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

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

5) 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 ) Vote in House appropriations s ubcomrnit tee to insert provisions. 

2) Vote in full House Committee on amendment to delete. 

3) Vote in full House on amendment to delete. 

4) Vote in Senate subcommittee to delete (or add, if deleted in House) 

5) Vote in full Senate committee to delete. 

6) Vote in full Senate to delete. 

7) Vote in full House on motion to instruct House conferees. 

8) Vote by each body in conference committee to accept. 

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

10) 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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MEMORANDUM 

FOR: DANNY BOGGS 

FROM: JUDY JOHNSTON 

THE 

WA SHI N G T O N 

October 22 , 1982 

SUBJECT : Attached Correspondence 

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

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

Thank you . 





Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

October 21, 1982 

ANNE HIGGINS 
Special Assistant to the President 

and Director of Correspondence 
The White House 

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

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 Mccollam, 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 0e 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 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office or the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release October 8, 1981 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

A more abundant, affordable, and secure energy future tor 
all Americans is a critical element of this Administration's 
economic recovery program. While homeowners and business 
firms have shown remarkable ingenuity and resourcefulness 
in meeting their energy needs at lower cost through conservation, 
it is evident that sustained economic growth over the decades 
ahead will require additional energy supplies. This is 
particularly true of electricity, which will supply an increasing 
share of our energy. 

If we are to meet this need for new energy supplies, 
we must move rapidly to eliminate unnecessary government 
barriers to efficient utilization of our abundant, economical 
resources of coal and uraniUlil . . It is equally vital that the 
utilities -- investor-owned, public~ and co-ops -- be able 
to develop new generating capacity that will permit them to 
supply their customers at the lowest cost, be it coal, nuclear, 
hydro, or new technologies such as fuel cells. 

One of the best potential sources of new electrical energy 
supplies •in the coming decades is nuclear power. The U.S. 
has developed a st~ong technological .base in the production 
of electricity from nuclear energy. Unfortunately, the Federal 
Government has created a regulatory environment that is forcing 
many utilities to rule.out nuclear power as a source of new 
generating capacity, even . when their .consumers may face 
unnecessarily high electric rates as a result. Nuclear power 
has become entangled in a morass of regulations that do not 
enhance safety but that do cause extensive licensing delays 
and economic uncertainty. Government has also failed in meeting 
its responsibility to work with industry to develop an acceptable 
system for commercial waste disposal, which has.further hampered 
nuclear power development: • • 

To correct present government deficiencies and to enable 
nuclear power to make its essential contribution to our future 
energy needs, I am announcing today a series of policy 
initiatives: 

(1) I am directing the Secretary of Energy to give 
immediate priority attention . to recommending improvements 
in the nuclear regulatory and licensing process. I anticipate 
that the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission will 
take steps to facilitate the licensing of plants under 
construction and those awaiting licenses. Consistent with. 
public health and safety, we must remove unnecessary obstacles 
to deployment of the current generation of nuclear power reactors. 
The time involved to proceed from the planning stage to an 
operating license for new nuclear power plants has more than 
doubled since the mid-1970s and is presently some 10-14 years. 
This process must be streamlined, with the objective of shortening 
the time involved to 6-8 years, as . is typical in some other 
countriesA 

more 
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(2) I am directing that government agencies proceed 
with the demonstration or breeder reactor technology, including 
completion of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor. This is essential 
to ensure our preparedness for longer-term nuclear power needs. 

(3) I am lifting the indefinite ban which previous 
Administrations placed on colliiDercial reproc,ssing activities 
in the United States. In addition, we will pursue consistent·, 
long-term policies concerning reprocessing or 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 or 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, 
~nd simultaneously reduce the funding needs or 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 mtlst take steps now to accomplish 
this objective and demonstrate to the public that problems 
associated with management of nuclear waste can be resolved. 

(5) I recognize 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. 

I I I I 
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REFERRAL 

0 F F I C E 

SEPTEMBER 28, 1982 

TO: DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
DIRECT REPLY, FURNISH INFO COPY 

DESCRIPTION OF INCOMING: 

ID: 

. MEDIA: 

TO: 

FROM: 

099509 

LETTER, DATED SEPTEMBER 15, 1982 

PRESIDENT REAGAN 

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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ID# ______ _ 

WHITE HOUSE 
CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET 

:J O • OUTGOING 

• 0 H • INTERNAL 

~ I • INCOMING 
Date Correspondence 
Received(YY/MM/DD) ?_i{ f O V / /6 

Name of Correspondent e/ du ( ·a-- n<--<'. Z22 t!. /,' c---«"?~ :,;C?v. 

Gd' Ml Mail Report 

,/ 

ROUTE TO: 

Office/Agency (Staff Name) 

ACTION CODES: 

A - Appropriate Action 
C - Comment/Recommendation 
D - Draft Response • 
F. Furnish Fact Sheet 

to be uMd as Enclosure 

UserCodes: (A) ___ _ {6) ___ _ (C) ____ _ 

"" 
1? L·c~,::. ,._~:~ 

,:_,./ 

ACTION 

Tracking 
Action Date 
Code YY/MMIDD 

DISPOSITION 

Type 
of 

Response Code 

Completion 
• Date 

YYIMMIDD 

~- _: !j, . 
ORIGINATOR ?,I I?· -71 / :_j _.,'--· ____ _ 

Referral Note: ------'""'=-'>'"----------------

/l <jl, ,02,%r) ~..,.__----
Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

I I 

Referral Note: 

Referral Note: 

I • Into Copy Only/No Action Necessary 
R • Direct Reply w/Copy 
S - For Signature 
X • Interim Reply 

DISPOSITION CODES; 

A• Answered 
B • Non-Special Referral 

I I 

C • Completed 
S • Suspenoed 

FOR OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE: 

Type of Response • Initials of Sign~ 
Code • ~A" 

Completion Date & Date of Outgoing 

Comments: _____________________________________ _ 

Keep this worksheet attached to the original incoming letter. 
Send all routing updates to Central Reference (Room 75, OEOB). 
Always _return completed correspondence record to Central Files. 
Refer auestions about the correspondence tracking system to Central Reference, ext. 2590~ 
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j NS T ] 7 U 7 E The association of electric companies 

111119th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Tel: (202) 828-7400 

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

Dear Mr. President: 

. ' 
WILLIAM McCOLLAM, Jr .. President 

C99~09 

September 15, 1982 

We commend you for your unwavering support of commercial nuclear 
power 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 R~gulatory 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 Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor program and the importance of 
the Clinch River Project. GAO has reaffirmed its longstanding posi­
tion that "a strong ~...FBR 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: 11 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 vari9us Project participants." 

. Mr. President, the Edison Electric Institute shares your optimism 
about the future of our economy. Electricity will continue to in- · 
crease its share of the nation's energy, making inevitable the need · 
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for new generating capacity. We pledge to support yoµr efforts to 
__ revitalize the nuclear industry and urge you to push ahead with 
1the Clinch River Project as a positive step toward energy security. 

Sincerely yours, 

W;.u,:_tv-.~~,~ -
William Mccollam, Jr. 

WM: fds 



Department of Energy 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Mr. Burleigh Leonard 
Senior Staff Member 
Office of Policy Development 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Burleigh: 

September 9, 1982 

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 1 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 l : 30 p.m. We've al so i nforma 11 y 
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 
tbe 15f h. 1 If the Court of Appeals rules against us, there will be 
no .c_e_r:-.emony. 

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. 
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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 like 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'll be following up on this request with Ken in a few days. 

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

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

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 1 s proceeding with site 
preparation activities for CRBRP as approved by the NRC on August 17, 1982. 

l. 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 

o Suit filed on August 18, 1982 

o Government and utility response filed August 26, 1982 

o NRDC suit contends that NRC 1 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. 

o 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. 

o NRDC requested on 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_ 

o Decision from the Court of Appeals is expected by September 30, 1982. 

o On September 9, 1982 , Gove r nment notified Court that 11th Circuit had 
granted updat ed appeal, and that if injunction overturned, work would 
start on Sept ember 20, 1982. 

\ 

2. Appeal to the U.S. District Court in Atlanta of the grant of a water 
discharge agreement between DOE and EPA 

o 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 impl emented 
during site preparation. 

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

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

o 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 for expedited review and a 
decision by December 18, 1982. 
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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 
procedurally and substantively correct. 

o District Court decision in Atlanta is legally incorrect, and we are optimisti~ 
that 11th Circuit will overturn it. 

o 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. 

o 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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extent of 1t. There was no firm evidence that 
senior Communist Intelligence services In the 
Soviet Union, China or Eastern Europe ever 
made any active attempt to Incite American 
dlssiden-cs, the report saf'li. 

Moreover. the data tn the report J>ndicate 
tbat the Cubans and the North· Vfei:namese 
gave relatively little tangfbie support. The 
only cash donet!on menUoned was $5,000 
from an American living In China. 

There is no -indication in the report that 
the bureau or other intelligence servkes ever 
established that weapons, commun.icatlons 
equipment or espionage tools bad been fed 
to the antiwar radicals by the Communists. 

Sever!ti,,bureau agents have said privately 
that they believe the report might be helpful 
to John Kearn.ey, a former bureau officia l un­
der indictment in connection with the 
Weathermen lnvest!gatlon.. 

But Justice Department lawyers resisted 
turning it oo.·er to Mr. Kearney on the ground, 
as one of them put it, that It was a "classic 
red berrlng-it bas .absolutely no relevance to 
any available defense." • 

;,The ques"tion of whether a particular tar­
get ls a foreign agent or a collaborator with 
a foreign power ls relevant only to the ques­
tion of whether the President .or his alter 
ego for such mat~rs, the Attorney General.· 
may constitutionally bypass the Fourth 
Amendment's· warrant reqli.lrement l:IJ. per­
mitting an electronic surveillance of such a,. 
target," a Government plea in court said. 

EKOJI BUDDIDST TEMPLE TO BE 
DEDIC A TED ON SUNDAY 

Mr. 1v'.I:ATSUNAGA. Mr. President, one 
of the hundreds of religions in this great 
country M ours, where freedom of wor­
ship is a fact of life. is the Jodo-shinshu 
HongwanJi sect of Bud<lhism,. whtd:r will 
be ceiebrating a most historic event. this 
coming weekend-the offisia! dedication 
•Of its first temple_in our Nation's Capital. 

Judo-shinsu Hongwanji is· considered_ 
to be the largest of the Buddhist sects 
emanating from Jap.,i.n.. rt was first in­
troduced ' i..'1.to the United S tates in 1868 
by Japanese immigrants who arrived as 
laborers to help build. our Nation's rail­
roads and expanding industries. Since 
• then, the sect has quietly grown in the 
United States and now has 300..000 ac-· 
tively prw.:ticing members a.'1.d 135 tem­
ples and hran ,hes. In my State of Hawaii 
alone, there are about 20C,OOO ad...'1erents. 
Despite the spread of Jodo-shinshu 
Hongwanji throughout the United States. 
there has not been a temple in the Na.­
tion's Capital; tha.t is, of course, not until 

met regularly at the Honda home, at in­
dividual members' homes, and at the 
Unitarion Church. 

The Reverend Shojo Honda also par­
ticipated in another event of historic im-' 
portance which has special meaning to 
me. In 1965, Reverend Honda conducted 
a Buddhist ceremony in the Prayer Room 
for our Congresional Members in the 
Capitol to commemorate the first anni­
versary of the death of my father. Kin­
goro Matsunaga. This was the first and. 
I might add, the only time that a Bud­
dhist ceremony was conducted in the 
Capitol chapel . 

Finally in 1979, members of the Wash­
ington. D .Q .. Sangha, led by Ken and 
Nori Nakamura, established a Dharma 
School, primarily for the purpose of in­
structing their children ·!if the tenets of 
Buddhism, They. were greatly encour: 
aged and helped in this endeaVl;>r by the 
then Bishop of the Buddhist Churches 
in America CBC.Al the ReverendKenryu 
Tsuji. This school was the diret:t prede­
cessor of the new temple. 

Althou;;b members of the Washington: 
D.C., Sangha had long dreamed about 
having a temple in the Nation's Capital, 
it .._,ould never have been possible with­
out the · generous financial assistance of 
a stranger to them. Mr. Yehan Numata. 
Mr. Numata is a Japanese industrialist. 
and the founder of the Bukkyo Dendo 
Kyokai <Spciety for the Advancement of 
Buddhist Understanding). The son of a 
Sh;nshu Buddhist priest, he is a grad­
uate of t.'1e University -of California at 
Berkeley_ It was .:while he was working 
his way through college, ,more than 50 
years ago, that Mr. Numata decided to 
dedicate his life ·to the propagation· of 
Buddhism, even though he had already 
set his sights on a career in ·business. 
Working as a dishv:asher and cook, he 
suffered a serious iliness shqrtly aft~r he 
enrolled at Berkeley. R ecalling those 
years, Mr. Numata has said: 

In a foreign country. with no friends or 
money, Ilving poorly as an animal, r imag­
ined that tf I should dle . . . n obody would 
pa-y any attention to me an,i my. body would 
be left )j.'1.ng in "the fie!~ somewhere. It 
grieved me deeply to thinK of this, out the 
words of Shlnran Shonin sa ,·ed me when I 
was in .such a misera.ble and sad state. 

from his post as bishop of the Buddhist 
Churches of America, he was invited to 
become the minfster of the new temple 
to be named "Ekojf," or "Temple of .th~ 
Gift of Light." Bishop Tsuji promptly ~ 
accepted the position. The building itself 
was completed last month. 

The Ekoji Buddhist Temple, which is. 
located in Springfield, Va., will be •• 
officially dedicated on Sunday, Novem­
ber 8, 1981. His eminence Kosho Otani 
Monshu F;neritus of the· Jodo-shinshu 
Hongwanji in Kyoto. Japan, and the 
Lady Yoshiko Otani are expected to par. 
ticipate in the ceremony with the able 
assistance of the Reverend Tsuji and the 
Reverend Honda.. Mr. Numata and rep­
resentatives from Hawaii, Canada • and • 
Europe will also be in attendance. 

In reflecting on the importance of this 
historic dedication. I think it . ls appro­
priate to consider the words Mr. Yehan 
Numata recently wrote in a letter to Mr. · 
Shigsugiyama. chairman of the board o! 
directors, regarding his efforts in estab­
lishing the Ekoji Buddhist Temple. The 
letter said. in part: 
• . . . I was very happy that I COt\ld help a 
little in establishing EkoJI in W:ashlngton, 
D.C .. the capital of the U.S.A . . , .. I had been 
taught tn the United States while I wu 
young. To help to establish_ EkoJI ls , there­
fore, a kind of my duty.I sl~rely hope that . 
EkoJI could be a Center for 'spreading- the 
Teaching and Compassion of.the Buddha not 
only among American peo_ple who have had 
no chance to know Buddhism, but also. 
among otber races so thst-,the .temple win 
contribute to the establishment of peace and 

. happiness of rr...s.nkind, I woul'tl like to ex­
press my deep gratitude to yon and the 
members of Washington, D .C. Sangha 
Dha.nrui. School who· ha;ve cooperate<I and de- ~ 
voted their efforts to establish EkojL 

I know that my colleagues wilI join·me 
in congratulating Mr. '{ehan Numata •. 
Reve-end Tsu ji, Reverend Honda, Shig­
sugiyama. Ken Nakan:nrra and all the 
members of the new Ekoji Buddhist Tem­
ple on the historic occasion of its estab-c . 
lishment in our Nation's Capital 

THE CLINCH RIVER BREEDER 
REACTOR 

Mr. !IAYAKAWA. Mr. _President, 1 
was wavering yesterday about the fund-. . 

Today, Mr. Numata is tbe president of ing of the Clinch River breeder react.or. 
Mi.tutoy o, the world's largest ma,nufac- I would like to report to my colleagues 

this weekend. • • 
The story of the es tabli.srnent of this 

temple is a truly inspir+..r.g one. involving 
considerable faith and more trum jnst a 
litle bit of lu.ck.. S ince the mid-1940 's 
members of the sect who Uve in Washing­
ton, D .C., have been meeting t of;ether 
to practice their religious beliefs. In those 
early days,. a small band. of dedicated • 
Buddhists from U1e area would make the 
long tr:ip to the New York Buddhist 
Church as often as possible. 

• turer of m.k:rometers. • A .multimillion- on a conversation I had just last riight 
a~re. he has· given much of his fortlille ' with Dr. Edward Teller, the great nu-

Then, in 1959 the Re-rerend S h ojo 
Honda ar:d his wife, June, moved from 
New York to Washington, D.C. Since 
their arrivel. the Buddhist comnm .. nity 
in the Washington area has been flour­
ishing and has left its mark on our Na­
tion 's Capital. It w·as under his leader­
ship that the Jodo-shinshu H ongwanji 
membtrs established a Sangha, or 
"brotherbood," an informal group which 

-and time to the actinties of· the Bukkyo • clear scientist. _ 
Dendo Kyokai. I feel, as he does. that the Clinch River 

10...r. Numata met E:enryu Tsuji.- the project bas been and will continue to be 
f uture Buddh ist Bimop of the BCA dur- very expensive and time consuming. 
ing a postwar tour of the United states • However, after a long conversation yes­
and Canada. In 1979. the bishop renewed terday v,ith my friend of many years, 
his acquaintance with the businessman • Dr. Edward Teller, I am convinced that 
during a visit to Japan. Bishop Tsujj had the Clinch River breeder reactor is in- -
onJy recently met with Shig Sugivama tegral to this Nat ion's energy needs, and 
and other young me!!1bers of the wash- m ore imoortant ly to fae nuclear indus­
ington, D.C~ Sangria to help them or- try which our country cannot afford to 
ganize their school. and. during his con- los~. 
versation ,...-:i th Mr. Nllir..ata , he .tu.st hap- The nuclear LTJdustry is in a critical 
pened to mention the Sangha's deep de- state. Capital er,Jendi turPs have l:,ecome 
sire to establish a temple in the capital three fourths of the cost of nuclear elec­
city of the U .. ited States.· tricity. The li cer..sing progress has 

"That is a great challenge," 1\ir. Nu- dragged the building of nuclear plants 
mata exclaimed. out even further, and the long- term ef-

After that, things mo'\·ed very quickly. fects acid more c-o::Ls to the consumers. 
V/hen Bishop Tsuji retired last year Dr. Teller tells me that we must stream-
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line this process, and this can be done When I was a college student some 40 
through proper reform of the Nuclear years ago, I too ran cross country, and 
Regulatory Commission. However, this I once competed in a m eet over the 

• alone cannot save the industry, or solve same course as this championship race. 
our energy needs completely. To quote Needless to say, I did not cover it under 
Dr. Teller: 24 minutes. But I did enjoy running, and 

No single prescription ex1sts for ·a. solution I still do. As one runner to another, I 
to the energy problem. Energy conservatton ' congratulate Mr. Binns and his team­
ls not enough. Petroleum is n ot enough. Coal mates. And I commen d Coach Amato for 
1:i not enough. Nuclear energy ls not enough sustaining such a strong program at 
Solar energy and geothermal energy are. not Providence College for so many yea.rs. 
enough. New Ideas and developments wlll I am sure that my colleagues in the 
not be enough by themselves. Only the prop- Chamber join me in these good wishes. 
er combination of all of these will suffice_. ·-, . 

We have been working on all of these 
alternatives, but we have not given 
enough attention to new ideas and to fu­
ture· technologies. We will need to find 
sources of energy for the indefinite fu-

• ture, not just the immediate future. The 
fast breeder is not the best, but it is a 
start. 

We are developing better mining tech­
niques to extract uranium more effec­
tively and to get uranium from poorer 
ores. Dr. Teller tells me that another 
possibility that we have not as yef-in­
vestigated fully is the use of thorium. 
Thorium is being usecl today, for exam­
ple, in the Canadian Deuterium react-or 
known as Candu. This reactor uses tho­
rium. Thorium can supply our long­
range needs and at a smaller cost. 

We also need to look into -the possi­
bility of combining thorium and ura­
nium-this can be ·done in a hybrid re­
actor which combines fusion and fission. 

Dr. Teller made an interesting obser­
vation. He said: . 

Cllnch River cannot be ~opped. I have 
- ceased my efforts to stop it. I am for it. It ls 

the only game !n town. 

I would like to see a study of these 
~· various types of reactors. I ·think we 

should finish Clinch- River, and· learn · 
from it. We have already spent $1 bil­
lion. Let 1,1s not throw_ that away. But 
let us loolffinto what comes after Clinch 

• River, and hot close our eyes to what will 
happen after "the year 2000. Our Nation 
has the e:a.pability to be once again· the 
world . leader industrially, but this can 
only ·happen through a combined effort 
on our part to make an energy policy 
that will provide for this country's in­
creasing energy needs. 

