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October 15, 1982
MEMORANDUM

TO: Guy Cunningham
Jim Murray
Bill Parler
Joanna Becker

FROM: Anna Fotias, Legislative Specialist
Location: 8717 MNBB
ext. 2-7910

RE: STATUS OF APPROPRIATIONS AND AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION

End of the fiscal year legislative activity is outlined below--
specifically Congressional action orn Continuing Appropriaticns Resolution
(H.J.Res. 599) and NRC Authorization legislation (H.R. 2330).

The Legislative Library is completely operational at this time.
1 am in the process of compiling LEGISLATIVE HISTORIES on current
legislation of interest to NRC. If ycu have guestions concerning
particular legislation or require any legislative research, please
contact me.

OUTLINE:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - CHRONOLOGY - H.J.Res. 599
Continuing Appropriations FY'83

Wed., Sept. 29, 1982-Pt. 1
Senate debate on H.J. Res. 599
(Senate rejected amend. to terminate funding for CRBR) - pg. S 12447.
See.pg. S 12456-12469

Thurs., Sept. 30, 1982-Pt. 1
H.J. Res. 599 CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Rept. 97-914) filed.
See. pg. H 8245-8254

Fri., October 1, 1982-Pt. 11
House debate on Conf. Rept. on H.J.Res. 599
See. pp. H 8359-8374
PE. H 8374-8362 -Conf. Rept. AGREED TO by House.

Fri., October 1, 1982-Pt. 11l
Senate debate on Conf. Rept. on H.J.Res. 599
See. pg.5°13208-13216-Cong. Rept. AGREED TO by Senate.

OCT. 2, 1982, H.J.RES. 599 approved (signed into law) - P.L, 97-276 -
CONTINUES APPROPRIATIONS TO DEC. 17, 1982.

CONGRESS WILL CONSIDER ENERGCY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS FY 1983
when reconvenes NOVEMBER 29, 1982.

Fri., October 1, 1982-Pt. 1V
Rep. Stark opposes CRBR - FY'83 Energy & Water Dev. Approp.
See. pg. E 4640
B604160486%5 860327
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PAGE TWO
October 15, 1982
STATUS OF APPROPRIATIONS AND AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION (CONT.)

OUTLINE:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - CHRONOLOGY - H.R. 2330
NRC Authorization FY '82-83

Fri., Oct. 1, 1982 - Pt. 11
Senate ADOPTED Conf. Rept. om H.R. 2330, FY '82-83 NRC Auth.
(Conf. Rept. - H. Rept. 97-884)
See. pg. S 13051-13056

Fri., Oct. 1, 1982 - Pe. 111
Senators Hart and Mitchell--colloquy re. NRC/EPA regulation of
mill tailings and "Sholly" amend. in NRC FY '82-83 Auth.
See. pg. S 13292

Senator Schmitt speaks in favor of impor: restriction amend. in
NRC Auth.
See. pg. S 13292-13293

HOUSE DID NOT CONSIDER Conf. Rept. om H.R. 2330, FY 82-83 NRC Authorization.

Fri., Oct. 1, 1982 - Pt. IV
Rep. Kogovsek refers to Conf. action on NRC Auth., bill and
Colorado uraaium industry.
See. pp. E 4671-4672
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vision -is identica! to-one~which 1s In

both ‘the House and Senate reported

Treasury-Fostal Service appropn
tions bills for fiscal year 1983

ABDNOR

And 1t is my under-
provision for & 4
cap specifies “that “Federal
bluecollar employees would not re-
ceive an amount;.due 10 Wage sSUrvey
adjustments, ‘that-exceeds the overall
average perrentage of “the Federal
white-coliar scjustment for fiscal yesT
1983?
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83 The Senator is ab-

solutely correct.

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT WITHDRAWR

Mr 1 ask

daanimous consent, with the approval
of the ranking minority member, thal
the commities amendment beginning
on page 13 ne 35, througt
line 25 be withadrawn

The TPRESIDING
there objection? The
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. ~President
me explain that

The House had .placed in the con-
tinuing resolution a.4-percent cap on
certain emplovees in the Federal Gov-
ernment. and we had deleted that In
the committee until we could seek and
obtaln further information That wWas
only the res i.on the committee deleted
that provision. We deleted It, and we
have recetved additional infor-
mation. Therefore, we fee] Lthatl we can
concur with the House and withdraw
that «deletion. thereby Testoring “the
House language
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the Cnair, and 1 thank the

SEenalor

&Sk unanimous consent
& modified tune agree-
*h River breeder re-

hat
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OFFICER. With
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130%
terminate funding ol
Clinch R breeder reactor project)
) 58, ! " Mr. President, 1
send &n unprinted amendment 1o the
desk and ask for its immediale consid-
eration
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I he RESIDING

(Purpose T he
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OFFICE! The
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amendment will be stated

The bill clerk read as follows

“The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr
Hosmrsery) for humsel!-and Nr. BUMPERS,
proposes an unprinied amendmeni Tum
bered 1308