A SIGNIFICANT ACC01\1PLISHMENT 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish . to 
mark a significant accomolishment In 
the world of individual and. team sport::;, 
and one which has special meaning to 
me. Stephen Binns, a freshman at Provi­
dence College, Jn Rhode Island, set a 
new meet record In winning the Indi­
vidual IC 4A cross-country running 
championship on Novemb~r 2. His time 
over the 5-mile course at Van Courtlandt 
Park in New York City was 23 minutes, 
52.5 seconds. 

In addition, Providence College took 
the team championship with 5 run­
ners in the top 13 finishers. The Indi­
vidual and team accomplishments re­
flect the extraordinary skills of Provi­
dence coach, Bob Amato. whose teams 
have not lost a cross-country meet since 
1973. 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO W. AVERELL 
HARRIMAN 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President: I wish to 
extend a happy birthday to Averell Har­
riman who ,vill shortly be 90 and with 
whom I know many of us here look for­
ward to sharing his birthday celebration. 
His has been a full, varied life marked 
by a profound sense of service. 

It was 29 years ago that I resigned · 
from the Foreign Service to be deputy: 
director of his campaign for the Demo­
cratic Pri;J1dential nomination. That 
campaign was a happy, imaginative one 
and, although we did not win, it left me 
with a profound regard, for Averell's 
prescience, kindheartedness and tough­
mindedness. 

• Illustrating these qualities are two 
articles that appeared in yesterday's 
press-one by Averell Harriman himself 
in the Washington Post and the other by 
James Reston in the New York Times 
and I ask unanimous consent that they 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

· There being no objection, the articles 
were urdered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . • • 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 4, 1981) 
. THE WINDOW OF OPPQRTUNITY 

(By W. Averell Harriman) 
We are in danger · of ceding our destiny Ito 

the whims of nuclear weapons, trusting to 
good fortune to see us through the. nuclear 
arms race · when we should be trusting our­
selves. 

The strategic forces of_ the United Staltes 
and the 'Soviet Union carry explosive power 
more than 100.000 times greater than the 
Hiroshima bomb. Far from saying "enough," 
both nations are Increasing these forces. 

We ' are moving to deploy lthousands of 
nuc!~a.r-armed cruise missiles, by their rui­
ture . difficult to count because o! their small 
size. Tliese--mlsslles~unverlfiable--Will make 
existing agreements to reduce the numbers 
of nuclear ,rms obsolete and future agree­
ments Impossible. We are allowing the se­
duction of a. moment ary technological ad­
vantage to foreclose future llrnlts on Soviet 
forces. . . . • 

Today there are five ns:tions that have 
tested nuclear weapons; !n -10....years there 
could be 10 more, as well as terrorists add­
ing nuclear explosives to their menace. Yet 
our policy to preven-t the spread of thPse 
weapons now features promotion o! the ex­
ports _and technologies that could be fash­
ioned to destroy us. 

The SALT II treaty, which put a cap ori 
the strategic arms race and placed significant 
limits on Soviet mil!tary power, has been 
abandoned. In place ot the "real arms con­
trol"' we were promised a. year ago. we have 
only the promise of endless talks on nuclear 
arms in Europe and no talks a.t all on stra­
tegic arms until next year. 

The results: a restive, divided NATO a.111-

a.nee tha.t questions our competence to lead 
1n a nuclear WOTld, a. progressive weaken ing 
of the negot iated restraints t hat can bound 
Soviet nuclear power and an emphasis on 
nucle:i.r fo rces that are unusable 1n coun­
tering the Soviet challenge around the globe. 

As we become more remote from the hor­
rors of Hiroshima, there are doctrines of war 
fighting based on the fantasy of using nu­
clear destruction for some "ratlor>..a.l" end. 
These doctrines blur /the vital d.lstinctlon 
between nuclear and non-nuclear weapons. 
And they encourage the nuclear choice by 
tell!ng all nations that nuclear wea,pons are 
Just another instrument of mllltary power. 
, The truth ls td1.ait nuclear weapons exist 
tor one purpose only-to deter nuclear war. 
Once used. bhey will be !nstrumen,s of mass 
destz:uct!on, consuming the destroyer as well 
as the destroyed. 

If all Am~rloins should be concerned 
about these developments. so should we be 
angered by those who weave a myth of 
America as a. second-rate nuclear power, in­
ferior to the Soviet Union. This myth de• 
moralizes our friends, and it could tempt 
the Soviet Union to test our power when 
testing that power could have catastrophic 
consequences .. 

•The nuclear arms race has a. simple, un­
changing rule: without limits. without ver­
ifiable negot iated restrictions. the United 
States o::m add to its nuclear forces, but so 
can ·the Soviet Union. For this reason, the 
MX misslle and the Bl bomber a.re · inade­
quate measures for American securi-ty. They 
merely attempt to match the Soviet m1l!tary 
threat; they cannot reduc!,l !t. An·d they do 
nothing to reduce the risk of nuclear war; 

Rather than seeking to close a false "win­
dow of vulner,3,bil!ty," America must take 
advantage o! tbe window of-opportunity it 
now has to limit nuclear arms. Without de­
cisive leadership, suspicion and the weap­
ons both nations are developing wlll see that 
this opportunity recedes perhaps forever be• 
yond the reach of humanity. This means 
serious negotiations with the Soviet Union 

· and mutual restraint while ,we negotiate. 
The objective should be major, equitable 
and Yeriflahle reductions of nuclear arms, 
eoupled· with l!mits on the !ntroductlon or 
new WeaJ?Ons systems. 

I em.phaslze the word "serious," for many 
In both nations wlll counsel proposals de­
signed to be rejected by the other side but 
useful as an excuse for . doing nothing. 

Negotiations to llmlt nuclear arms and re­
duce the risk of war are hardheaded exer­
cises to improve our national security. They 
signal no approval of.:other Soviet actions, 
such as Afghanistan-no more than do 
sales of American grain to the Soviet Union. 
They seek, despite the lrreconc!Iable ldeolo-

• gies of our two. nations, the common goal 
th:i,t nuclear weapons have';nade a ·neces­
sity-the prevention of nuclear war. 

In our short time on Earth, we have a. 
choice about the kind of world we lea.ve 
behind. With nuclear weapons In our cus­
tody, our generation carries a. heavy obliga­
tion. There will be no historian to record 
one day that we failed on our watch. 

[From the ~ew York T!~s) 
HARRIMAN AT 90 

(By James Rest.on) 
WASHINGTON, November 3-.~Averell Harri­

man. former Governor of New York, Secre­
tary of Commerce, Ambassador to London 
and Moocow, among many other things, will 
be 90 In a !ew days, and he reminds us not 
of how old he ls but o! how young th1s 
Republlc ls. ' • 

He has l!ved !or almost hal! the l!!e or our 
history as an independent nation. He was 
born on Nov. 15, 1891, when Benjamin Har­
rison was President. He has survived 16 more 
Presidents since then, and plans to stick !t 
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ga.tlon above Monroe on the Ouachita. 
threatens hunting and fishing . Sports­
men and conservationists in that area 
have been extremely concerned about 
going in and taking the curves out of 
the river, widening it, perhaps taking 
out some of the timber, and ruining, as 
they see it, the present natural stat~. 
What the Senator's amendment does 1s 
lay the groundwork for eliminating or 
drastically minimizing any of that work 
that would need to be done. 

He actually thought of the creative so­
lution of having two barges side by sid~. 
and I understand that the corps 1s 
rather enthusiastic about it as a solu­
tion. So I am personally deeply indebted 
to him as are the people in the region; 
and ..,;e accept the amendment, with 
than~. . 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I appreci­
ate the remarks of the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

I say, further, iliat this particular 
amendment does not indicate that Con­
gress is backing away in any way from 
the navigation channel on the Black and 
Ouachita Rivers. It only indicates that 
we would like to look at one further op­
tion before any real realinement efforts 
are made on the Ouachita River project, 
a project that is going to be meaning­
ful in the field of navigation . for our 
part of the country. 

I appreciate the remarks of the Sena­
tor from Louisiana and the manager of 
the bill, the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment. 

The amendment <UP No. 581) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by ·which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be set aside temporarily in 
order that the Senator from Arkansas 
may have an opportunity to offer an 
amendment. 

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

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized. • 

UP AME:<D:'.lENT NO. 582 

(Purpose: To t erminate funding for tbe 
Clinch River breeder reactor project) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be sta ted. 

The assis t ant legislative clerk r ead as 
follows: 

Th e Senator from Arka n sas (Mr. B uMPERS), 
for h imself a n d Mr. HU MPHREY, proposes an 
unprinted a m endment n u m bered 58~ 

Mr . BUMPERS. Mr . President, I ask 
unan imous consent tha t r eading of the 
amendmen t be dispensed with . 

The PRESIDING OFFI CER. Without 
objec tion, it is so ordered. 

The amendr.lent is as follows: 

On page 19, lines 2 and 3, strlke out "$1,-
970,119,000, to remain a vailable untlJ ex­
pended:" and Insert In lleu thereof "$1 ,790,-
119.000, to rema in avallable untll expended: 
Pro vided Toat none of the funds provided 
herein shall be expended for the purpose 
of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor Project 
except as are necessary for the sole purpose 
of terminating such Project:". 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. Presiderit, this 
amendment simply provides that the 
funds that are appropriated in this bill 
for 1982 for the Clinch River breeder 
project, sometimes known as the liquid 
metal fast breeder reactor, be used only 
to terminate the project. , 

This project has been around for about 
12 years now. It was authorized in 1970. 
It was not particularly controversial 1Ji.e 
first 3 or 4 years, but since_lhat time it 
has been undergoing" intense scrutiny by 
the Senate, by the House, and by ·physi­
cists and engineers across the country. 
But it is like Rasputin: It seems to have 
about 10 lives. It is difficult to kill it. 

Yet, I think everybody agrees that 
there is a good possibility that the Clinch 
River Breeder is .not ever going to be 
built, that it is an obsolete technology, 
and that the best thing we can finally do 
is which breeder technology is the best. 
Certainly, it is not this technology. 

. I emphasize at the beginning, for 
those who in the past have seen this de­
bate as being for or against nuclear 
power, that this amendment has nothing 
to do with whether you are for .nuclear 
power or· against nuclear power. It has 
nothing to do with whether you are for 
breeder reactors or against breeder reac­
tors. What it involves is this: What is 
the technology of this particular breed­
er? Is it a technology that is in the best 
interests of this country to build? What 
are the costs of termination, a.nd what 
are the costs of continuing it? What are 
the benefits to the country in case we 
terminate it, and what are the benefits 
to the country in case we continue it? 
How does it affect our future uranium 
supplies? , 

I devoutly hope that this amendment 
and the debate on it will ·be confined to 
the hard questions of cost-benefit ratios, 
of the t echn ology, and of what our fu­
ture uranium supplies are and what they 
are likely to be when we go forward with 
this particuiar technology, as opposed to 
the so-called gas-cooled breeder reactor. 

Let me review the history of this par­
ticular breeder. It happens tci be the only 
one that this country is planning to build 
at this moment. As I said, it was author­
ized in 1970. In 1969, when -it was first 
under discussion, it was projected to cost 
$569 million. That was 12 years ago-$669 
rniilion. By 1974, the cost had risen to 
$1.736 billion. By 1975, 1 year later, the 
project cost was $1.95 billion, almost ~ 
billion. Last year, in 1980, the projected 
cost of this project was $3.3 billion. 

Mr. President. I do not think anybody 
here actually beli eves that this project 
can be completed even for $3.3 billion, 
even if you compute it in 1980 dollars. 

I point out that this project is not 
going to be completed until at least l990. 
We already have spent s l .3 billion on th is 
project, and the firs t spade of d irt h as 
not yet bten t urned. 

President Carter tried to terminate this 
project in 1977, but because some deal 
was cut, some money was put back into 
it, and all we have been doing is spend­
ing hundreds of millions of dollars ~very 
year and standing still. . 

The $3.3 billion cost I am talking about 
does not include the possibility of having 
to move the project from Cltnch River. 
·That move would cost another $1.7 
billion. 

This is one of the key points, Mr. Presi­
dent: One of the key points is that in 
the beginntng, the private nuclear power 
industry in this country, understandably; 
thought that breeders were the wave of 
the future, and_they were anxious to put 
their own money into it. It was gener-_ 
ally agreed here that the private sector 
was going to put up 40 to 50 percent of 
the money for this breeder. In the years 
that have followed, however, . the same 
thing has happened to the private utili­
ties that has happened to Congress: They 
lost their enthusiasm for it. Have they 
ever lost their enthusiasm for it! 

Let me give some statistics as to where 
we have come in the spending on an 
annual basis, what the Government has 
been putttng up and what the private 
sector has been putting up. 

Far from betng a 50-50 project, by the 
end of this fiscal year 1981;ithe Federal 
Government had :put $1.31 billion !Into it, 
and the cumulative total from the pri­
vate sector was $118.6 million. 

Instead of being 50-50; it is 10 to 1. 
Why? Well, private companies are not 
going to put their ,money where their 
heart is not, and they do not have their 
heart in it. The-reason they do not have 
their heart in it is that they know it is 
a technological disaster. _ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Arkansas will indulge the 
Chair, the Chair is informed by the 
Parliamentarian, after an opportunity 
to examine the amendment, that there 
is a slight technical matter. 

The Senator from Arkansas is en­
deavoring to amend both the commit­
tee amendment and the House text. This 
would require unanimous consent, before 
we proceed to the amendment. 
-noes the Chair understand the Sena­

tor from Arkansas to place before the 
Senate such a request? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. -
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr .. President, I 

should like to reserve the right to object 
at this point and allow the Senator to 
proceed with the deb3.te. The distin­
guished Senator from Oregon is not on 
the floor, and we would like a chance to 
look at the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very well. 
The Chair rules the Senator may pro­
ceed with the stipulation that this will 
be brought up as soon as possible by the 
mana gers of the bill. 

The Chair regrets the interruption of 
the Senator from Arkan.sas. 

Mr. BUMPERS.'Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Incidentally, I understand this same 
reauest was made of Sena tor PERCY'S 
arn'end men t just immed iately preceding 
this one, and there was no objection. I 
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hope there will not be one in this case 
and we can get a vote on it. 

Mr. Presiden t, in 1974 the U.S. Gov­
ernment put up $21.8 million and the 
private sector put up $8 million. We kept · 
going. And in 1975 the private sector put 
up about 50 percent of the money, $138 
million against $166 million. In 1976 the 
Government put up $153 million and the 
private sector put up $86 million, and 
they continued to put up anywhere from 
30 to 40 percent until 1978 when we put 
up $491 million and they put up $~9 
miilion . In other words, the contribution 
of the private sector had dropped 20 
percent. Then last year, in 1980, we put 
up $189 million in 1980, and the. private 
sector put up $6 million. In 1979, the 
year before, we put up $175 million and 
they put up $5 million. 

I would like to entice the Government 
into a deal. I . have several things in 
mind. I would like to go into a coooera­
tive venture with the Government if they . 
are that easy, 

This kind of reminds me of Lucy hold­
ing the ball for Charlie Brown every fall 
saving, "This time I reallv mean it. I am 
not going to pull it out from under you." 

Here we have been proceeding on the 
hapoy assumption that the private sec­
tor loves breeder reactors as much as we 
do, and then we get the statistics out and 
we start looking and not since 1976 have 
they come up with their 50-percent 

• share. On the contrarv. since that time 
their share has steadilv declined until 
now they are putting uo less than 3 per­
cent of a proiect which is· scheduled to 
cost $3.3 billion. and. that is a very con- · 

liability of breeders , they have already 
concluded that the power cost from that 
breeder will be two to three t imes higher 
than the po wer from a light water re­
actor. 

So no wonder the French, no wonder 
the French are saying, "We are not going 
to build the next five." 

I am no fan of Dr. Edward Teller. I 
assume that he is a very competent 
physicist and certainly he is a real hawk, 

. but h e has called the Clinch • River 
breeder technologically obsolete. 

He also said it is inconsistent to build 
it, that to build it is inconsistent with 
badly-needed economy in Government. 

When it comes to an economist, here is 
what our fearless guru, David Stockman, 
said about it when he was a Member of 
the House of.Representatives. He said: 

Government should not become involved 
ln the provision of subsidies for the commer­
cialization of new energy technologies that 
cannot pass the m arket test of competitive­
ness wi t h alternatives on a price basis. The 
breeder reactor will not pass this test until 
well Into the next century, i! ever. • 

That is wti~t David ' stockman said in 
1977. He was dead right in 1977, .and if he 
was right in 1977, he is right in spades 
now, because the cost has continued to 
escalate. 

Secretary Edwards came over before 
our committee to testify about breeders 
and other alternative energy sources 
through our traditional petroieum, gas, 
and coal. and his justification for zapping 
virtually all the research projects in the 
energy budget was as follows. He said 
that the energy budget was intended 
to support only long-term, high-risk servative estimate. •. _ 

In the 'Energy Committee. on which I 
sit, we hear the debate per.io.dicallv that 
we are going to fall behind the French. 
The French are the leaders in breeder re­
actors. The French are now beginning to. 

. technologies. 

- decide tha~ they may be ahead but theY 
do not want to proceed down the road 
they have started. Thev built the Phenix 
breeder, and the Phenix was completed 
in 1974 and started OP€rations in 1974, 
but it is a better technologv. It was a bet­
ter technoloey when it w.:mt on stream 
in 1974 than the Clinch River oroiect 
will be when it goes on stream in 1990. In 
other words. in 1990 when this breeder is 
finished and put on stream, if it is. the 
Phenix breeder. which is its French 
counterpart, will have been operating 16 
years. and it is a better technoloizy right 
now than the Clinch River breeder is. If 
we are behind, that is a good way to stay 
behind. 

After the French completed the Phenix 
in 1974, they did exactly what we are 
planning to do. Thev followed it with a 
commercial demonstration that is called 
Super Phenix. The Super Phenix is sup­
posed to be a commercial operation of a 
breeder reactor as a part of the French 
public power electrical base. They were 
going to build six of them. 

No. 1, the Suoer Phenix will be com­
pleted ·1n the fall o! 1983, and the French 
have already announced that they are 
not about to build five more like It. 

They also project that ri1rht now as to 
the power that comes out of their second 
breeder, the one that Is supposed to 
_?rove conclusively the economics, the re-

He also testified that the French are 
· depending upon breeder reactors to pro­
·vide for their additional~ demand for 
power by the end of the decade, so 
breeder technologies must not be long 
term or high risk. 

And, inctdentally, at this time Secre­
tary Edwards did not realize that the 
French were already • giving up on 
breeders. 

l\fr. President, at one time everyone 
thought we could not make it through 
the century. without breeders. We were 
estimating that the increased demand for 
power in this country was going to con­
tinue . apace at 7 percent a year. That Is 
what it was in 1970. We were increasing 
our electrical demand by 7 percent a year. 
And today-1\-ve are increasing our electri­
cal demand by 1 percent. 

It was originally projected In 1974 that 
nuclear power by the year 2000 would 
provide this country witli 2,000 gigawatts, 
and now, 7 years later, DOE has cut that 
projection to between 160 and 200. 

We debated this matter rather exten­
sively 2 years ago or 3 years ago--we pick 
up a few votes every year, and I hope we 
have picked up enough this year to finally 
stop this project-we then thought we 
had a shortage of uranium in this coun­
try, that we dld not have nearly enough 
uranium to see us through the century, 
and now DOE says that we have enough 
uranium proven reserves to supply 400 
light water reactors an entire lifetime. 

A reactor has a 30-to-40-year life. We 
have 72 in operation. We only have 72 . 
others that are 1n various stages ot 

planning and production. and if every 
one of them went into production we 
would still have enough uranium to see 
us almost to the middle of the next 
century. 

Mr. President, there !s ·one other point 
that should be made about breeders and, 
as I say, I want to make this point right 
n ow. I should have said this before I 
said anything else. When I was talking 
about this not being an antib-reeder 
amendment or a probreeder amendment, 
I should have pointed out that in addi­
tion to the $180 million in here for the 
Clinch River breeder there are almost 
$400 million in addition in this budget 
for other kinds of basic breeder research. 

I am h appy to vote for it. I am happy 
to vote for that other $400 million be­
cause I know there are better fu el cycles. 
I know there are safer reactor designs 
coming. So anybody who says, '. 'Well, I 
wouldn't mind terminating this part­
ticular project but I would like to see the 
money go someplace else for -other • 
breeder research," bear in mind there 
1s $400 million in here for other kinds 
of research. . 

Let me return to this particular proj­
ect. The House had a subcommittee staff 
go down to check the Clinch River 
breeder and find out what was wrong. 
There seemed to be a lot of things wrong. 
The project was on dead center. They 
were wondering. why there were cost 
overruns, and the investigatory staff 
questioned the project d irector about 
allegations of fraud and abuse. He said 
he had no knowledge of any such alle­
gations even though he had spoken to 
the FBI about one case just the preced-
ing week. . . 

Competitive biddLD.g for steam gen.era­
tors was canceled when Foster, Wheeler's 
bid of $23 million proved to be lower than 
the bid of Atomic International for $26.4 
million, and the contract '\Vas awarded to 
Atomic International on a noncompeti­
tive basis, which cost $6 million more. 

Now, the contract price has grown on 
that to $143 million, and not even the 
first prototype has been delivered. 
. The House investigators ·said they were 
stonewalled by DOE officials who were 
either\m.able or unwiliing to produce re­
quested documents. They found that a 
Westinghouse employee had apparently 
been using the DOE computer for his own 
personal business use, and rather than 
refer this to the DOE Inspector General, 
as directed by the Secretary, the project 
director asked a project manager cor­
poration employee to investigate it, and 
that employee found nothing wrong. But 
then it was discovered that he and the 
Westinghouse employee, .supposedly 
under investigation, were close friends. 

The Atomic International employees 
set up dummy corporations and awarded 
contracts to themselves at inflated levels. 
They had been fired, but the FBI is still 
investigating it. 

Just this morning, the Wall Street 
Journal reported in a headline that 
"Clinch River Project Is Hit by Shakeup 
o! Top Management. He-ad of Troubled 
$3.2 Billion Breeder Reactor Program 
Quits, Aide Is Reassigned." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the article in the Wall Street 

. ' 
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Journa l be piinted in the RECORD im­
m ediat ely 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-alt hough this did not surface 
until about 1978-an internal memo­
r andum was written by ~urns and Roe, 
by one of their employees, who was a 
consultant to them, saying, in effect, "We 
h a d better get out of this mess before it 
is t oo late:• 

H ere are some of the things that in­
' t ernal memo said: 

Most actions on the project are out of 
our control, and It 1s 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 man age the 
project and_yerbaps the ability to do so. 

Finally it states: 
The Clinch River site selected for the 

LMFBR demonstrat ion plant 1B 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 behind 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 genera ting power right 
now ls, it does not have t urbines on it : 
The h eat from it is just going up int.o 
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 1s really crit­

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 o! 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 com.es 
·a time when this body is willing t.o face 
ur- to something not in a knee-jerk way 
but m 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 thiS project will 
ever be built, and if it is built, you can 
d epend 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 it is 
obsolete right now. 

Mr. President, I yield t.o the Senat.or 
from New Hampshire. 

ExHIBIT 1 
(From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 4, 1981) 
SEN!'- . BAKER, STENIDS LEAD FORCES IN Bm To 

PROVIDE FuNDING FOR Two PET PROJECTS 
(By Albert R;'Hunt) . • 

"WASHINGTON.~Durtng this year's budget • 
battles, Senate Majority Leader Howard 
Bali:e!" was amazingly effective 1n persuading 
colleagues to shun parochial politics and 
accept ciifficult ·spendlng cuts. 

Today, however, the Tennessee · RepubU­
C?..Il w111 be leading the ch'arge for what even 
some proponents acknowledge is a parochial 
project: continued federal funds for the con­
troversial Clinch River breeder reactor. 
. AB part of the energy and water appro­
pr1at1onlc' bill, the Senate today also will vote 
on another huge project wit h a polit ical pork 
barrel reputation : the Tennessee-Tombigbee • 
wat erway in Alabama and Mississippi. 
These forces a.Jso will be led by a powerful 
proponent, Sen. John Stennis, a Mississippi 
Democrat. 

UNLIKELY ALLIE!!" cal in this argument. There are two '­
things: Despite the fact that DOE has 
now found we probably h a ve 3.6 m illion 
tons of uranium, much, m uch m ore than 

Battl!ng these Influential lawmakers, on 
both Issues, Is an unusual coilllt!O<Il of Jlberal 
environmentalists and fisci\J. conservatives. 
Irislde the Senate the fight a.ga.lnst Clinch 
River is being Jed by Sen. Gordon Hum­
phrey, a. hard.l ine conservative Republican 
from New Hampshire, and Sen. Dale Bump­
ers, a moderate Arkansas Democrat. The 
effort to klll the Tennessee-Tombigbee wa­
terway Is supported by such unlikely 6.llles 
as liberal Sen. Daniel P. Moynihan (D., 
N.Y.) and conservative Sen. Robert Jepsen 

• we originally thought, the most fmpor­
t ant point we can make is i t does not 
make a ny difference as to how many 
ton s we have. We ought to use it in t he 
most efficient way possible. 

You would have to have, incidentally­
a nd D OE has backed t his up.-uranium 
at $200 a pou nd-t he current p r ice is $25 
a pound-before a liquid met al fast 
b r eeder reactor would be as cost efficient 
as a light water reactor. You cannot 
think of any more inefficient, s ystem 
tha n that. 

I want to finally say t h ere m a y be .'a. 
f ew Senators around h ere who st ill re­
member the deba te about how t he 
French and Br itish were going t.o get 
ahead of u s with the Concorde, and that 
debate was so like AW ACS h ere last 
week, and everybody ju st though t t he 
Uni ted S tates was going t o lose all the 
pres tige it ever built up if w e d id not 
b uild a supersonic transport. The Boeing 
Corp. had practically a prototype ready 
to go , and there wer e a lot of people who 
were concerned a.bout it beca use of the 
cost; a lot of peopl e were concerned abou t 

R., Iowa). • 
ln fiscal 1982 , the cost for Cllnch .River 

would be $254 mllllon, while the approprla.• 
tlon for the waterway project 1s $189 mllllon. 
But It ls estimated that the breeder reactor 
will need more than $2 b1llion 1n adciitlona.l 
federal funds 1! It Is completed, end Tennes­
see-Tomblgbee could require as much as 
$ 1.6 hilllon more. · Thus, today's tests offer 
classic clashes pi t ting the pork-barrel poll­
t ics of powerful Senators aga.lnst the general 
pcllticE of budget cutting. 

The fi ghts are expected to be close, al· 
though Senat e inslders pred lct both projects, 
especially Clinch River, e.re slight fa vorites 
t o survive. 

SHOULDN'T STOP S PENDING 

Adding t o the Irony here Is that the buctg­
et -con.sclous Reagan administrat ion 1s sid­
ing with the spenders in these figh ts today. 
Even before be took office, PTe.s.ldent P...eagan, 

1n an effort to cultivate support from Sens. 
Bakers a nd S tennis, agreed to support .botb 
the Clinch River and the Tennessee-Tombig­
bee waterway. The administra tion's support 
probably m.a.de the d'1l!erence when both 
measures narrowly squeezed th.rough the 
House this summer. 

Proponents argue It would be counter• 
productive to stop either project as the fed• 
era.J government already has sunk more •t.ban 
$1 bllllon into each. Cllnc:h River advocates 
say the power plant holds the key to nuclear 
development in this country. And the cham• • 
pions o! Tennessee-Tombigbee argue It will 
provide a vital com.mercial link !rom the 
Tennessee River .to the Gulf of Mexico. 

But both projects have ·been plagued by 
controversies and studies suggesting they 
a.re Inefficient. Congressional investigations 
this year found _lmproper procurement prac­
tices a.t the Clinch River plant. Last summer 
a federal court halted construct-Ion on pa.rt 
of the wat erway project a.!ter finding that 
the ATmy Corps of Engineers had "blatantly" 
violated federal environmental .rules. 

CLINCH RlvER PRo.:rECT Is HIT BY SHAKE UP 
OF TOP MANAGEMENT 

. (By John R. Em.sbw111er) 
(H'.ead of troub.led $3.2 billion breeder 

-reactor program quits, aide 1B reassigned.) 
On the eve ot a po.tentlally itough appro­

pria t ions fight 1n the Senate, the troubled 
$3.2 blllion Cllnch River Breeder Reactor 
Project was hit by a shake up o! top man• 
a.gement. -"· • 

The project's director resigned and the 
assistant director for engineering was reas­
signed to a Job with fewer responslblllt1es. 

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 fea.sib111ty of 
breeder reactors, a. type or .nuclear power 
plant that produces more fuel than it con­
sumes and thus holds the promise of virtu­
ally llm1tless energy supplles. 

The project, however, 1s more than a. dec­
ade behind schedule and several times its 
OTiglnal cost est lrnate. Critics contend the 
project has been hurt by serious lll!ismanage• 
ment, ranging ·from sloppy record keeping 
to poorly dra.wn cont!racts U> an overwllllng­
ness o! federal officials to accommoda.te pri• 
vate Industry. Project officials deny suclb 
a.U ega tlons.. 

Project director Loc'bin Caffey Informed 
his st aff Ja.te last. week of his Intention to :re­
sign , .accordin.g , to officials at the Energy 
Department, which 1s In charge of Cl1nch 
River. Mr. Caffey declined to co=ent. 

Thomas Dillon, executive dir ect or o! the 
Energy Department's office of assistant sec­
reta.ry tor nuclear energy, decUned to say 
whether the department asked Mr. Caffey to 
resign. "We've been taking a. top-to-bot tom 
look at the project," which Included d1scus• 
sions with Mr. Caffey, he sarld. "Out of those 
discussions, Mr. Caffey d ecided to resign," 
Mr. Dillon said. 

The review of the project a.lso led to the 
decision to ;reassign iDonald Riley, assistant 
di.rector fO!I" engineering, be said. Mr. Riley 
has been offered a post .as techn1 ca.J advise«' 
-to the project, Mr. Dillon said. Mr. Riley 
couldn't be reached !or co=ent. 

Mr. HUMPiffiEY . . Mr. President, I 
t h ank my colleague from Arkansas for 
yielding. Certainly he is right in m aking 
the point a bout the Concorde SST. 

As a. f ormer airline pilot for 12 yea.rs 
I can underscore and back up what he 
has to sa y . I do not think t here is a pilot 
in t h e wor ld wh ose hea.rt is n ot stirred 
by the sight of t h e Concorde. It is a. mag­
nificent airplane. It is a beautiful air­
plane . I ts speed, its ability to fly high, 
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far above the weather, it is a magnificent 
thing. 

There ' ls just one problem, passengers 
do not like it nearly as well in terms of 
the cost of flying aboard it, and the own­
ers do not- like it either for that very 
same rea.son. So it has become a super­
sonic white elephant able to continue 
flying only becau.se it receives govern- • 
ment subsidies; an airplane wJ:,.Jch has 
failed in the marketplace, and would not 
be flying today were it not for those 

signed or perhaps even on that location And ~o they reduced their participation, 
without waivinz so r:1e of the licensing effectively, from 50-50 to somethincr in 
provisions . It is ironic that the admlnis- the neighborhood of 10 percent. And to 
tration or the proponents would begin make matters worse, of that $25i million 
to talk about, as they are, waiving the cont ribution which was promised, they 
licensing requirements when one of the made good only on $110 million. And if 
stated purposes of this project ls to dem- you do the mathematics, $110 million, 
onstrat e the licensability in a utility en- the money contributed to date-and they 
vironment of breeder reactor technology. show no h1dication or no interest in con­

Mr. President, one of the virtues of tribu,ting more--amounts to approxi­
this administration, which parti::ularly mately 3 percent of the anticipated costs 
warms my heart, is its free market ap- and much less in the e_vent of overruns. 
proach to energy. There are some who There were a number of fundamental 
say that this administration does not assumptions which formed the bases of 
have an energy policy, but they are so the logic behind the Clinch River proj­
wrong because they are used to looking ect when it was first begun, assumptions 
at draconiaJ1 Government policies and which, unfortunately, for everyone in­
programs for· everything under the sun. valved, have proven to be false and high-

subsidies. • 
So it is a valid point to raise when the 

proponents of Clinch River in an emo­
tional way suggest, lacking other sound 
reasons for their project, that we ought 
to build Clinch River because the French 
are building a nu.clear breeder reactor. 

Mr. President;, I want for my part to 
emphasize that this is not an antinuclear 
amendment. The Senator from New 
Hampshire supports nuclear power, he 
supports the efforts of the Reagan ad­
ministration to make some sense out of 
the regulatory morass that is the licens­
ing procedure of today, and which has 
held back our efforts, particularly in the 
area of conventional nuclear reactors. 

I am not opposed to breeder reactor 
technology R. & D., but I am opposed to 
this single prolect, this project called the 
Clinch River liquid metal fast · breeder 
reactor. The essential problem of Clinch 
River is that it makes no economic sense. 

- It is an uneconomical project.' It is un­
economical today, and it will be even 

• more so if and when it is built, and I ' 
point out, as did the Senator from Ar­

-kansas, that we have yet to break ground, 
notwithstanding having spent over · $0.5 
billion 'on this project. , 

Mr. Presdent, if this amendment suc­
ceeds -and • funds for Clinch River are . 
eliminated from the energy and water 
appropriations brn, what will we lose? 
Well, we.will lose the Clinch .River breed­
er reactof project in the sense that it 
will not be built, but the R. & D., about 
85 perc.ent _of which is complete as of 
this date, will not be lost. 
- -I· would also point out to my col­

leagues--=and I think this is a very im­
portant point-that the Clinch Rivet 
effort is not the totality of our effort in 
breeder reactor R. & D. in 1982 or the 
out years. In -fact, the totals involved in 
1982 for Clinc-h River represent only 
about one-third of our effort in the area 
of breeder reactor research and develop-
ment. • 

What will we gain? Well, we will gain 
$180 million that we are proposing to 
eliminate from this appropriation for 
fiscal year 1982, a year in which it ls 
crucial to find every· possible savings if 
we are to bring down the deficit and, with • 
it, high-interest rates. • 

We will_ gain over the next . 10 .years 
$2 billion, and probably more-probably 
more--because the costs have been con­
sistently underestimated and understat­
ed. Implicit in the $3 .1 billion total figure 
anticipated for this program, implicit In 
that is the anticipation that Clinch River 
w!ll be licensable without considerable 
delays. 

I shall delve into that aspect a little 
later. It ls quite likely, In fact, that Clinch 
River cannot be licensed as presently de-

We do have an energy policy. It is Iy inaccurate. _ 
one that lets the marketplace make the One of those assumptions was that . 
choices, and that is the most enlightened breeder reactor technology would be 
kind of energy policy a nation could pos- needed by the turn of the century for the 
sibly have, one which stood us in good generation of electricity in this country. 
stead until we became confused decades That, in turn, was based on the assump­
ago and began to substitute Government tion' that demand for electricity would 
decisions-- and dictates for the choices of continue to rise rapidly, as it had in pre­
the marketplace. T'ne Clinch River breed- vious decades, by a rate of 7 percent per 
er reactor "does not fit, in any sense of year, consumption doubling every 10 
the word, into the free market approach years. And based ori that assumption, it 
to energy, which is the cornerstone of was assumed that uranium would grow 
this adrnifnstration's energy policy and scarce and very expensive. All of that has 
which I so enthusiastically-support. changed In 10 years. We have found that 

A little background, 'Mr. President. those assumptions were wildly inaccu­
-Some of this will overlap what my col- rate, however well intentioned. 
league from Arkansas has already ad- In 1970, when Clinch River was first 
dressed. authorized, the Edison Electric Institute, 

The sitated purposes of the Clinch the professional of the industry organi­
River breeder nuclear reactor project, zations of utilities, projected growth at 
when it was first authorized 10 years 7 percent. Edison Electric Institute to­
ago, was to demonstrate a liquid metal day projects growth in the coming 
fast _breeder reactor to be licensed and . decades at 3 to 3 ½ percent, at least a 50-
operat~d irr a utility setting. It was first _ percent reduction in -'assumed growth, 
authorized In 1970. It will not be com- - and it will probably be more based on 
plete until approximately 1990, and even trends. • _ 
that date is not firm because of the po- In 1970, when Clinch River was first 
tential licensing problems to which I al- authorized, the Atomic Energy Commis­
luded earlier and to which I will allude sion projected a requirement of 200 giga­
in some greater detail later in my re- watts of nuclear generating capacity by 
marks. _ the. year 2000. That was 10 years ago. 

In the early days, this project was That has changed. Today, the Depart­
estimated to cost $600 or $700 million, ment of Energy projects a need for nu­
a small figure by Federal standards, and clear generating capability of 180 giga­
it sounded like a good investment. Sure- watts, which is 15 percent of the assump­
Jy no one could be faulted, no Member tion on which Clinch River was based. 
of the Congress could be faulted for sup- In 1970, when Clinch River was first 
porting that investment 10 years ago and authorized, the Atomic Energy Commls­
perhaps for a number of years after sion estimated uranium reserves at 
that, because it was relatively small in- 1,800,000 tons. Today, tl\e Department · 
vestment that promised a high return. of Energy estimates reserves at 3.2 mil-

The de~! was sweetened, much; I am lion tons, at a minimum,.a very consid­
sure, to tbe pleasure of free market ad- erable increase, almost a doubling of 
vacates, by the agreement of a con- supply. . _ 
sortium of utilities to share costs 50-50 The supply has expanded, not shrunk, 
with the Federal Gov~mment, or per- and, not surprisingly, the cost of ura­
haps I should say ihe taxpayers. That nium has gone down, not up, Two years 
was 20 years ago. ago the price · of uranium "'\vas $40 a 

In the intervening time, a!l of th'at pound, and today it ls $25. 
has changed. The cost has skyi:ocketed So, Mr. President, in light of the 
from $50-0 or $600 million to $3 .2 bi111on changed facts versus assumptions, in 
today and still climbing. $1 billion has light of the fact that assump_tions turned 
been spent to date--0ver $1 _billion; $1.1 out to be so wrong, there is today no 
billion-and ground has yet to be economic justification for continuing 
broken. with this project. The premises turned 

And the clincher in the Clinch deal, out to be incorrect. It is no one's fault. 
if you will. Mr. President. is that the But surely, for that reason, it would be 
utilities who agreed to share the costs fooli!Sh for 1.1" t.o spend another $2 billion 
on a 50- 50 basis long ago reneged on that or more after having spent $1 billion aIG 

deal. In fact. they stipulated that their ready for a project which makes no eco­
maximum investment would be $257 nomic sense, which will not be competi­
million, irrespective of the final costs. tive when it ls finished, which no utility 
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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
ria l from ~e Wall Street Journal, hardly 
an a ntinuc1ear publication, which ad­
d resses the points I have just made. This 
appeared in the February 13, 1981, edi­
tion, entitled "Plutonium Follies." 

Nearly four years ago, President Carter 
announce<! tne curtailment of nuclear­
energy programs deslgni,_d to use high-grade 
plutonium to f_p el power plants. He scrapped 
a 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 
o! slowing the lnterna,t!onal 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 either reprocessing or breeder 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 o! generating electricity. 
While t he sources of new uranium: supplies 
remain plentlful--and no one can foresee 
when they'll run out-reprocessing spent fuel 
ts simply a waste o! money._ 

For the breeder reactor to become commer­
cially feasible, uranium prices would have to 
r ise about sevenfold, though .breeder tech­
nology would provide a larger cost savings 
t han using plutonium In conventional l!ght­
ws.ter reactors. France, probably .the world 

• leader In the breeder. cannot even get its 
own utilities to buv the breeder because or 
the high exoense. The main virtue or the 
American breeder seems to be t hat It ls lo­
cated In Senate Majority Leader Baker's 
home state. 

Mr. President, that is the Wall Street 
Journal spP.aking, not the Senator from 
New Ha,npshire. -

We agree with !\fr. Edwards that the ad­
ministration should give fresh impetus to 
nuclear power. especially in solving the tech­
nically easv but politically difficult problem 
of waste disposal. But plutonium energy 
technology won't become economically feasi ­
ble until the year 2030 or so; we can wait ten 
or twenty vears to see if uranium starts to 
run out. There is no need and no excuse for 
new subsidies for its development tn t he 
midst o! a budget emergency. 

The fact is, Mr. President. that Clinch 
River is not only not a step forward, but 
it is a step back°l<·ard. 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 
better be used elsewhere in our economy 
and certainly _better used in our energy 
program. 

The Department of Energy has on the The relevant portion is this: 
drawing boards, and I understand that We estimate that it would require about 
work is well along, a I ,ODO-megawatt de- three years to Issue a. Construct ion Permit 
sign for a breeder reactor generating for Ol!nch River under the best of- cond1· 
station. This is much more advanced tlons. This ts based on the assumptions that 
than the Clinch River design and much Congress would exempt certain NEPA 1ssue6 
larger by a factor of about three. It related to the -.CRBR site from the ·licensing 
would be much likelier to be licensed and process aud tha.t a.ddltlon.al NRC stafllng a.nd funding would be ma.de available to cover 
commercialized by utlllties if it were anticipated requirements; 
built. , 

So, it' antyhing, we are building the Mr. President, several ti~es ear lier I 
wrong design. If we must build prema•- ad_dresse~ the, matter of llcensing the 
turely, decades prematurely, let us at Clmch R~ver breeder reactor. I underline 
least build the latest design. once agam th~t one .of t~e fundamental 

Mr. President I reiterate the central reasons for Clmch River m the first place 
fact of the matfer, which is that Clinch w~s. to den_ionstrate the licensability in a 
River is an uneconomic and uncompeti- utility environment of a breed~r reac:tor. 
tive design and will be if built, licensed, It_ turns out, howev~:• that C!mch ~IV~r 
a~d commercialized. As a matJ;er of fact, will have some cons1Uer_able d1fficult1es m 
one can determine that easif3/ f r om the that r egard, such that 1f we are to make 
documents available through the De- the 19~0 t ar~et date'. it ls quite likery that 
partment of Energy. The Department of these ~1censmg reqmrements will have to 
Energy commissioned a study completed be w'.11".'ed, ·th~t !s, some of them. . 
in 1981, the spring of this year, by the It 15 irom~. ~s it not, tha~ we are build­
Los Alamos Laboratories, which under- ing a $3.l b_ilhon P~~ proJect to demon­
scores the argument that the price of strate the l!censab11Ity of a fast breeder 
uranium would have to rise by a factor rea_ctor and now we ~re ~roposmg_ to 

. of 6 or 7 before breeder reactors would waive some of those hcensmg reqUJre-
b t·t· ·th t ments? eco:ne compe 1 ive Wl curren or con- There it is, right from the administra-
vent10nal reactors. . tion. In order to meet the deadiine Con-

There were . five quest10ns put ~o tJ:ie gress is going to be asked to waive c~rtain '!fS Alamos ~abs, the fi_fth_ of which 1s, licensing procedures and the>J'-'RC-is go­
At what pomt is the liq~1d ?~etal fast ing to ask Congress to provide funds- to 

breeder reacto~ cost-effective. increase staffing to expedite this licens-
The conclusion ~f t_he study in re• ing process, even when it- involves the 

sponse to that quest10n is: - waiving of certain criteria. 
An equ!l!brium LMFBR fuel cycle system ,- Mr. ,President, I ask unanimous con­

ls more expensive than the current once~ sent -that the letter of Mr. Dircks be 
through cycle ·until u,o, prices are more printed in the RECORD at this point · ·, 
than approximately $165 per pound.' - Th be' b' t · th ·1 tte' _ ere mg no o Jee 10n, e e r 

I remind my colleagues that the price was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
of uranium today is $25 per pound. as follows: . 

I ask unan imous consent, Mr. Presi- NucLEAR_ REGULATORY CoMMissxoN, • 
dent, to have p r inted in the RECORD at Washington, D.C., June 25, 1981. 
this point the relevant portion of the • Mr. JAMES L. HowARD, • 
analysis conducted by the Los Alamos Associate Director, U .S •. General Accounting 
National Laboratories. Office, W ashingt on, D .C. -

Th 
. DEAR MR. HowARD: This Is In response to 

ere being no objection, the excerpt your June 11 questions regarding the _time -
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, and costs associated wi th the licensing 
as follows: process for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor 

ANALYSIS OF NUCLEAR POWER ECONOMICS (CRBR) project . AB you suggested, we dis-
CONCLUSIONS -; cussed your request" with Mr. Cliff Fowler ot 

(1) The capital co,,--t contributes about 75 your 
st

aff. 
percent to the total cost of nuclear power. We etsimate that It would require about 

three years to issue a Construction Permit 
(2) Eleotricity from new nuclear power for Clinch River under the best of conditions. 

plants would be less expensive than new coal This ls based on the assumptions that con­
power plants if coal is more than approx!- gress would exempt certain NEPA issues re­
mately 25 dollars per ton. lated to the CRBR site from the licensing 

(3) The most leverage regardln·g the cost process and that additional NRC staffing and 
of nuclear power Is in the capital cost: funding would be made available to cover 

('4) Reducing the design and construction anticipated requirement s. I must emphasize 
period from 10 years to 6 years would reduce that this latter assumption concerning t he 
the total cost o! nuclear power by approxt- availability of -resources ls critl-cal. Our cur­
mately 3 mills per kWh {ignoring Inflation), rent request for FY 1982 does not contain 
but other considerations are important. adequate funding or staffing to process the 

(5) At today's uranium prices, reprocessing CRBR license. Furthermore, since many or 
spent fuel for thermal react.or recycle Is mar- the critical staff skllls required to process a 
gtnally cost effective. CRBR license are currently engaged in 

processing a large backlog · o! light water 
(6) An equ!l!brium LMFBR fuel cycle sys- reactor license applicatl::ms, assembling a 

tern is more ei,,,-penslve than the current 
once-through cycie until U,O, prices are more CRBR licensing team without further Im­
than approximately $l 65 per lb. Timing est1• p'.3,Cting other areas may prove difficult. 
mates were not m a.de. A minimum of three months w!ll be neces-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
want t.,o read highlights from a letter on 
this -subject from William J. Dircks, 
Executive Director for Operations of the 
Nuclear R egula.tory Commission, ad ­
d ressed to J ames L . Ho~·ard, Associa te 
D irector of the General Accounting 
Office, dated June 25, 1981. 

sary to establish a new licensing team. Be­
tween 50 and_ 60 staff years and approximately 
$4.0 mill!on for technical assistance are re­
quired to issue a Safety Evaluation Report 
and to complete the hearing process. Further, 
although not d!rectly associated with the 
li censing process for CBBR, between $8.0 and 
$21.0 million would be required ann'.lally 
for safety research in support or CRBR and 
a broader-based national breeder program. 

, j 

I 

I 
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The uncertainty ln this NRC rese arch estl­
m-a.te 1s largely the resu l t or n ot knowing th e 
extent to which DOE will provlcte an ad e­
quate breeder research base. 

In your letter, you asked us to confirm that 
the !lcenslng process would not have to start 
with a ccmpletely new application, That ls 
correct. The NRC sta.tr estimates th.at !ts 
techrtlcal review was about 60 percent com­
plete when the review was suspended. 
Whether substan t ial re-review w!ll be re­
quired ln some areas depends on the.J:1a.ture 
o! the appllcant's response to the. open is-

• sues, and assumes that the new design 
changes wlll not s1gnlficantly affect the pre­
vious revlew provided by the applicant in 
responding to a number of questions whlch 
were then outstandlng. We have a..ssumed 
that the majority of the review that was 
previously conducted rem.alns va.Ild and that 
only the open Issues Identified in 1978, the 
TMI-related Issues, and other new requlre­
merits will need to be resolved. 

We are currently updating our resource 
' estimates for CRBR and will continue to re­
fine them as the present Adm.Jnistra.tion po-
sition ls artlcula-ted. • 

We hope that this will provide you ade­
quate support to answer Representative 
Schneider's questions. Please let us know i! 
we can be of further help. 

Sincerely. • ~ 
WILLIAM J. DIRCKS, 

Executive Director for Operations. 

Mr. HUlvIPHREY. Mr. President, 
again on the point of licensability and 
the possibility of waiving that licensing 
for Clinch River, I read a short part of 
an article from the Wall Street Journal 
of Friday, July 17, 1981: 

One longtime goal :for Cl!nch RI ver was 
to prove that breeders could meet federal 
health and safety requirements by getting 

·tl'le plant l!censed Just like any other fa.cU­
Jty _ Now, however. supporters are rethink­
Ing ·thl?t objective. '.'We want to concentrate 
on getting the project gofng. I{ we don't go 
through l!censlng we can stlll justify the 
project,'" says John Kearney. • a. senior vice 
president of the Edison Electric Institute, 
the electric utility industry's main trade 
grou~ ~ • • 

Getting a license from the federal Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission could pose problems, 
Including the possibility of having to build 
the faclllty at a more remote site for safety 
reasons. Such a move could add $1.6 blJJlon 
to the cost of Clinch River and delay the 
project by 43 months, according to federal 
officials, • 

•• If that turns out to be the case, Mr. 
President, we will not be seeing Clinch 
River go on line until 1994 or 1995 and 
the cost will not be $3.1 billion plus, 
but $4.7 or $5 billion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar­
ticle be printed in the RECORD at this 
point: -

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC­
ORD, as follows. : 
THE STATING POWER OF THE CLINCH RIVER 

BREEDER " 

(By John R. Emshwiller) 
Sometime next we-ek Congress ls expected 

to vote on ap-proprlatln.g about $250 mllllon . 
!or the Cl!nch River Breeder Reactor proj­
ect, which wlll eventually cost the federal 
government $3 blJiion or more. Here are 
some things taxpayers will get !or that 
money: 
• An electric power plant th.rut might be­

gin producing power Jn !WO, 11 years be­
hind Its orlglna.l schedulue and at more than 
!our times Its orlglnal cost. The electrlclty 
It generates wlll be so expensive Lt wlll have 
to be sold at !ar below CO&t. 

A plant that might have to circumvent 
.federal safety an d envlror,mental rules be­
cause i ts backe r-s are in a hurry to finish 
the project. 

The chance to spend bill ions of' doll a rs 
more on an even larger breeder still on the 
drawing boa.rd.;. 

The possibility that after all this effort 
there might be a commercial market for 
breeders sometime 1n the next century. 

Some have concluded that Clinch Ri ver, 
whlch Is billed as a nuclear demonstration 
project, ls a demonstrably bad buy. As Pres­
ident Jimmy Carter tried - to kill Clinch 
River: As a. CongreS5tnan, so dld David Stock­
man. In· a. 1977 letter to fellow House mem­
bers, which Is still con-sidered one of the 
most forceful and detailed attacks on the 
project. Mr. Stockman maintained that "no 
further subsidization of the Clinch River 
Program . , . can be Justified." 

But the project has an Impressive staying 
power as shown by the curren,t budget bat-

- tle ln Congress. Opponents nearly killed It 
In the House, but funding was eventua1!y in­
cluded, thanks pa.rtly to strong backing from 
Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker, whose 
home sta,te of Tenn-es.see would be home to 
the project. 

A less enthusiastic but stranger bedfellow 
• lately has qeen Mr- Stockman. who has writ-
• ten lettersfin support of Cllnch River. Mr, 
Stockman, of course, Is now a top aide to 
P residen.t Reagan. And Mr. Reagan is a. 
backer of the breeder. 

Opponents· last hope thls year !or stop­
ping Clinch Rlver apparently Iles on the 
floor of the House where an effort Is being 

rmounted to keep any money !rom actually 
being appropriated. 

The projed's endurance Is due partly to 
the seemingly magical promise it holds out. 
Breeder reactors are designed to produce 
more nuclear fuel than they consume by 
transform.Ing a relatively useless but com­
mon form of. uranium Into plutonium. Thus, 
breeders have the potential to vastly multi­
ply the amount of energy avaHable from the 
atom. . 

• Nuclear advocates · have been pursuing 
that dream since the ~ginning of the 
atomic age. Cllnch River Is the latest and 
moot ambitious stage of an • effort to de­
velop breeders that dates back to· the late 
1940s. 

Pro jec t Managemen t Corp., which represen ts 
a. consor t ium of 753 u t il ities taking pa.r t !n 
the breeder p roject . Fut ure breeder reactors 
should be more economical because they 
won 't have t o bea r t he research an d develoo­
ment costs a.ssocia t ed wi th Clinch Ri ver and 
will also hopefully avoid some of the costly 
delays and politica l battles the project has 
encountered, Mr. Behn ke says. However, Mr. 
Behnke concedes nobody yet has reliable 
cost projections !or fu ture breeders. 

One longtime goal for Clinch River was 
to prove that bre,eders could meet federal 
health and safety requirements by getting 
the plant I!censed just like any other facil­
ity. Now, however, supporters are rethlnk­
lng that objective. "We want to ccncentrate 
on getting the project going. If we don't go 
through licensing we can still Justify the 
project," says John Kearney, a senior vice 
president of the Edlson Elec tric Institut e, the 
electric ut!llty indust ry's maln trade group , 

Getting a l!cense from the federal Nu­
clear Regulatory Commission could pose 
problems, Including the posslblllty ot hav­
ing to build the facility at a more remote 
site for safety reasons. Such a move could 
add $1.6 billion t o the cost of Clinch River 
and delay the project by 43 months, ac­
cording to federal officials. 

Slnce nobody expects Clinch Rlver, by 
Itself, to convince utilttles to buy breeders, 
the Energy Depa rtment Is laying plans for 
another demonstration plant about three 
times larger. The current schedule alms to 
get thls larger breeder opera ting as little 
as three years after Clinch River starts run­
ning, says John Longenecj{er, . director of 
plant development In the Energy Depart­
ment's office of· reactor research and tech­
nology., The current cost estimate for that 
plant Is $3 .2 b!!Uon. But that doesn't allow 
for inflation. adds Mr. Longenecker. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
David Stockman is a man with-until 
now, at least-a great deal oi credibility 
in the area of the functioning of the 
marketplace. Let us hope that his record 
will remain unblemished. Let me read a 
number of things that David Stockman 
had to say about the Clinch River breeder 
reactor when he was a Member of Con­
gress in 1977. These remarks are ex­
cerpted from what is, in my opinion, a 
brilliant critical analysis of the project. 
According to David Stockman: • 

We will not need nor be able to afford the 
Indiscriminate commercialization of every 
technology or process which promises to pro-

Clinch River itself was born in the early 
1970s when experts were predicting ·the 
U.S. wouid be panting for nuclear-produced 
electricity before the end of the century, 
that uranium sqpplles for conventional re­
actors -would. be dried up and the breeder 
would be the only possible a.lternatlve. But 
the. sharp slowdown In energy demand 
growth In recent years and the even 
sharper drop In demand for conventional 
nudear plants have badly tarnished the 
breeder's glltter. For instance, In the early 
1970s gove.rnment and industry studies pre- · 
dieted ab.l'ft1t 1,000 nuclear plants would be 
operating in the U.S. by the year 2000. Cur­
rent Energy Department estimates are as 
low as about 170 reactors. 

. duce useable energy forms. Indeed, no tech­
nology should take its place In the energy 
supply system untlf lt meets the test of 
compet itiveness with preva!Jing energy prices 
in the marketplace. 

If the need for breeders Is a bit fuzzy, 
so Is the purpose o! Cllnch Rlver. Backers 
maintain that by building and operating a 
relatlvely large-scale breeder, the govern­
ment will help demonstrate to utilities t,he 
attractiveness of someday buying their 
own breeders. However, at least by some 
measures. Cllnch Rlver might well. scare 
away prospective customers. 

~t an estimated prlce of a.bout $3.2 billion 
for a 375,000-kllowatt plant, Clinch River 
ranks as possibly the· most expensive power 
project ever. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
will be the inltlal purchaser of Clinch Rlver 
electricity but wUI pay a price pegged to 
TVA's other pl-ants rather than the breeder 
Itself. 

But Clinch Rlver "was · never Intended 
to demonstrate the economics of breed­
ers,'' says Wallace Behnke, chairman o! 

Yne breeder va riant o! the nuclear fuel 
cycle wlll almost certainly meet this test at 
some point In the future; but will not do so 
wlthln the time horizon contemplated In the 
Cllnch River Development Program. 

He went on to say: 
The result of this premature commerciall­

zatlon (of the ·cRBR) w!IJ be bllllons of dol­
lars ln Irre trievable Joss to the economy. · 
During the next three decades the breeder 
will not be the least -cost alternative for gen­
erating electricity, yet It will be the one 
given the overwhelming competitive advan­
tage by virtue o! having been selected as the 
government"s choice. 

That is the problem with this budget, 
Mr. President. It is being introduced and 
forced along before it is able to meet the 
test .of competitiveness. It will not be able 
to compete against conventional nuclear 
reactors for decades and decades to come. 

I reiterate that I am pronuclear. In 
fact, I have supported the Clinch River 
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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 ground&. 

Before -I conclude, I wtsh 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 beeri !ally recovered. But if we 
are going to spend $2 billion, $3 billion, 
$4 billion, or perhaps $5 billion for re­
covering energy from uranium tai1ings, 
why not spend a similar amount, a sim­
ilar massive amount, on recovering the 
huge quantities of oil which still lie in 
the ground, in1;.wells where those oil re­
serves are difficult to extract? Why not 
spend several billion dollars fostering 
conservation in this country which repre­
sents a 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 tail­
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 !JlUSt 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 CRBR, 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 we 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 re actor tech­
nolog ist, it- w0uld be con1fort ing t o have the 
CRBP.P designed, constructed , an d operating 
prior to t h e design of a larger p lant; but 
p roceeding down t hat p ath would not assure 
continuity of indust ry ·s key LlliFBR d e3ign 
staff. This situat ion exists because the 

• ----

CRBRP engineering design Is 80 percent 
complete--

Parenthetically, I point out that this is 
2 years ago, apd it is further along at this 
point. I continue reading: · • • 
and I! 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. Presi­
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 w_,.ong. The 
demand for electricity is not-'neaily as 
great as it was. The supply and prioe of 
uranium is great and low, respectively­
that is, the supply is greater than arittc- ­
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 . 
amend..'Uent. I read from the May 7, 1981, 
New York Times editorial. 

The annual 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. be.lanced energy system, as we do, with­
out wanting to build Clinch River. It Is· not 
even a vote for or against breeder reactors; 
there Is plenty of money for breeder research. 

The only real Issue is waste. Rarely Is there 
better reason for both conservatives and lib­
erals to vote against a costly pr_oject; rarel,­
will there be more reason to remember those 
who vote for it. 

Finally, one of the proponents .pf 
Clinch River who has circulated a "Dear 
Colleague" letter has asserted that the 
cost of terminating - the prj,ject 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 termination costs of Clinch River 
would be about $44.5 million. 

Onr. 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 t elegram he 
sent t o Represen tative CLAuDrNE S cHNEr­

DER of the H ouse of Representatives. I 
r ead in part from the telegram: 

I cont:nue to u rge congressional support 
and encouragement of the American nuclear 

power program as It continues Its develop­
ment Into one "r the most secure, safe, and­
economic~l portions or • national energy 
supply. However, Clinch River Is technically 
obsolescent, and Its small scale and large cost 
make it thoroughly Inconsistent with badly 
needed economy In Gov_ernment. 

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 printed in the RECORD, 
as iollows: ' • -

Hon. CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER, 
U.S. House of R epresentatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 11, 1981. 

Congratulations on the Initial success or 
your initiative to deauthorlze the Clinch Riv­

-er fast breeder project. I continue to urge 
congressional support and encouragement O'! 
trie American nuclear power program, as It . 
continues Its development Into one or the 
most secure, safe and economical portions 
of national energy supply. However, Clinch 
River ls technically obsolescent, and Its small 
scale and large cost make It thoroughly in­
consistent with badly needed economy In gov-
ernment. l 

Through review of the most effective and 
least expensive modern nuclear power alter­
natl ves could provide a base for congressional · 
decisions as early as_ next year, emphasizing 
the best long-term approache$, with respect 
to expedited licensing and plann;ng, nuclear 
power merits full congressional support. My 
best wishes for continued success or your 
present efforts to put the U.S. nuclear power 
program on a more sound basis: • 

EDWARD TELLER, 
Stanford, l.[niversity. 

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 objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the~New York Times, July 22, 1981) 

DISPENSABLE PORK 

• After cutting funds for food stamps, youth 
employment, Medicaid and a host o! other 
social programs, the Reagan Administra­
tion endorsed two highly questionable mul­
tlbi!lion-dollar construction projects of par­
ticular Interest to powerful legislators-the 
Clinch River breeder reactor and the Ten­
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 

This week the House has a chance to de­
rail both of them. It should. An Adminls­
tra tlon and Congress asking ev_eryone to 
make do With less have no right to cling 
to such blatant pork barrels. 

The Clinch River breeder reactor, which 
ls to be built 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 $3 .2 b!!llon 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 
environ ment al requirements. A House sub­
commit t ee s t aff recently concluded that 
p rojected cos ts are soaring because of lax 
m anagement. And the nee·d for even a well­
conceived breeder Is diminishing as demand 
for electricity fal!s and estimates of uranium 
su pplies rise . 

The Tennei'See-Tomblgbee Waterway, In 
1'1.ississ!ppl a nd Alabama, would link the 
Tennessee R :,·er with an el< isting wa te rway 
tha t leads sou th to t h e Gulf of Mexico. It 
has p owe~fu l supporte rs on the Appropria­
tion s Committee ln t wo Mississippians. 
J aw..le Whitten and Tom Bevill. About $1.l 

. t 
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bl!Uon has already b€en spent on cons!,uc- proj ec t suffers from a n umber of basic design 
t!on over the last decade, more than halt flaws_ -
the to tal estimated cost. None of these projects will yield benefits 

Even so, there may be good reason to commensurate to the government's invest­
halt the project. Tenn-Tom wlll create a bot- mcnt_ Some may yield none a.t a!L Termina­
tleneck on the wtaerway to--the south, and tlon would be the best choice even if there 
easing that problem would cost another $1 were plenty ot money avall::,.ble. But at a 
bl!Hon. Moreover, both the General Account - time when badly needed gover!1!ll.ent pro­
ing Office and the Congressional Research grams are being cut to the bone their ores-
Service question predictions that enough ence In t he budget Is an affront.' • 
barge traffic will materialize to Justfy the !ln!rnp. - (The following occurred during Mr. 

The economic case against both projects HUMPHREY'S remarks:) 
was forcefully stated by President Reagan's Mr. HUMPHREY. Mt. President, with­
own budget director, David Stockman, while out losing my riglit to the floor, I yield 
he was still a Congressman. Financing to the. Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
Cllnch River, he warned, would encourage "a DECONCINI). 
never-ending stream of outstretched palms" Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, • will 
for Federal su_bsldles. He suggested _that 1! the senator from New Hampshire yield 

- Congress paid for marginal enterprises !lke to me about 5 minutes in SUPPort of his· 
Tenn-Tom, It ought to "go whole hog 'and 
bu!ld a pyramid In every state:· The House position ? ,---
should give both projects a phara.oh's • Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 
burial. unanimous consent th at I may yield to 

, . the Senator from.Arizona without losing 
[From the Washington Post, July 21, 1981] • my right to the floor. 

~HREE THAT DESERVE To -LosE The PRESIDING OFFICER. _ Before 
Three very large government projects---- putting that question, I wjsh to remLrid 

the Tennessee-Tombigbee waterway, the the manager that there is still a unani­
Cllnch River breeder reactor- and SRC I (the mous-consent request to be m ade. 
solvent refined coal project )-come before Mr. B UMPERS. · Mr. President, I re­
Congress this week. All richly deserve to be new my unanimous-consent request that 
defeated. the amendment be in order. 

What else do theoe projects----e. canal con­
necting the Tennessee to the Gulf of Mexico. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
a breeder reactor demonstration plant, and ator from Arkansas has renewed his re­
a plant to make sol!d and l!qu1!1 fuels from quest. The Chair addresses the inquiry to 
coal-have In common? All three· are t o be -the Senate: Is there objection? 
paid for entirely or largely from federal gov- W ithout objection, it Is so ordered. 
ernment funds. All h ave Incurred l=ense The Senator from New Hampshire has 
cost overruns beyond expenses due to delay a request. -
and Inflation. All are way beh!nd schedule. Mr HlTMPHRli' d 
Ali are extremely expensive-between $3 bl!- • ~Y. Mr, Presi ent, I ask 
lion and $4.5 bllllon. And none of the three unanimous consent that I may yield to 
makes economic sense. the Senator from Ariz-0na for 5 .minutes 

It took 25 years !ram the time the Tenn- without losing my right to the floor. 
Tom was first authorized for Congress to be- T:tre PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
come sufficiently persuaded of Its merit to objection, it is so ordered. 
appropriate money tor It. Congress was right Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is 
the first 25 times. The canal 's cost has be.I- time to make some tough but realistic 
loaned from about $300 million a decade decisions regarding the Clinch ruver 
ago to $3 .·bllllon, but less than 20 percent breeder reactor proJ·ect in Tennessee. 
or Its projected benefl ts !or the last- fl ve 
years actually materialized. Nearly every- . I have supported the committee's 
thing else s.bout the project Is uncertain, In- funding of the Clinch River breeder re­
eluding where the canal could sensibly end, actor in previous bills. The promise of 

, which direction barge traffic on It wlll travel, an electric powei;plant designed to pro­
who would use It and tor what, and whether duce more nuclear fuel than it con-

- the benefits would ever exceed the costs of sumes, lea ding to unlimited future energy 
construction. 

Since Clinch River was first proposed, the 
rationale for plutonltun breeders has evapo­
rated. -Only a large and growing number of 
traditional nuclear electric plants, using up 

· the e.vallable uranium !uel, would offset the 
breeder's greater cost and mo.ke It economi­
cally competitive. But 1n the last few years 
projecte-d nuclear demand has plummeted, 
estimates of uranium availability have risen 

supplies is a worthy one. That promise 
justified In my mind the investment of 
public moneys for a research and de­
velopment project. 

However, we must base our decisions 
on available information and continu­
ous i:eassessment of the costs, risks, and 
potentiaM.)eneflts. With the limited funds 
we have to work with, we h ave to decide 
what is practical and what is not. 

project cos ts are now estimated at more 
than $3 .2 billion-a 450- percen t Lr1crease 
from the original $669 million. That 
m a kes some of the overrides in defense 
expenditures look like nothing, and the 
ground has not even been broken. 

The question is not on the breeder 
technology but on the economics and 
planning of this particular_ project. The 
issue is not only $180 million this year, 
but hundreds of millions of dollars in 
1983, hundreds of millions of dollars in 
1984, hundreds of millions of dollars in 
1985, hundreds of millions of dollars in 
1986, and so on, and so forth. We all 
know further increases in these esti­
mates are inevitable. 

·-Also, even if this 375 megawatt project 
is completed by 1990-again, construc­
tion has not yet started as has been 
pointed out by the Senator from Arkan­
sas and others- there will still be a de­
mand for a 1,000 megawatt demonstra­
tion plant, as the next stage of develop­
ment. This will take another decade, and 
certainly billions more, with no guaran­
tee of private sector support. _ 

Mr. President, for a small fraction of 
this cost and with much greater private 
Investment we can firmly establish a so­
lar and renewable energy industry in 
this country. We can attain, with a frac­
tion of these costs, renewable resources 
sufficient to meet the 1- to 3-percent 
growth in electricity demand through the 
1980's and 1990's. 

Mr. President, I know the dist in­
guished floor manager has tried to bring 
to. the floor _a- bill which represents the 
concerns of the entire committee. This 
has been a difficult year t o be a subcom­
mittee chairman and I commend him for 
the courageous job he has done. I would 
have offered this amendment in the full 
Committee markupr but was unable to 
attend because of a previous commit­
ment to my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Arizona (1-Ir. GoLD­
WATER). 

However, this is a matter which re­
quires the attention of the entire Senate, 
and although I have supported this tech­
nology, I believe the time has come to 
simply stop the project and sincerely 
demonstrat e to the 'American people that 
we are serious in our efforts to end the 
waste of publlc funds. 

Mr. President, I th8.Ilk the Senator 
from New Hampshire. • ~ 

(Conclusion of proceedings during Mr. 
HUMPHREY'S earlier remarks.) 
_ Mr. HUMPHREY . Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. -sharply, and the price of _ uranltun has 
dropped. Meanwhlle, the cost of the Clinch 
Rtver plant alone has risen fivefold-to $3 
billion-and construction has not • even 
begun. Utilities lobby strongly on Cl!nch 
Ri ver's behalf, but do not put their money 
behind It: the -priva te share of the cost Is 

Mr. Presid_ent, I have previously rec- UP AMENDMENT No. sa:r 
ommended ,to the committee that it (Purpose: To set !undlng for the Clinch 
eliminate the requested $228 million I River breeder reactor proJect_ at $90,000,000 

_ :r:ow down to 9 percent. European breeder 
programs, lncludln,s the most ambitious In 
France, are on hold or being reevaluated. 
• The SRC I project ls the youngest of the 
three, but It may already have set the record 
tor cost overruns : up 99.8 percent In 18 
months. As In the case of Clinch River, the 
government would bear most of the costs-­
up to 97 percent, depending on how success­
ful the project Is. The revenues now being 
projected by the principal contractor assume 
that the solid and low-grade Uquid products 
v.-lll sell at the equivalent o! oil priced at 
$76 • a barrel, which ts very unlikely. The 

budgeted for the Clinch River project , for fiscal year 1982) ...,. 
and designate less than half of that sum, Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I have 
approximately $111 million, to solar and an amendment in the second degree 
renewable resources programs at the which I send to the desk and I ask for 
levels approved by the House. Although its immediate consideration. 
the numbers have changed through com- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
mi<ttee action, the transfer of Clinch amendment will be stated. 
River funds to solar programs is still a 
good idea. . 

Mr. President, as my colleagues con­
sider the arguments made both In favor 
and in opposition to cont1nuing the proj­
ect, I would have them take a good hard 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 

TsoNcAs), !or hlmsel! and Mr. DuaENBERGER, 
proposes an unprinted amendment num­
bered 683 to the Bumpers amendment UP 
582: - • 

look at the qne single overriding factor At the end of the !Ullendment add the 
that has changed my mind--cost. The following: 
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Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this amendment " $1.890,119,000 shall remain 
available until expended : Provid ed, That not 
to exceed $90,000.000 of the funds herein pro­
vided shall be expended for the purpose of 
carrying -out t he 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 hall. and I hope to make clear 
through the· discussion that the purpose 
ls 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 decision as 
to whether the Clinch River breeder re­
actor is worth.while and ;;hould 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 received 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,' whlch 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 11dvanced technologies, the 
breeder and particularly fusion. 

The issue here is very simple, and that 
ls 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 assistance that the Commis­

s!on-

This ls the AEC-
undertakes specifically for this demonstra­
t ion plant shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
estimated capital cost of such plant. . 

The issue that I am raisin g is the issue 
of 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 to 
·let the free marketplace prevail and get 
Government out of the energy issue. 

Is Clinch River worthwhile or is it not? 
And the debate ~ ill rage on today as it 
has in the past. 

The argument raised in 1981 ls L'1at the 
best place to make that decision is in the 
private sector and let the marketplace 
prevail. 

What my amendment does is very sim­
ple. It says if the marketplace, the utili­
ties, and the various companies that 
produce this equipment are committed 
to this • project, they !;hall cost share. 
If they feel it is worthwhile, if they are 
persuaded by those who support Clinch 

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 

.light 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 back.fittable improvements to 
extend nuclear fuel burned up will re­
duce uranium use by 23 percent, they 
would come to a different concluslon. 

. In essence, what I am asking is that 
we have a mark~tplace 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 point~ out, and 
that is that the 50-percent requirement 
that was in the original bill has been re­
moved. And what has the industry do;ne? 
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 ls 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 a number of editorials, 
which I will Have printed in the RECORD 
at the end of my remarks. an awareness 
that there is abroad In the ,land the no­
tion that the private sector has a .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 t~t we go back 
to the 50-percent cost srui"ting that was 
contained in the original law Public Law 
91-273. 

There is going to be a lot of debate as 
to where we should put our energy dol­
lar. Some prefer voltaics. Others prefer 
nuclear power, or whatever. It seems to 
me to be consistent with the statements 
made-ihroughout 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 h1deed 
on the various nuclear fusion processes 
and that _ by • putting this enormous 
amount of money into Clinch River we 
have precluded the effective use of other 
options and the best way, in essence, to 
have a determination as to v;1lat is the 
best alte rnative is, in fact, to let those 
people decide who are the most knowl­
edgeable in the field. 

There was a quote by Edward Teller 
made earlier, and let me add mine. This 
ls a letter to Congress dated May 28 
of this year 1n which Edward Teller said: 

If the C'linoh River breeder reactor and 1t8 
successor rea.ctors do not turn out to be the 
best way to Insure perpetual ava!lab111ty or 
nuclear fuel. having chosen s. less than optl• 
mum a,pproach, the future cost to the Na• 
tion may amount to hundroos of b1111ons or 
dotlars. 

I happen to believe that ii the pri~te 
sector ls allowed to make a decision ru; to 
which nuclear process it wishes to pur­
sue it will come up wi_th a process that 1s 
for more likely to be commerciallzed 
than one which survives -this body be­
cause of pressures which have nothing to 
do wlth 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 1dec1sionmaking 
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 oppose·a 
to it, I think my amendment is a com- • 
monsense compromise that pl'.Qvides the 
input for the private sector that I think 
ls so essential. • 

Mr. President, the amenament is co­
sponsored by Senator DURENBERGER of 
Minnesota. He has not yet arrived, so 
I would request-I would at thls 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 Chair. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, par­

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator .will state it. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Who has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Louisiana. . -

. Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Semi­
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 inquire of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, since the 
Parliamentarian was not present at the 
time recognition was given to the Sena­
tor from Massachusetts, 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. 

I 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second ? There is a sufficien t 
second, 
• The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. TSO NG AS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, when 

the issue of Clinch River is finally laid 
to rest, hopefully by dedicating- that 
marvelous and technically proficient 
machine, it will be as if we have laid in 
the grave an old friend whom we have 
gotten to know very well, because this 

• issue has come up each and every year_ 
as it has progressed since I have been in 
the Senate. 

The arguments are always the same, 
the result is always the same. We have 

• won this; those of us who believe, I be­
lieve, the issue is progress-those of us 
who believe in that progress have won 
by a margin of about 2 to 1 in most 
instances, and in some instances it has 
been · perhaps closer. Even when the 
President of the United States and his 
Secretary of Energy strongly opposed the 
project we have maintained it in both 

' - Houses. I suspect the outcome is going to 
be essentially the same today. 
, Mr. President, this is not obsolete tech­

·nology. The breeder reactor is recognized 
by all industrial countries as being on the 
edge of technological development . The 
recent IFCE, International Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation, from Vienna. with the Inter-

• national Atomic Energy Agency, all those 
, , countries made a finding that the breeder 

reactor is important technology. 
• The question is what kind of breeder, 

Mr. President? There are a number that 
·can be considered. There is, for example, 
the gas-cooled breeder reactor. This Con-

- gress recently went on record as slashing 
the · funding ror the gas-cooled breeder 
reactor on the ground that its technology 

, ¥ is not right, and we have, in effect, al­
- . _ready chosen the right technology. 
• • There are water-cooled breeder re­

actors. But, Mr. President, those are a 
long way' from being as developed as the 
liquid metal fast breeder reactor. Indeed, 
all of the countries which are making 
choices for breeder reactors are going to 
liquid metal. that is to say, sodium­
cooled breeder reactor. That is • what 
Clinch River is, a sodium-cooled breeder 
reactor. -

· There .are those who say, Mr. President, 
that it is obsolete because it is only 375 
megawatts, and that we ought to leap­
frog up to 1,200 megawatts, as the French 
have done in their Super Phenix program. 

But, Mr. President, the French went 
first not from the Rhapsodie, which was 
40 megawatts, to Super Phenix, 1,200, but 
they went· to the intermediate step of 
Phenix which was, I recall, 260 mega­
watts. 

Why do we and why did the French 
and why did the. Soviets' go to an inter­
mediate-sized reactor? Because, Mr. 
President, the persuasive scientific view 
l,s that to scale up that far in technology 

--1s not sound scientifically or from an 
engineering standpoint, that you need a 
two-step process to go all-the way to the 
optimum-sized breeder reactor of some­
thing . over 1,000 megawatts, perhaps 
1,200 as in the case of the French Super 
Phenix. 

Mr. President, I guess, as I say, it is 
not obsolete , it is not as obsolete as so­
dium technology. The small incremental 
changes in heat exchangers and in 
pumps and in valves and in that kind of 
small technology, those are small incre­
mental changes which, indeed, are 
learned by doing. It is only by getting 
this breeder reactor in operation that we 
learn how to improve it. It is not a whole 
generation of difference in technology 
that goes from here to 1,200; it is not 
different in kind. It is different only in 
size, and according to all of the persua­
sive scientific opinion we need to take 
this step, this intermediate step. 

In the final analysis, Mr. President, I 
guess it ls the same kind of question as 
we had in the SRC-1 question. In effect. 
are we going to eat our scientific seed 
com? Do we as -the United States want 
to continue to be on the edge of tech­
nological development or have we so loot 
that American spirit that says we want 
to lead the world that we are willing, 
even Intentionally, to stop a proITTam in 
midstream because we are too tLrnid to 

- commit wifut really in terms of the tech­
nology involved are modest dollars, to 
complete an ongoing project in which 
over $1 billion has been spent? 

We have some recent eimmples, Mr. 
President. of what it means not to make 
those kinds of technological investments. 

'Look at the automobile industry. Is there 
anybody who doubts that Japan has got­
ten ahead of the United States in auto­
mobiles? Look at the sales figures. Out 
of all the loyalty that Americans have 
they still rush out to buy Japanese cars 
and German cars. Is that because the 
Japanese or Germans are smarter than 
Americans? Oh, no. It is because they 
have invested in their technology, and 
that investment puts them ahead of us. 

We saw the same thing happen in the 
steel industry-no investment, - there­
fore, they are.more effcient than we are. 

We have seen the same thing happen 
v.,ith television sets. They tell me there 
are no radios made in the United States, 
none, no radios made, whatever it is, 
Motorola or all the rest_ They are made 
out of the·.country. We let them get that 
technological leap on us . . 

In communications the same thing is 
true. . 

.-Now we sbill lead in a few areas, Mr. 
Pres;ident. We still lead in space satel­
lites, we still lead in computers, we still 
lead in &)Tcraft, In jet engines. I mean it 
is the 727 that flies the world, and the 
Boeing 747, and all of us are thrilled 
when we take those rare and occasional 
trips abroad to see American technology 
in the form of aircraft. 

And, you know, there is another area 
in which we lead, and that is nuclear 
power, Most of the nuclear reactors 
around the world are whab we call the 
Westinghouse PWR. Some of ·them are 
licensed by the French company Farmo­
tone, but they are American technology 
developed here and being sold abroad. 

We are losing some orders now on the 
light water reactor, but we are still lead­
ing in that technology. We are falling 
vastily behind in breeder technology. You 
know we are not the only country out 

there in breeder technology. Toe French 
are there, the British are there, the Ger ­
mans are there. They are all cooperating 
in a reactor much larger than this. The 
R ussians are there with a reactor much 
larger than this. 

This is not going to catch us up, but 
this keeps us in the ball game, and at 
least it says that America is not so timid 
as to withdraw from the race altogether. 

I hope, Mr. President, that we will have 
_guts enough in an age of budgetary strin­
gency to face up to the fact that if this 
country is going to stay great, if we are 
going • to stay on the top edge of tech­
nology and not fall behind, as we have 
in· autos and radios and televisions and 
steel and what is becoming a long list of 
technologies, if we do not do that, Mr. 
President. we will stay on top and we v.,ill 
perhaps regain our lead. 

We have the spirit, we have the peo­
ple, and we have the brains. The question 
is do we have the will. 

Mr. President, as I say, this is verse 
5 or 10 of this same refrain. We have to 
go through ,and say the same arguments 
over and over again. I think the Senate 
is ready to vote on this matter. 

So, Mr, President, if no one else abso­
lutely insists, I am prepared to move to 
table the amendment. 

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 
Chair. _ 

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator yield 
briefly to me? • ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Minnesota also seeks recogni-
tion. • 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President , I 
have not yielded the floor, but I-will yield 
the floor. This could go on all night. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent, therefore, to be recognized after 
the Senator from Minnesota and the 
Senator from Idaho have been recognized 
for the purpose of making a motion to 
table. 

Mr. TSONGAS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

an objection. • 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I! 

there is an objection, I really think, at 
6 o'clock at night--we have scores o! 
Senators who wa.ht to talk . We have 
discussed thls for over an hour. I think 
the issue is ripe, Mr. President. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. P:r:.esident, will the 
Senator yield without 1osing his right 
to the floor? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
- Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, it has 

been discussed all afternoon. I have been 
waiting for one of two people who have 
been talking for the · last hour and a 
half to take a deep breatb. so I would 
have a chance to get in h~e. And this 
is the first time you breathed deeply. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Not I. 
Mr. McCLURE. I would hope we would 

have the opportunity tci at least express 
our opposition to the pending amend­
ment and in support of the Senator's 
position. • • 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President , I am 
not one to press. I! the Senate want:; to, 
at 6 p.m., continue to debate for another 
couple of hours, I am not going to move 
to table. 
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I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
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 1s 
one that the Senate ought to use to 
resolve t he"tlebate over the Clinch 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 dentpnstrate 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 -0f the project. Over 
the years, the nature of the project has 
changed a good deal."1:t 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 blllion. Financial contributions from 
the nuclear industry to date ·and in the 
long run are less than one-tenth the 
Gover=ent contribution. 

The amendment that we consider to­
day would move 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. initia ted in the 
reconciliation process and r eflected in 
this appropriations bill, says that 
whethel"t.he 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 
t hat we ask in this amendment is that 
the policy be applied equitably to all 
technologies. 

The breeder reactor is a near-term 
technology. The Federal Government has 
for many years supported the research 
and development that led to the plans 
for Clinch River. CRBR is a commercial 
demonstration of a technoloey that is 
r eady for a marketplace decision. Breed­
er reactors are currentlv under construc­
tion in other nations. In these respects, 
breeder reactors are no different than 
a lcohol 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 oth er renewable resources, if 
we are going t o leave all of these ch oices 
on our energy future to the marketplace, 
then we have no business paying 90 per­
cent of the cost for a breeder r eactor. 

Last fall the Federal Government 
made many commitments t o small com­
panies to provide financi al 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 

could. I do not think that was right. 
These projects and the Federal part1cl­
patlon 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 com­
mitment with modest outlays over the 
next several years. But we o~t 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 th·e· 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 subst antial 
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 biomass or syn­
thetic fuels 'is justified by the economics 
of each fuel resource. 

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

. vious t wo opportunities that I have had 
to speak to this issue and to vote on this 
issue. But today we are faced with qulte 
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 t ake on the Federal role in 
financing t he Clin ch River project ought 
to reflect t hat 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 
t here that can decide bet~ en fuel re­
sources and when they should be brought 
into product ion. In fact , there is in a 
sense no marketplace at all. The price of 
oil determines what will and will n ot 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. 
So long as we remain primarily depend­
en t 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 are 
dependent on political events in foreign 
nations-which are completely unpredict­
able. In t hose circumstances I think it 
would be better to use t he revenues from 
t he windfall profit t ax to subsidize n ear­
t erm t echn ologies-fuel resources that 
are sligh tly more expensive th an oil now 
but which will be much cheaper in the 
lon g run . That policy which includes tax 
credits for solar and renewables, loan 

·guarantees for synthet ic fuels and proj ­
ects like CRBR could insulate our Nation 
from future oil shocks. 

But, V,r. Presiden t , that is n ot 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- -
eluding 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 addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. . . 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President; I shall 

be very brief. I wlll make only one com­
ment with r espect to the remarks that -
have just been made by my good fr iend 
from Minnesota. - , 

If, as a m a tter of fact, we are going to 
apply that test, let us apply it across the 
board. Let us start talking about photo­
voltaics, let us talk about the investment 
in conservation, let us t alk about the in­
vestment across the board in all the en­
ergy initiatives. If, as a matter of fact, 
we are going to 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 m·ean that 
very sincerely and very forcefully. Be­
cause if, as a matter of fact, w~_are going 
to adopt a segmented rationale with re­
spect to governmental research and de­
velopment on technologies that obvious­
ly have no near-term payoff, then I am 
going to try to apply some consistency 
to that argument. 

Mr. President, I rise in strong 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 t heir a mendment. And, I must 
do so as I have had to do every year since -
1976. 'i. 

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 Presid~nt Carter's new em­
phasis on n uclear nonproliferation and 
how Clinch River, a wholly domestic en­
ergy supply project in t he world's lead­
ing nuclear weapons st ate, would destroy 
the Carter nonproliferation policy. 

In 1978, the main arguments reem­
phasized nonproliferation, but curiously 
star ted including the cost issue, suggest­
ing' d ependence on foreign _breeder proj ­
ects. Then in 1979, after t he Three Mile 
Island incident, the opponents of the 
project and t he White House seized on 
the nuclear safety issue---even develop­
ing a White House so-called "White 
Paper" to docurnent _the safety issue. 
Next in 1980, we suffered the electricity 
demand r eduction, decreased nuclear fu­
t ure and incr eased urar1iurn resource ar­
guments from t he opponents and the 
c arter White House. 

In 1978 and 1979, we were promised 
t h e m agic of a so-called concept ual de­
sign study or CDS of a prot otype large 
breeder reactor which would again prove 
that we did not need CRBR, but sh ould 
go directly to its successor project the 
PLBR and would give us a design of 
PLBR. The CDS was t o be completed 
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early this year, but, lo and behold, we 
found out that the Carter White House 
and Energy Department made certa in 
that there really was not a PLBR design. 
Along the way, we have been told that 
the nonproliferation alternative systems 
assessment program <NASAP> in the En­
ergy Department and the International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (L~EJ -­
with 66 participating nations both would 
prove domestically and internationally 
that there was no continued · rationale 
for Clinch River or the breeder program. 

We even found a · year ago that the· 
Carter White- House was planning ac­
tively and secretly for an -effective end 
to the entire breeder pr,ogram, if there 
were a second Carter administration. So 
today's debate is yet another chapter in 
t he continuing saga of Clinch River. 

• _ I must commend the Senator from Ar­
kansas· for his tenacity on this issue. 
He has led the opposition year after 
year. His work in coordina tion with th~ 
Carter White House against the project 
was never ending. In reviewing the Dear 
Colleague from the Senator from Ar­
kansas and the Senator from New 
Hampshire, I am struck that the letter 

- is a compendium of past arguments re­
• cycled, so to' speak, to fit into ~oday's 

__ -_ rhetoric of fiscal-austerity andJree mar-
ket principles. . ,. 

I, also, am struck that the fiscal au-
- sterity argument regarding budgets and 
costs reflects the nearly 5 years delay 
in•· construction activity which has -re­
sulted directly from the opposition of the 
Carter White House, in concert with op­
ponents of Clinch River in the Congress. 
We wouhl not be here today debating ap- -
propriations to proceed with construc­
tion, if the Carter administration in the 
spring of 1977 had not derailed licensing 
and stopped the project. And, we would 
not be het~. today, on the other hand,-1f 
this Senate and this Congress had not 
defeated the several predecessor amend­
ments of.the Senator from Arkansas over 
the past 5 years. 

For the last 4 years, lhe Congress re­
jected the Carter administration's rec­
ommenda tions to terminate the project. 
The House in considering its fiscal year 
1980 DOE authorization bill (H.R. 3000) 
on July 26, 1979 overwhelmingly rejected 
(237 to · 182) an attempt to kill CRBR. 
Similarly, on September 27, 1979 when· 
the full Senate was given the opportunity 
to vote on a proposal by Senator DALE 
BUMPERS. Democrat of Arkansas, to 
delete CRBR funding from a continuing 
appropriations resolution <H.J. Res. 404), 
it was tabled by a significant 64 to 33 
margin_ More recently, both House and 

-Senate versions of the Omnibus Recon­
ciliation Act of 1981 included authoriza­
tion to continue funding of the Clinch 
River breeder reactor project. Further­
more, in action on . the fiscal year 1982 
energy and water development appro-

- priations bill, the full House voted 206 
• to 186 against an amendment offered by 

Representative LAWRENCE COUGHLIN. Re­
publican of Pennsylvania. to delete funds 
for the Clinch River project; and In the 
Senate Appropriations Committee an 
amendment by Senator BUMPERS. Demo­
crat of Arkansas, to delete CRBR fund­
ing was defeated 9 to 6. 

So here we are again for yet another 
reconsideration and review of Clinch 
River, with most of the opponent's argu­
ments premised on their success, with 
the Carter administ ration, in slowing the 
project and stopping const ruction over 
the last 4_ years . Let us make that review, 
Mr. President, and I am convinced we 
can still show the project merits the 
funds in this bill. 

t ion potential of breeders compared to 
light water reactors (60 fold increase) . 
France, Britain, and Russia are cur­
rently operating CRBR scale plants, and 
the recently completed 66-nation Inter­
national Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
<INFCE) study strongly endorsed mov­
ing a.head with breeder developmen t. 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE VIEW 

On May 7, 1979, the General Account­
ing Office issued a detailed report en­
titled "The Clinch River Breeder Re­
actor-Should the Congress Continue to 
Fund It?" Some of its highlights are: 

The Reagan administra~ion supports 
the project and accordingly requested 
$254 million in the DOE fiscal year 1982 
authorization bill for its continuation. 
David Stockman, Director of 0MB, re­
iterated this support in a recent letter­
attached-to .DOE Secretary Edwards. 
Mr. Stockman left no doubt that the ad­
ministration strongly believes CRBR is 
compatible with President Reagan 's free­
market approach to energy. He said that: 

The Clinch River breeder reactor should 
be constructed and opera ted-not as a com­
mercialization activity or as an economical 
power generator-but rather -as the logical 
next step in breeder research and deve1op-
ment. f 

Thls posili~n was -~!so conveyed by Mr. 
Stockman in letters dated March 1981 
and May 1981 to Senator EDWARD KEN­
NEDY and Congressman LARRY WINN re-
spectively. -
~ The President has said as late as 

yesterday: 
NOVEMBER 3, 1981. 

DEAR HOWARD: I am concerned that efforts 
may be made to eliminate funding for the 
Clinch River Breeder Reactor when- the 
Energy and Water Development . Appropria­
tion bill comes before the Senate. After years 
of Indecision, it ls particularly Important for 
our nation to proceed ,with this demonstra ­
tion of breeder reactor technology. We have 
already Invested over $1 billion In design 
and fabrication of components for the 
Clinch River Breeder Reactor . By complet­
ing this Important project, we will gain the 
necessary technical information for making 
a sound decision on future commercial use 
of breeder reactors to supply electricity, • 

I strongly support full funding of Clinch 
River and would urge all of _ your colleagues 
in the Senate to support continuation of 
the project. 
• Sincerely, 

RON . 

THE ENERGY VALUE OF BRES0ER REACTORS 

Breeder reactors represent a tremen­
dous :,;ource of energy. They can extend 
our· uranium resources by a factor of 
about 60 _times. The energy value of 
uranium "already mined and above 
ground-the byproduct of ·our enrich­
ment operations that can only be used 
in breeders-is roughly equal to our total 
unmined coal r-esources 'or at least three 
times the total OPEC oil resources. 

To walk away from demonstration of 
this vital energy source would be a clear 
signal to energy consumers and other 
nations that we are not serious about 
pursuing increased energy production to 
reduce worldwide shortages and to re­
duce our perilous and costly dependence 
on foreign energy sources, such as the 
OPEC nations. 

Almost every other industrialized na­
tion Is actively engaged in a strong 
breeder research and development pro­
gram centered on an intermediate scale 
demonstration plant. These nations fully 
recognize the dramatic resource utiliza-

The Clinch.River Project ls not technically 
obsolete, and its intermediate size ls a logical 
and prudent step )n developing liquid metal 
fast breeder reactor technology. 

Terminat ing the Clinch River Project ac­
complishes very little ln the area of non­
proliferation. 

If the Clinch River Project ls terminated, 
much of the $1 bl1llon already_ spent on It 
will be wasted. 

It will be' difficult at best and perhaps 
Impossible to maintain a strong llquld metal 
fast breeder reactor program without build­
Ing the Clinch River Project. 

On May 11, 1979, the Carter adminis­
tration released a white paper detailing 
its criticism of the CRBR plant. GAO was 
asked to do an analysis of this document 
and issued its report entitled "Comments 
on the Administration's White Paper­
The Clinch River Breeder Reactor- An 
End to the Impasse" concluding: GAO 
found that the (Carter) administration's 
presentation of several key issues and 
facts could have been more balanced and 
informative. -

. In reference to the White House paper, 
the GAO report is replete with words 
such as "misrepresentation," "omission 
of- facts," "invalid asswription," and 
"highly questionable." 

The GAO has not changed its view 
since 1979. 

THE CHALLENGES TO CLINCH RIVER 

A number of the allegations which · 
have been made· by opponents of the 
CRBR demonstration. plant should be 
kept in perspective: 

CLINCH RIVER IS THE RIGHT PLANT 

After 4 years of rigorous licensing re­
view by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis­
sion, the CRBR design h as been updated 

• to reflect safety standards.consistent with 
conventional nuclear plan"ts. CRBR rep­
resents a prudent 2.½ times scale -up be­
yond the fast flux test fa(;ility and is a 
necessary low technological risk, high­
confidence step in the development of 
breeder technology_ The CRBR technol­
ogy is advanced well bey"ond the capab il­
ity of other international P.rograms in 
many areas, such as the steari't'generator, 
primary sodium pump and the interme­
diate exchanger. Thirteen independent 
Government reviews since 1975 have con­
firmed that Clinch River is not techno­
logicaliy obsolete. 

Moreover, in a June 2. 1981 letter, the 
technical accomplishments of the project 
were strongly reaffirmed by a group of 
17 renowned scientists representing Sci­
entists and Engineers for Secure Energy. 
Many new technological advances are be­
ing incorporated into the CRBR design 
such as the new heterogeneous core. Ad­
ditionally, the abundant flexibility in the 
reactor provides the opportunity for U.S. 
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leadership in demonstrating the practi­
cability of various fuel cycles. 
CLINCH RIVER Wil.L BE OPERATING AT THE RIGHT 

TIME 

. Experience irt 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 
breeders. Even if one were to accept the 
argument that commercialized breed• 
ers would twt 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 .canc4ect. 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
p).ng Clinch River and starting over on a 
new plant will undoubtedly cost a great 
deal more. The utility contribution to 
Clinch River is the lar,gest commitment 
ever made b"y the industry at large, 753 
utilities participating. Cancellation of t he 
project would jeopardize the possibility 
of any future joint ventures involving 
private funds. 

CLINCH RIVER '.IS THE RIGHT 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 Jed 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 t he cen­
tury. 

Second. The U.S. L..'l\1FBR 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 techn'.'.llogical advances. The 
CRBR siz_e 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 
dem?nstrate the LMFBR system, in­
cludmg fuel systems. Throughout its de­
\'elopment. thP CRBR has been supported 
by, and has been an integral part of, a 
broadly based LMFBR ttchnology pro­
gram. 

. 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 0MB, Mr. Stockman, 
has laid out the, administration's strat­
egy • in his Jetter of June 23, 1981, to 
Secretary Edwards as follows: 
Hon. JAMES B. EDWARDS, 

Secretary of Energy, 
Washington, D.C. ' ~ 

DEAR JIM: Thank you for your June 10, 
1981, letter discussing key aspects of tli~ cur- . 
rent breeder program strategy. I agree ·t,hat . 
we must assure that Congress is fully In­
formed as to the purpose of the CRBR Proj­
ect and its role !n the current strategy. My 
letters to Members of Congress have affirmed 
that the Adrrilnlstratlon'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 decls.ions 

• regarding its future co=ercia.l develop-
ment. • 

Projections of electricity demand growth 
have· decreased substantially since the de­
velopment of the original breeder commer­
cialization program by ;the Atomic Energy 
Commission In the early 1970's. In light of 
this , the Reagan Adm.inistration bas devel­
oped a. new breeder strategy that will place 
full responsib!l!ty for commercialization 1n 
the pr! vate sector. ; 

· rn line with this n~w strategy, the Ad- · 
ministration needs to move forward wluh the 
necessary research and development ·work to 
permit a -resolution of the technical uncer­
tainties that would o t herwise prevent the 
private sector from Judging the commercial 
feasibility _of- the llquld metal fast breeder 
reactor. 

The current breeder program as proposed 
•by the Department of Energy Is in total ac­
cord with tliis approach. The Clinch River 
Breeder Reactor should be constructed and 
operated-not as a corrunerciallzation ac­
tivity or as an economical pO\;jr generator­
but rather as the logical next step in breeder 
research and develo;,ment. 

In summary, the current breeder program 
strategy should be clearly focused on ad­
vancing the technology only to the stage 
that permits m arket forces to determine fu­
ture commercial deployment. 

I look forward to working with you to as­
sure that Congress 1s fully advised r egarding 
the overall breeder strategy and the i.Inpor­
tance of proceeding with the Clinch River 
project. 

Sincerely, 
D AVID 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 
t hings must come to an ·end. 

Mr. TSONGAS. :M:r. President, \Vill the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Humphrey 
amendment at this point, the Bumpers­
Humphrey amendn1ent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RUDMAN). 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? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays -were ordered. 
Mr. TSONGAS. Will the Senator 

· .yield? , 
Mr. JOHNSTON. If I may yield 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: , 

The Senator from Ma.s.,achusetts. 
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'.,ofiered by 
myself and Senator DuRENBE:RGER, 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, but 
what ·we say very simply is let the Pri- • 
vate sector de,;,ide that. 

The question is raised, what kind of a 
breeder? We say let the private sector 
decide that as well. 1 

The question is raised about the fore­
front of technology, what about Federal -
~~s? • 

What we are saying is that consistent 
with the origtnal bill, the original con­
cept, and the discussions in 1981 about 
the private sector; our amendment re­
duces the approptiation 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 voting on _ 
right now is not Clinch River up or down, 
but the larger question of cost sharing, 
which is important not only vis-a-vis 
Clini.b, 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 Louisiana 
for yielding. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Will the Senator yield 
for a brief moment? • • 

Mr. J OHNSTON. I will ~ield for a brief 
moment v.ithou t losing my right to the 
floor. . • 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I want to 
commend my colleagues 1'-1:r. H UMPHREY, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. TSONGAS, and Mr. 
DuRENBER GER for r aising this extremely 
important issue before the Senate. We 
have considered t-he question of the 
Clir1ch River breeder reactor many times 

l 
l 
.l 
i 
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before, and I hope we can settle the issue 
definitively · this year. The project has 
unfortunately proceeded very slowly 
since its inception more than a decade 
ago, and a variety of budgetary and 
economic circumstanc;:,es has made it im­
perative to again review the wisdom of 

. continuing this demonstration project. 
,Mr. President, I feel that these changed 
circumstances indicate that the Clinch 
River projects should be terminated. 

~ ~ • Before adddressing the specific reasons 
for opposing Clinch River. I would like 
to emphasize that a vote against this 
projeqt 1s not a vote against nuclear 

. · power in general nor breeder technology 
\ in particular. · Along with many of my 

colleagues who oppose this project, I 
:applaud the recent initiatives by the 
. President and Secretary Edwards to re-
new America's nuclear industry. 
• I •might add that the-- distinguished 
chairman of the Energy Committee, Mr. 
McCLURE, also deserves commendation 

• for proposing much needed changes in 
_line with the President's initiatives. The 
nuclear industry has ,been shackled too 
long by complex and time-consuming 

.regulatory procedures. Given the 10- to 
1 14-year lead time needed to bring a nu-

. clear plant on line under current licens­
ing procedures, and given the high cost 
of money in today's markets, 11.n invest­
ment in a nuclear plan has become pro­
hibitively expensive. 

. > In tlhe past few months ·we have seen 
-· a disheartening succession of plant can­
. cellations, plants being mothballed, and 
• huge cost overruns on construction. A 
_ major reason for these setbacks 1s simply 
· the time needed to license a plant and 
• meet the changing regulatory climate. 
Each day of delay in a nuclear plant now 
adds almost $1 million a day in interest 
costs alone. ' • -
• So I w~lcome the initiatives of the 
Rea.,o-an ad!hinistration as a start toward· 

· alleviating 'the problems of the nuclear 
industry. Regulatory strea.mlLning should 
go far u, cut the ruinously expensive 
costs !acing utility investors in nuclear 
plants. A rational nuclear waste policy 

• will allow uttlities to owrate in a more 
certain long-term regulatory environ­
ment. And rontinuing research on both 

- current and advanced generations of nu­
clear plants will provide us with a vari­
ety of options for improving the fuel 
efficiency and costs of nuclear power. 

Even though we must continue t,0 pur­
sue our nuclear option vigorously, I am 
not convinced that the Clinch River· 

• breeder reactor is a necessary part of 
this policy. The arguments made 15 years 
ago by proponents of Clinoh River simply 

- do not hold up in 1981, and will not 
hold up in the foreseeable, future. _ 

My colleague ·from New Hampshire 
has admirably presented the economic 
arguments for terminating Clinch 
River, so I ·wm not belabor this. point. 
Let me just emphasize that continua­
tion of the ·project will result in ~early 
appropriation requests that will strain 
an already overburdened budget. Clinch 

- River itself will cost at least $2.2 billion 
over the next 8 years, and the normal 
cost overruns and inflation will probably 
increase this figure considerably. After 
the project is completed we will face 
much larger requests fo;- the l,~00-mega-

watt demonstration project which mus t 
be undertaken before private inju.stry 
will begin to invesi in breeder reactors. 

Mr. President, we are all painfully 
aware of the dimensions of the budget 
deficits which face us this year and in 
coming years. In these conditions com _.. 
mitting ourselves to untold • billions of 
dollars for breeder demonstration plants 
can only be undertaken if the technology 
is -economically and - technically sound 
ani:I is necessary to achieve the goal of 
energy independence. I do not believe 
Clinch River meets any of. these criteria 
for funding in a time of budgetary re­
straint . 

First, breeder technology is not eco­
nomically competitive and p'robably will 
not be for at least 50 years. A study by 
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory this 
spring estimates that breeder technology 
will not be competitive with that of light 
water reactors or coal until the middle 
of the next century. We would achieve a 
greater return on our investments in en­
ergy if we were to emphasize improve­
ments in lig)tt water reactors, improved 
coal generating plants, or in conserva-
tion. , 

Second, the Clinch River .project does 
not use state-of-the-art technology. By 
the time the liquid metal fast breeder 
technology used at Clinch River is com­
mercially proved, the technology will be 
30 or 40 years old. The French and Brit­
ish are already building more advanced 
reactors. Termination of Clinch River, 
furthermore, would not in any way signal 
an end to our breeaer program. Another 
$400 million in breeder research is in­
cluded in this bill. This research should 
prepare us adequately to be able to move 
quickly to demonstration of the technol­
ogy when it is really needed. 

Third, the argument that breeder re­
actors are needed to replenish our • di­
minishing supplies of fissile uranium and 
plutonium ·is no longer valid. In place of 
the uranium shortage predicted just 4 
years ago, we now have a uranium glut. 
We now have enough proven uranium 
resources for 10 times the number of 
light water reactors that will be on line 
in the 1990's~ Improvements in the cur­
rent generation of light water reactors 
could' extend our uranium supply at least 
until- .the end of the next century, if not 
longec. . 

FouTth, .: breeder reactors are not a 
panacea fQi-Producing energy independ­
ence. We -fi'nport liquid fuels, not elec­
tricity. In fact, America has ample 
capacity to produce electricity using 
existing technologies and domestic 
energy resources. We have abundant 
supplies of coal, geothermal energy and 
hydropower to generate electricity. If 
we ever decontrol natural gas, I expect 
to see a rapidly increasing supply of this 
versatile resource. Additionally, we have 
,great' potential to make our buildings and 
factories more energy efficient. The Of­
fice of Technology Assessment estimates 
that cost-effective conservation invest­
ments could save us over 3 quads of en­
ergy, enough to offset the need for 50 
large nuclear plants. 

Mr. President, Clinch River would 
make more sense if we were moving more 
rapidly _toward an electricity-based 
energy supply system. If more Americans 
were heating their homes with electricity, 

if we were us ing electrici ty to produce 
syn th etic fu els such as methanol fro m 
coal or hydrogen from wa ter, then Clinch 
River would represent a rational policy 
option. But the fact is that we are not 
moving in that direction. 

The rate of growth of electricity con­
sumption has hal ved In the last 8 years. 
The ratio of energy growth to GNP 
growth has fallen from 1.1 to 1 in the 
l<l60's to 0.4 to 1 in the 1970's. The facts 
are that we are using energy more effi­
ciently and that we can meet anv need 
!or-!nereased generating capacity in the 
foreseeable future with existing tech­
nologies. Breeders simply are not needed 
at the present time . 

Finally, Mr. President. I would like to 
comment on the Clinch River project as 
a part of our overall energy pol!cy. The 
United States has been blessed with a 
variety of abundant energy resources 
which can orovide us with a balanced 
energy supplv svstem. We should pursue 
all of our promising energy ootlons. We ­
should continue our efforts to find en­
vironmenta1lv sound ways to bum coal 
and to convert coal to liquid fuels . We 
should continue to pursue means to 
achieve greater energ-y efficiencv In our 
buildings and factories. We should con­
tinue our efforts to perfect geothermal, 
.solar and wind technologies. And finally 
we should continue to explore wavs of 
imnroving conventional nuclear tech­
nologies as wen as advanced light water 
reactors and fusion energy. 

Mr. President. my concern Is that by 
investing so heavily in breeder technol­
ogy at a time of budgetary restraint, we 
will foreclose some of our other energy 
options. The bill we are now discussing 
contains a reduction In research on con­
ventional nuclear reactors. ·we also are 
cutting in half our solar and geothermal 
programs. Last week in the Interior ap­
propriations bill we drastically cut our 
Tesearch on advanced, clean-burning 
coal combustion technologies and on con­
servation. 

My concern Is not that we must cut 
energy research programs. We must do 
this to meet our budgetary goals and 
some of the research Is merely a sub­
sidy to uneconomic technologies anyway. 
My concern is that we will not be able 
to pursue all of our promising energy 
supply options. If we g~ ahead with 
Clinch River and the follow-on 1,000-
megawatt breeder demonstration we will 
be committing ourselves to- one technol­
ogy inevitably at the expense of others. 

I have already argued that breeders 
are not cost effective and are not really 
needed at this time. Our limited budget 
dollars would be better ·sper..t., on tech­
nologies that better meet our short- or 
medium-term energy needs In a more 
cost-effective way. 

I, therefore, think we should terminate 
this project so that in the future we can 
have the budgetary flexibility to pursue 
those energy supply options which best 
suit our needs . We might choose breeder 
reactors in the distant future, Mr. Presi­
dent, but in the immediate future we 
have much cheaper and much more ap­
propriate options before us . Our budget 
simply cannot take massive investments 
in technologies which will not be useful 
for 20 years and will not be cost effective 
for half a century. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Bumpers-Humphrey-­

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator yield 
before he moves to table? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. For what purpose? 
Mr. BUMPERS. Why does the Senator 

object to an up-or -down vote? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. For one reason: it 

saves us two votes and, for another-­
Mr. BUMPERS. You are going to move 

to table the Humphrey-Bumpers amend­
ment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. President, I move to table . the 

- amendment. ' 
Mr. TSONGAS. A parliamentary in~ • 

quiry, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator will state ft. 
, Mr. TSONGA$. What is the pending 
business? ,._ 
• The PRESIDING OFFICER . The pen­

ding question is the amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts to the 
amendment of the Senator from Arkan­
sas. The Senator from Louisiana has the 
floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to table the Bumpers-Humphrey 
amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator .with­
hold that request? I have a statement I 
wish to make. I understand a motion to 
table is not debatable. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator withkold h is motion to table? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this 
keeps going on and on. We had 2 ~2 hours 
this morning. We have been on this 
amendment for 2 hours this afternoon. 
It is after 6 o'clock. If the Senator in­
sists, I will not move to table. I beg him 
not to insist. I beg him to put his state­
ment into the RECORD. A number of Sen­
ators have said, "Please ·move to table." 

I will put it in the Senator's hands, if 
he insists. 

Mr. HATFIELD. If the Senator would 
yield for a moment, let me underscore 
what this Senator said a moment ago. As 
manager of the bill, for 2 ½ hours we beg­
ged this amendment to come to the floor 
this morning. Tne proponents of this 
amendment did not bring it to the floor. 
We have had 2~2 hours that we sat here 
as managers of the bill under a continu­
ing quorum call. At this hour of night, 
I think we have given ample time for 
consideration. • 

I happen to be on the side of the Sen­
ator from Arkansas, but I want to say 
in all deference to the other Senators 
who were ready to do business today, 
this amendment was not offered and we 
were asking for amendments to be of­
fered all morning long. 

Mr. GLENN. If I might make a short 
statement, we all have our responsibil­
ities. I spent all morning in the Foreign 
Relations Committee with Secretary 
Haig discussing some of our foreign 
policy matters. I had lunch with King 
Hussein and came back from meeting 
with the King for another hour a nd a 
half just now. 

It is not that I have been sitting 
around all day delaying things. I do not 
know what the problem v;as in bringing 
it up. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Maybe we can get a 

unanimous consent. How much time 
does the Senator want? 

Mr. GLENN. Let me make a summary 
statement for 5 minutes. 

Basically, my statement 1s this: the 
scale of_ technology that we are talking 
about with Clinch River is a scale of 
technology that several other nations 
have seen flt to bypass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senate be in order? Does the Senator 
frcm Louisiana yield the floor? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I might be al­
lowed to yield to the Senator from Ohio 
for not to exceed 5 minutes, retaining 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objectimyit is so 
ordered. 

Tne Senator from Ohio. _ _ 
Mr. GLENN. In summary let me state 

that · while we have continued viith 
Clinch River, other nations have gone 
from a smaller reactor and then gone to 
a large reactor. Clinch River-is basically . 
a move from a small reactor to a me­
dium-sized reactor which other nations, 
quite a number of them, have seen fit to 
bypass. . / 

There_ is no reason why we should 
• go ahead and waste money on a scale 
technology that has alr':!ady had its dem­
onstration elsewhere. Rather we should 
move directly 'to the larger near-com­
mercial scale, if we wish to continue in 
this particular direction. 

While I am very m uch more in Javor 
of breeder reactor research, I am not 
for the Clinch River breeder reactor be­
cause we do not need 1t. It is a waste of 
money. 

If -we are .really going to be serious 
about comn1ercializing the breeder re­
actor, let us go to 1,200-megawatt re­
actors instead of the 375-megawatt size 
for this one at Clinch River. We can 
bypass this step as the United Kingdom 
has planned to, and a number of other 
nations including France have done. 

Mr. President, I think we have been 
pouring money down a rathQJ.e. We have 
talked to a number of nuclear scientists 

-who have indicated that if we are going 
this route we should n ot be going with . 
the Clinch River breeder reactor, we 
should be going to a bigger one, one that 
rea_lly means business. We do not need 
this intermediate step, 

While I would have preferred to do 
away with all funding for Clinch 
River through t he Bumpers amendment 
as it was presented, I think that, per­
haps, the amendment of the distin­
guished Senator from Massachusetts will 
have the effect of doing the same thing, 
because, as I understand it, the scale of 
participation that has been asked of the 
commercial interests of this country is 
unlikely to be met ; indeed, it is not even 
close to being met. !f we ask them to 
meet 50 percent of the costs of this proj­
ect, it will put them on line. If t hey want 
this reactor they can help fund lt. If they 
do not want it, then we can m ove onto 
a decent-sized breeder reactor or a big­
ger breeder reactor. That is the same 
pattern that is foJowed by other nat ions 
that have gene ahead of us, and I think 
that will be a practical way to go. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the Sena­
tor from Louisiana yielding time on this. 
I urge my colleagues to vote with the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu­
setts on his SO-percent participation 
amendment. 
• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President. for a num­
ber of years I have been opposed to the 
building of the Clinch River breeder· re­
actor because I believe this program 
presents an unreasonable risk to t he pub­
lic health and safety, and because this 
facility is a waste of the taxpayers' 
money. , , 

The point I will make today is simple. 
The Clinch River breeder reactor is the 
latest in a long series of nuclear white 
elephants which have cost the taxpayers 
of this Nation billions of dollars but have 
never provided any measurable benefits 
to our citizens. 

Durlng this year, we have spent more 
effort on reducing waste in the Federal 
budget than ever before. We have cut 
programs to fund basic human needs. 
We have cut scientific development. The 
President has asked us t o slash the fund­
ing for alternative energy sources such 
as solar energy a.rid energy conservation 
which are so important to the people of 
my State. Yet, while the President has 
been asking everyone to tighte;n his belt, 
he has increased Federal spep.ding for 
nucle.ar power by 30 percent." 

The nuclear power industry is obvi­
ously in trouble. But the nuclear indus­
t ry's difficulties, any more than any other 
industry's, cannot and should ,not be 
soh1ed by throwing the taxpayers' money 
at the problem. • 

Over the p ast three decades, the Fed­
eral Government has given the develop­
ment of nuclear technology the most ag­
gressive support of any new technology 
ever supported by the Federal Govern­
ment. Unfortmiately, in its enthusiasm 
to develop· every aspect of nuclear tech­
nology, the Federal Government has not 
tempered its enthusiasm with equal fis­
cal vigilance. In fact, for many years, 
billions of dollars have been wasted by 
projects which a.ppeared technologically 
attractive and inteilectually exciting but 
which, aga in and again. have turned out 
to be expensive white elephants. The 
Clinch River breeder reactor is the latest 
in the long series of such _projects. 

To put its development in perspective, 
I would like to review a few of the proj­
ects which the Federal Government has 
funded in past years in this area. 

The first of the.st! was the nuclear­
powered airplane. The concept behind 
this program was that the heat from a 
nuclear reactor could be used to provide 
jet propulsion. Year after year, Congress 
was warned that the Russians were 
ahead in this vita1 areaf and year after 
year the Congress authorized millions to 
support t h e project. 

It was soon recognized that the nu­
clear jet plane suffered from an insur­
mountable problem. If enough lead 
shielding were placed on the plane to · 
protect the passengers from the radia­
tion produced by the engine, the plane 
would be too heavy to get off the ground. 

At one point, the Atomic Energy Com­
mission roposed using old pilots in t he 
planes. Since they had a shorter time to 
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- ld d Ne verth~less, Mr. President, it is ance on private market forces. What I live' a little extra radiation wou o h . - -

argued, we cannot lose cut to the FTench. fail to understand is w y an aam1ms-
less harm. t I di·d not understand the French at- tration that claims so deep a commi t -In What would h ave been the mos t t 

t • titude to the breeder program-which ment to the free market con inues o Star-crossed technological combina ion t p d 
1 

b ·ct· f 
th t will obviously be an economic- failure--- . countenance vas e era su s1 1es or 

.imaginable, it was even prop~sed a until -I studied the French decision to nuclear projects like Clinch River. 
nuclear jet engines be placed on the C- buiid the Panama Canal in the cours-e of - Not too· long ago, the present Director 
5A cargo plane. • • our debate on that matter . . of 0MB wrote to his Republican House 

The C-5A had the unfortunate habit_of Because Ferdinand de Lessups had colleagues to oppose funds for Clinch 
dropping engines in flight. The core or a built a sea-level canal at the Suez, he de- River. Mr. Stockman said at the time 
nuclear jet • engine---in a single ye8:r- cided that the glory of France demanded that the $3 billion Clinch River project 
·would be more radioactive than a Hiro- a sea-level canal be built at Panama. Of is "totally incompatible with a free mar­
shima bomb. Imagine if the C-5A had course, there was a mountain in the way ket approach· to energy policy.'' Appar­
dropped a nuclear jet engine? • • in Panama. You have all seen the pie- ently Mr. Stockman's faith in the free 

This program has now been aband~ned tures of the hulks of the rusting French market has been shaken in recent 
• by us and the Russians, yet the American heavy equipment which they left when months. • 
- taxpayers spent over $1.5--billion support- they abandoned the project. This amendment walks a middle road 
ing this project over 11 years. And we' all know the story of how the • between total elimination of the Clinch 

Then there was the. nuclear-powered United States-using a more practical River project and full F!'deral -funding. 
·buzz bomb. It was designed to use a nu- plan- succeeded and, with this project, If Clinch River has commerciaLpoten­
clear-powered rocket to send atomic . established its place in the world as a tial, it is not unreasonable to ask private 
bombs on our enemies. Unfortunately, major economic power. industry to shoulder half the cost. 
the nuclear rocket" engine spewed mil- The breeder decision is really the same An administration that would. cut 70 
lions of curies of radioactivity over type of decision. we can spend our very percent of the solar and conservation 
friendly territory on its way to its target. tight research dollars to build better, because it believes the private sector can 

It too was abandoned-but not until more efficient uranium-powered reactors take over should apply the same rea11on­
-afte~· hu~dreds of millions were wasted. and coaj9Plants or gamble billfons on a ing to Clinch River. 

If not a jet, if }Jot a rocket--perhaps whole nJw type of r.eactor which will be Mr. President, the issue posed by this 
then a nuclear-power~ spaceship. It twice as expensive as our present amendment is one of fundamental fair­
was an intriguing idea-the ship could powerplants. _ _ .. ness. Fiscal restraint ~is needed bl.it it 
fly forever. It was even proposed that it The French made that gamble with must be fair-an administration that 
could "intercept potentially hostile space their sea-level canal and lost to the wants reductions for CETA job training 
vehicles." The principal problem in space United states. The French gambled on for unemployed workers in depressed in­
flight, unfortunately, is ndt flying for-, the SST and again lost to the U.S. jumbo dustries and inner cities should not be 
ever but getting off the ground in the jets. advocating what Mr. Stockman once 
first place. Let them. gamble again on a "white termed "a large, uneconomic subsidy" 
, Never mind that NASA thought the elephant" breeder while we concentrate that is nothing more than a CETA pro-

program was a waste of money. Over on building more efficient coal and ura- gram for nuclear engineers. 
$t.5 billion in taxpayers money was nium plants. They will surely lose again. Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
wasted on this project as well. ·By the The only purpose of a breeder reactor support this amendment. 
way, that engine was tested at a site is to create electricity. The United states • Mr. BAKER. Mr. · President, • once 
called Jackass Flats, Nev. ' has 400 y:ears of coal and 100 years of again we are engaged in a debate-over 

• If not in the air-perhaps on the sea. uranium supplies-all of which can be the future of the Clinch River Breeder 
The idea-build a nuclear-powered mer- used to generate electricity. It makes no reactor project. And if the script and 
chant ship which could steam forever. energy or . economic sense to · spend bil- principals in the debate have a familiar 
Never mind that merchant ships want to • lions more to develop a substitute for quality, it should not surprise us._ be­
call at port regularly to unload their coal and uranium, our most abundant cause we have been through the essen-
cargo. fi>ver $100 million was spent on domestic fuels . - tial arguments many times. 
this program before it was abandoned. In summary, Mr. President, from For at least 4 years, the Clinch River 
• • And then there was the proposal to use Jackass Flats, to the .nuclear-powered project has been attacked with a variety 
radiation to preserve food. It was aban- C-5A, to the plutonium-powered long of - arguments for termination, argu­
doned after scores of millions were spent. johns, the nuclear research program has ments which have, one by one, been dis-

.And then there was Project Plowshare. been a parade of nuclear white ele- missed by a resolute Congress. The 
Nuclear b0mbs would ):le used to excavate phants. I think it is time to stop making Clinch River breeder reactor is a tech­
canals and release nat'ural gas. Over $150 the taxpayers finance the parade. I sup- nologically advanced, necessary, and 
million was spent on this project before port the cancellation of the Clinch River prudent step in the development of this 
it also was abandoned. · . b:i:i;eder reactor.• country's breeder react.or option. It is a 

But my favorite is plutonium-powered ·Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup- technology demonstration plant, and it 
long-johns developed to keep deep sea port the amendment offered by the Sen- is clearly a proper role for the Federal 

• • divers warm. Let me quote froin the ator frO_TJ!:" Massachusetts. Government to continu(! its support for 
Atomic Energy Commission's • press · The !!'aministration· proposal for $254 development of this new technology_ 
release: million for the Clinch River breeder re- Since the final cost estimates were 

The device . .. warms a garment or the actor is a classic example of its mis- presented in early 1975, the cost escala­
"long John" type worn under the diver's guided energy policy. , _ tion in the Clinch River plant has mar­
su.lt •••• The water .is warmed In a bottle- It is a policy that cuts promising pro- ginally exceeded the cost escalation 
shaped heat exchanger •• • which contains grams by over 60 percent--like solar re- which all of us have felt"'1n the Con­
tour capsules of p\utonlum 238 !uel. search- that will reduce our dependence sumer Price Index, and I might add, it 
' I do not know how much was wasted on imported oil and increases funding has been a much smaller escalation than 

on plutonium-powered ,ong johns, but for programs that will do little or noth- the general inflation in energy prices 
there is no record they were ever popular ing to reduce our energy dependence- during that period. 
with divers. like Clinch River-by 14 percent. More than $1 billion has been spent 

When ·an the other arguments have It is a policy of oil price decontrol at a on the project, a project which has 
fallen by the wayside, it is argued that cost to Massachusetts consumers of $25 matured to the point of 85· percent com­
we must continue spending these huge billion during this decade while provid-:- pletion in design, $500 million worth 0! 
amounts of money on breeder reactors ing $3 billion for the Clinch River equipment on order, and $125 million 
because the French are doing it. Why our projec-t. in completed components awaiting con­
program is more expensive than the The administration justifies its drastic · struction. The net cost of terminating 
combined French, British, German, and budget cuts for solar, and other renew- the project would, over the project life-
Japanese program is never explained. able sources by p?:rcing increased reli- time, exceed the cost of completing it. 
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Mr. President, this project can be Mr. President, this Nation has wisely, 
completed by the late 1980's, according I believe, made .a rommitment to the 
to DOE estimates. at an additional cost development of LMFBR system, a com­
equivalent to 10 days of imported oil. mitment which France, Great Britain, 
Consider that, my friends. For the price Germany, .Japan, and the Soviet Union 
of 10 days imported oil, this country can have also made. They are actively and 
maintain the only proven technology ca- vigorously pursuing this process while 
pable of supplying our energy needs into we have temporized, .redesigned, debated, 
the 21st century and beyond. That is a and in the end, done nothing. I am 
key point that we .sh0uld not dismiss pleased to note that the President has, 
lightly. Some have suggested that the in his recent policy statement commit­
United States might purchase French ted this administration to reacitivation 
breeder te~nology, but these arguments and reinvigoration of the U.S. LMFBR 
fail to deal with the fact that the French program. The President has urged the 
design does not currently meet U.S. rapid completion of · the Clinch River 
licensing standards. demonstration pfant as a key element in 

Mr. President, in view of the commit- that program. • 
ment which this Nation has made and Mr. President, if this Nation -wants 
will continue to make in the LMFBR pro- to continue an LMFBR development 
gram, it would be folly not to proceed program, then the question o~nomics 
with -construction of a technology dem- argues in favor of the demonstration 
onstration facility in concert with our project in question. · The main uncer­
basic research program. tainties <:onceming the LMFBR a.re.:not 

Mr. President, it serves l!ttle purpose technical, as is the case with unproven 
to summarize again all of the technical technologies such ·as fusion. They are 
con,.siderations in support of the Clinch economic, but · not in the sense that my 
River breeder reactor. The question I distinguished . colleagues who argue · 
wish to discuss now is not the detail of against this project would have us be• 
whether the steam generator technology lieve; because this is a technology dem­
ls the most advanced in the world- onstration, and an important economic 
many believe it is. Nor do I wish to de- demonstration. The economic questions 
bate whether the loop design is better for the LMFBR fuel cycle can only be 
than the French pool design-most ob• answered by developing real-world ex• 
servers paint <>Ut that both designs have .IJerience in the assembly and operation 
their merits and demerits. Nor do I wlsh of such a plarit, by experiencing the 
to press the-point <>f the advanced core actual duty cycles, observing the opera­
design which was deve1oped dllring the tion and reliability-of plant components, 
4-year hiatus of the past administration, and finally and importantly, by gaining 
even though that design was considered experience with the entire breeder re-
such a leap ahead that it prompted a actor fuel cycle. . _ 
-French physicist to refer to the Ameri- This administration has wisely, in my 
can innovation with resigned admiration . judgment, committed itself to such a 
as "our second Waterloo:" . _program. It has rededicated this coun-

Mr. President, I doubt that one can try to _th~ pursuit of all energy options 
find a single, high-technology issue of n_ow w1thm ou_r grasp. _I believe t hat de­
this nature on which experts will not c15ion toda?' is as w.ise as. it was 10 
disagree on one point or another. I yea:s ago wnen th~ Clinch River reactor 
would only point out that the substantial pro;ect was conceived, and l urge my 
majority of experts in L:MFBR tech- colleagues to :stand by this commitment 
nology ·continue to believe that the and to see this project to immediate con­
Clinch River breeder is an entirely ap- struction and rapid compl~tion. 
propriate step in the American develop- Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. Prestc}ent, I say to 
ment of LMFBR technology. And when t!1-e Senator from Louisianiothat the mo­
distinguished panels of scientists meet, .. twn to. ~able affects two ame~dments. If 
dell berate. and reach a consensus con- the motion to table succeeds, .1. shall come 
c1usion on such issues, I believe 1t Is im- back lat~r and raise the same question 
perative that we listen. over agam and t ak~ much more time. So 

. . I ask that the motion to table be with-
I would remmd my ?istinguished col- drawn so we can have two votes on the 

lea~ues of the conclus10ns of the Int~r- co~t-sharing amendment by myself and 
nat1~nal Nuclear Fuel •~ycle Evalua~10n the Senator from Minnesota; should that 
Con.erei:ce of 66 natwns-66 7:1ations fail, then the amendment by the Sena­
whose experts on nuclear power m 1980 tors from New Hampshire and Arkansas 
s~rongly reaffirmed the need for con- Should the Senator from Louisiana de~ 
.~m1'.ed worldwide development of the cide not to do it, I fully intend to bring 
.11qmd metal fast breeder reactor. The it back and have a full discussion of the 
INFCE report noted that the breeder re- issue at that point. 
actor has better health, environmental, It is not meant as a thr t Mr p 1-
and safety prospects \han today's nu- dent, but I want a clear ::t~ on ·th~~­
clear powerplants, and uhat the econom- sue o! cost sharing Th s t f 
ic prospects are compa~abl~ to today's Louisiana can havi it ~owe~ 

0
~a:eo~ 

g~nerau!on of plants. Scientists and en- with more e:,.,.-tended debate later this 
gmeers for secure energy, whose roster evening 
lists 900 distinguished scientists and 8 • 
Nobel Prize winners has noted recently . Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, in 
that- . view o! the comments of the distin­

In vlew or recent political developmenu 
in certain western countries, partlcularly 
France, _the Clinch Rh·er brc-Bder project 
may become the only rellable technologlcal 
undert a,:lng at lts kind !n the !ree world. 

guished Senator from Massachusetts, I 
move to lay on the table the amend­
m ent of t he Senator from Massachusetts 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

· a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order to 
then have an Immediate 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
c·alls . I shall not ask foithe 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 rollca11 a 
10-minute rollcall? Everybody ·will ·be · 
here. ' 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think that ls a good 
idea. I would not want to ask it unless the 
leadership agrees on that. ; • 

Mr. President, I understand bat it ls 
now cleared by the majority leader, so I 
ask unanimous consent that .the motions 
to table the two amendments1"wlth votes 
of 15 minutes and 10 minutes respec~ 
tively, occur back to back with no inter­
vening ~bate. • 

1 The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is tpere 
objection to the request by the- Senator 
from Louisiana? • 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion 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 ior the yeas and 
nays on the other motlon to table. 

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

Mr. BUMPER.S: ·Mr. President, just a 
minute: I object.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
objection. 
. Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, we had 
just gotten nnanimous consent to have 
the two votes back to back on the motion 
to table. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. But the 
'yeas 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 objection to ordering the yeas 
snd nays on the motion of the Senator 
from Arkansas at this time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, reserv­
ing L\Je right to object, what.is the par-
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Jia mentary si tuation if th e motion to Hawkins Long 5 t€-fl'ord Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. P resident, a par-
table the amendment of the Sena tor ii!AfJ awa ! i!rn~:ly ~~~~ liamentary inquiry. 
!rom Massachuset ts fails ? At that point, Helnz McClure Thurmond The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen -
what would be the pending busin ess ? Helms Murkowski Tower ator will state it. 

, . The PRESIDING OFFICER. At tha t Huctdle5 tc n Pre.ssler Wallop Mr. TSONGAS. If there is a voice vote Jackson Sasser Warner 
point, the Senator will be recognized to Jo:ui.sto.n Schmitt zorin.sk.y on my amendment, does not my amend-
move to table the underlying a mendment Kasten Simpson ment now modify the Bumpers-Hum-
by the Sena tor fro m Arkansas. Lay.alt Specter phrey amendment? . 

Mr. BUMPERS. Further r eserving the - NA YS-51 The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
right to object, Mr. President, as I under- Armstrong Exon Mitchell amendment of the Senator from Massa-

. stand the parliamentary situation at this Baucus Ford Nickles chusetts is a perfecting amendment to 
point, the vote will be on a motion to :~~~wltz ~~~= Nunn the amendment by the Senator from 
table the Tsongas amendment. Bra.clley Hatch ~~kwood Arkansas and the Sena tor from New 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- Bumpers .Hatfield Percy Hampshire. 
ator Is correct. • - Byrd, Holli= Proxmire M.r. TSONGAS. If that amendment ls 

Mr. BUMPERS. A motion at this time, B~o~;r~rb. ~':,~fehrey ~=Le agreed to, theri. a . vote on Bumpers-
or the request for the yeas and riays at Cha!ee Jepsen Randolph Humphrey is, in fact , a vote on my 
this time on a motion to table the under- Ch!les Kassebaum Riegle amend.rrient, which is just exactly what 
lying amendment is not in order except Cohen Kennedy Roth we did. 
by unanimous consent? - - i:~!~cii t:tf :!':-~ Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, parlla-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- · Dixon Lugar Tsonga.a mentary inquiry. Is it not true that this 
a tor ls correct. • Dodd Matsunaga. Wil~ - amendment was an add-on to the Bump-

·-Mr. BUMPERS. But, Mr. President, Durenberger MelcMr ers-Humphrey amendment, an addition 
was the preceding unanimous -consent Eagleton Metzenbaum to it? 

·, · request to . table both on back-to-back NOT VOTING-6 • The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
•. -votes agreed to? Boren Goldwater Stevens ator is correct. _ . ' 1 

.- ·•• The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ca.= Moynihan Weicker Mr. BAKER. It is not an identical vote. 
Senator is correct, ) t was agreed to. So the{motion- to table the amend- It will contain the identical material, but 

Mr. BUMPERS. Then my question is ment <UP No. 583) of the Senator from the tabling motion against the Bumpers 
this: If . the Tsongas amendment is Massachusetts was rejected. • amendment would include both the Bum-
tabled, then the unanimous-consent re- Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. pers-Humphrey language and the Ian-

• quest would control and the motion to Mr.- BAKER. Mr. President, I ask guage adopted in Tsongas. • 
table the Btlmpers amendment would be unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min- I do not press the point. We are taking 
in order, but the yeas and nays would . ute. more time arguing about it than we 
not. , The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there would save by doing it, so I withdraw the 
·_ The ' PRESIDING OFFICER. They objection? The Chair hears none, and it request, Mr. President. 
woulsJ have to be requested at that time. is so ordered. - Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I move 

_· '. Mr. BUMPERS. And they could be re- Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if I to table the Bumpers-Humphrey amend-
quested by anybody; is that correct? understand the -order that was entered ment and ask for the yeas and nays. 
r The PRESIDING OFFICER. The previously, it was !or back-to-back The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
§enator is correct. tabling motions. Since this motion to • a sufficient second? There is a sufficient - -

Mr.• BUMPERS. Then I object- to the table was not agreed to,_ it w-ould appear second. ' 
second part of it. - to me that the orderly procedure would . The yeas and nays were ordered. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER . • The be to go ahead and have a vote now on The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

_ objection to the second part of the re_. the Tsongas amendmeaj;: I am perfectly the previous order, the question now is on 
quest has been heard: • . willing for my part to do that on a voice agreeing to the motion--

. ~- Jl?_HNSTON. Mr. President, I re- vote: and then we can proceed with _ a Mr. TSONGAS; Mr. President, parlla-
. new -my motion to table the Tsongas mot10n to table the Bumpers-Humphrey mentary inquiry. 

amendment. amendment. Mr. President, I make that The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- -
, • The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request. . • ator from Massachusetts will state it. 

question is on agreeing to the motion The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there Mr. TSONGAS. Could the Chair state -
to. table the amendment of the Sena.tor objection? what differences there are, in effect, be.: • 
from Massachusetts. on this question Mr. DECONCINI. I object. . . . tween the upcoming vote and that which 
the yeas and nays have been ordered The PRESIDING OFFICER. ObJect10n we have just voteel upon? 
and the clerk will call the roll. ' ls heard. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 

· . • The- assistant legislative clerk called Mr. BAKER. What I am trying to do cannot interpret the legislative result of 
the roll. , 

1 
ii;__ just facilitate the adoption of the ea1:h vote. The Chair can only state the 

. Mr.- BAKER. r announce that the Sen- • ~sp!}gas amend_mer:t. There is no par- parliamentary situat ion on each vote as 
ator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) and hamentary deVIce mvolved here. I am it occurs. ~ • . 
the, Senator from - Connecticut · (Mr. perf_ect:¥..Jvill!11g to go on with the t abli?g Mr. TSONGAS. Further parliamentary 

, WEICKER) are necessarily absent. •• moti?n.:Sut it seem_s to_ m e that a_ voice inquiry, Mr. President, is it not true that 
_ - _ • I also announce that the Senator from vote m 30 second~ will_ dispose o_f t~s and the vote that is going to take place now 

.:. Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) ls absent due to get us to the prune ISsue, which 1s the is exactly the same as the vote which 
death in the family. Bumpers amendment. just took place, which was the vote on 

Mr. CRANSTON. r announce that the Mr. T3<?NGAS. Mr: President, will the the Tsongas amendment? 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN), Senator yield/? The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), Mr. BA.KER. Yes. . same as the Humphrey-Bui'f'ipers amend-
and the Senator from ,New York (Mr. Mr. 1:SONGAS. If the Senator agrees ment. The Chair cannot interpret the re-
MOYNIHAN) are necessarily absent. to a voice vote on my ~endment, and sult of the forthcoming vote. The Chair 

, , The · PRESIDING OFFICER. Are my amendment becomes m essence the can only state tha t the vote a t this time-
there any other Senators in the Chamber. Bumpers-Humphrey _amendment, _we will be on the motion of the Senator from 
who desire to vote? . . w~uld then ~ave _a motion to table which , Louisiana to table the amendment of­

The result was announced-,-yeas •43, yrill be identical m fact 1;() what we have fered by the Senator from Arkansas and 
nays 51 as follows· Just voted upon. the Senator from New Hampshire. 

' • Mr. BAKER. No, it ls not identical. It Mr. TSONGAS-. As amended by--

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baker 
Be'Illtsen 
Bu.rdJ.clt 

[Rollcall Vote No. 354 Leg.J • would be an amendment to the Bump- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
YEA~3 ers-Humphrey am'endment, but it would Senator withhold? , . 

Cochran Domentcl be the Bumpers-Humphrey amendment Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I won-

g:=~ ~ ~~ bfh;~b~e!:a; a;:c;~~g 1i
0 :~v!t::J; de~~~-P-RESIDING OFFICER. I would 

Dolo Gras&ley been ordered. llke to .have the Senate in order. Will 
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Senators please clear the aisles and take 
their seats since we must answer specif­
ically parliamentary inquiries, and the 
Chair is unable to hear the inquiry. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I think 

I have a -copy o! the Tsongas amend­
ment, 11nd I hope that the copy I have 
is the same as the one at the desk. 

Is it not correct that the Tsongas 
amendment provides that "at the end of 
the amendment add the following," and 
that it is 11n addition to and not a sub­
stitution fo~- the Bumpers-Humphrey 
amendment? • 
• The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

a,tor has correctly stated the procedural 
. status of the amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE. The question before us 
th.en is the composite of . the two, the 
Humphrey-Bumpers as amended by the 
Tsongas amendhient which added lan­
guage tott. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on a.greeing to a motion to 
table the first degr~ amendment, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas. -

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. OLENN. Mr. President, parlia­

mentary inquiry. _ • 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I would 

like to make ·a unanimous-consent re­
.quest, and I hope the leader and the dis­
tinguished floor manager will agree to 
it. It would essentially vitiate the previ­
ous unanimous-consent -request, because 
'I tblnk the objection to the voice vote 
·on Tsongas has been withdrawn. 

I ask unanimous consent that we voice 
vote the Tsonga.s amendment, and then 
allow a tabling motion on the Bumpers 
amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
urge that the Senate do that. That 1s 
going to get us out of this predlcament. 
and that is -precisely the way it ought 
to go, in my judgment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
,objection? • 

Mr. GLENN. :Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, would it be in order 
to have the amendment read that we 
a.re going to vote on? , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This will 
be ·the .Bumpers amendmen~will the 
Senator state precisely what he would 
like to say? 

Mr. GLENN. The motion to table has 
been defeated, we have not taken any 
action on the amendment of the Sena­
tor irom Massachusetts, is that correct? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Presldent, what we 
propose in the request, as ·1 understand 
by the :Senator from Arkansas, and 
which I heartily support, is that the· 
Tsongas amendment, which was not 
tabled, .now be a.dopted by voice vote, and 
then that the Senate proceed to vote on 
a motion to table t he Eumpers-Hum­
phrey amendment, as amended. 

Mr. GLENN. That would take care of 
my objection. I was concerned about not 
t aking any action on the Tsongas 
amen<lm.ent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to that request? The Chair 
hears none, and It ls so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, is 
there a tabling motion pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question would now be on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts <putting the question). 

The amendment <UP No. 583) was 
agreed to. 

The • PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on -agreeing to the mo­
tion to lay on the table the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas, as amend­
ed by the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr; BUMPERS. Mr. President, parlia­
mentary inquiry. Will thls be a IO-minute 
rollcall as provided for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
a tor is correct . 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, are the 
yeas and nays ordered? • 

The PRESIDING OFFICF.i{. They 
have not been ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I ask tor the yeas -and 
nays. • -~-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. -

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER: The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
. Mr. BAKER. I announce that the Sen­

ator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWAl'ER) and 
the Senator irom Connecticut <Mr. 
WEICKER) are necessarily absent. ' 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska -<Mr. STEVENS) is absent due to a 
death in the family. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator .from Oklahoma 'CMr. BOREN)~ 
the Senator !rom Nevada <Mr. CANNON),. 
and the Senator 1rom New York <Mr. 
MOYNIHAN) .are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, :if present 
and Yot!ng, the Senator from Nevada 
<Mr. CANNON) would vote '"yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there­
any_·other Senators in the Chamber wish­
ing to vote? 

The result was -announced-yeas 48, 
nays 46, -as follows: 

TRollcall Vote No. S55 -r.eg.J 
· -_· YEA&--48 J . 

Abdn.clr 
Ancl.reWB 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Burdick 
Oocb:rrui 
D'Ama.to 
Danforth 
DentQn. • 
Dole 
DomEmlcl 
East 
Ford 
oa:in 
Gort.on 
Greasl.8J 

Hatch 
Rawkln.s 
Hay.akawa 
Ee!lln 
Het= 
Helms 
.Huddleston 
.J-ack:son 
.Johnston 
K.asrt.e:n 
La"8.lt 
Long 
Mathl.68 
Mattingly 
l,fcClu.re 
l.1urk.owskl 

NAYS::-46 
. Armstrong/ .DurenlbeTger 
Baucua . Ea.gletan 
Bid-en • Exon 
Boschw!ta Glenn 
Bradley Ran 

• Bumpers Hatfield 
Bytrd. Holl tngs 

Harry P ., Jr. Humphrey 
B;,rd, Robert C. Inouye 
Chafee ..Jepsen -
Chiles K assebaum 
Cohan Ken:ned,Y 
Cm.n.ston Loo.hf 
DsCon.clni Levin 
Dlxo:n Lugsr -
Dodd Ma.t sun.aga 

Packwood 
Pressler 
Ra.nd.olph 
Rudman 
Sassen­
.Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
S t ennia 
Symma 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wa.llop 
wiarner 
Zorlru;lq . . ..._ 

Melcher' 
Metzenbil.um 
Mitchell 
N!ckles­
N= 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Quayle­
Riegle 
Roth 
S arba.nea 

~ -

NOT VOTIN~ .J • 
B=ecn Ooldwater Stev~ / I ' 
Cannon" • • Moyn,lliBJl-..;J' Welckar, t,t 

So t~ motion to lay on the table UP 
amendment No. 582 was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Tennessee. , 

Mr. BAKER . .Mr. Presldent, there will 
be no more votes this evening. 

Mr. President, I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, a mo­
tion to reconsider is . debatable, ls that 
not correct? 

Mr. BAKER. The motion to table is. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr . . President, . you 

recognized the · majority leader and he 
moved to reconsider. I ask, is that not 
debatable? 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The 
Chalr will inform the Senator thait the 
motion to reconsider a vote on a non­
debatable issue is nondebatable. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. :W-ir. President, I 
move-to 1ay that motion to recpnsider, 
if it is In order, on the table. • 
• Mr. -BUMPERS. Mr. Presiden~. I ask 

for the yeas and nays. • - . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sufficient second? There 1s a.',sufficient 
second. . . _· • f · 

The yeas and nays were ordered. • 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have ·al· 

ready Indicated that there will be no 
more votes ton1ght. • 

ll'HE llA!tNWEU. NUCLEAR FtTEL PLI\NT 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President: to­
day the Senate is considering an im- , 
partant appropriations bill, H.R. 4144, 
the energy and water development ap­
propriations bill ior fiscal year 1982. I 
am pleased to note that the bill contains 
$10 mlllion for research and develop­
ment activities of the Barnwell Nuclear 
Fuel Plant located near Barnwell, S.C. 

As most o! my colleagues are aware, 
the Barnwell plant 1s the Nation's 
first largescale commercial xeprocessing 
plant. It was never-utilized, however, to 
reprocess .spent light water reactor fuel 
because of Presldent Carter's decision In 
April T977 to indefinitely defer commer­
cial reprocessing. Since that time, Con­
gress has each fiscal year provided a 

• modest amount in research funds to keep 
this facility from being closed. 

These funds, In my opinion, have been 
well spent. Valuable research programs 

. have been .and are being conducted at 
the Barnwell plant. We have kept open 
the possibility o! one day utiliZing this 
national resource for its intended pur­
pose--reprocessin~ of commercial spent 

-fuel . 
The time for decisionmak!ng with re­

gard to the future of the Barnwell facil­
ity is at hand, however, and the conver-

-gence of several factors indicates that a 
decision will soon be made. President • 
Reagan, in his policy statement on nu­
clear power issued on October 8 o! this 
year, officially lifted the ban on com­
mercial reprocessing activities In the 
United States. The administration has 
stopped short of invohing the Federal 
Government in such reprocessing activ-