Al &n appropriate place, add the following
section g

|SEr —— Notwithstanding any ‘other-pro-
~wision “of - this -resolution. no funds
made available by this joint resolution shall
be available for the Clinch River BHreeder
Reactor Project v -

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President.™In
the interest of time, and 1 &m AWAre as
is Senator BuMPERS that time1s of the
essence this morning, I will be dbref in
remarks. 1 think Sen have
~heard the ‘arguments bef but .the
high points bear reiterat

First of all, this is ot
amendment. The Sen
Hampshire

support
issue

joint

-

™y

tinuclear
irom .vew
e4Ar power
and consid
the 1ssue of
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piece of change in itsell
after six reestimates on the

overru It w i
cost $600 mill
Smal

Loday

is nc
but
part of the Department of Energy and

predecessor agencies, the cost is esti
mated 1o be $3.6 billion, an additionsal
$3 blllion. To make matters worse, the
General Accounting Office in a veport
issued just (ast week indicates that the
true costs, including interest expense
to the taxpayers, are really much
closer to $% billion—$9 blllion for one
plant

1. 15 bad enough that Program
has suffered such & huge Cost overmun
but to make matiers worse we a0 not
even need 1t. We do not need Lhis dem
onstration project for the reason that
we have something better in Lthe way

the

1982

-
of nuclear technology. And just what
is that? Name Lghl WaAler reaciors
the kind being used LoAaY

ent of Energy's
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nuciear plant

breeder TEaclOrs "are

higher and because urani

inexpensive and abun-

forecast to-be abundant

inexpensive for several

more decades, LLght water reactors, the

kind ©f reactors.we are using Locay,

are much more economical ;

Mr. President, mo

try is going to commercialize

breeder reactors in this century; there-

fore. it makes no sense forus 1o be
ng & demonstration project

\Pelals Ty -y 1 "y *
LOricall emo I 1 projecis

-
v
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utility in*-this

M -

been buil

s

It is decades away

sense for us to vontinue 'with this
the utilities themselves
way have sacknowledged this
Originally, they agreed to participate
and to share the cost with the taxpay-
ers 50-50. They long ago pulied out of
that agreement Their total participa-
tion so far has been something-on the
order of 4 or S percent and they intend
y make no furthercontribution.™
So they are not willing tw iovest
their money. Why should Congress
invest the money of our taxpayers in
this project which makes D0 economic
sense and which has suffered such.a
hiuge cosl overTur

Mr. President,

Even

believe atl this point
vield to ny colleague from
kansas and I m wish Lo raise s
other points after he has spoken bu

he is ready 1 will yield the floor &t

1|
1 .

I wil

4
ir. BUMPERS
the distinguisned
there any speakers

other siqe

Mr. President,.] ask
floor manager, are
here or coming on
of this issue’
Mr HATFIELD The majority
leader is on his way to the fioor to
speak for at least part of his 15 min-
utes

Mr. BUMPERS. Fine

Mr. President, 1 have been opposed
to the Clinch River breeder ever since
1 have been in Congress 1 think 7
voted for it for the first year ] was
here But since that time the whoie
idea for the project has degenerated
unbelievably ;

Pirst. the CRBR represents an obso
technology. The best physicists in
this country say that 1f we go througt
with the project the earliesi possibie
completion date will be 1980, and by
that time the technology will be 16

He

el
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e .‘;'.ngf‘n-t gl ).':r'_ B"‘)'T‘ZIJ'»' How much time dc One _(,’ Lthe reasons for my view was
thine thit lte bosn Sason u:m A“,“‘;T‘ﬁl‘.“,‘f‘. P ) that ] L:.a-\;ﬂni & 1ihermal breeder
$¢ Afe Starting dows A e ¥ .-‘.“,“,.,\ JFFICER WOouid be In Tennessee and the fast
minutes and 15 seconds breeder would not. But 1 was
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr }"r:‘dv..‘ it \..u~ even then .as 1 am now
ilne 1hung to support pork bar proj- the Unit olales must expiore :z.‘

eCLls oD occasion. ] ol hay 1V ob aver
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y frrem e leTe
ulonium (e)elatesl)

1etic

( < n of power in
L'l'“ we JEClion to politicians around } t Lhe nexi century. I believed that ad
orld War uUng someihing for their home dis vanced reactors and breeder reactors
ri . b T o \'vv- ut this o » 1et - 4 4
one of the claims inj. Ficls—wilhin limits. But this goes Jar must be demonstrated .as feasibie or
) the main ims in : e . L T - . : :
e for the b er was that 0ty¥ond the bounds of reason, fa nieasible, not only in terms of their
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YOou can expialn Lo your constituemts ! their desirability from ocomm
w fuel our light water reactors. that - - g ue helr ges ¥ irom ihe commer
iyt i ; ”: back home. cial SL&I;C.)\JJ:'. wWel in sdvance of the
Urauum WwWas running .out. _NoOw..en- . 3
riched uranium has dropped from $40 ~JUust” yesterday the generators-for time that! we might need them. And ]
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gram to $17. There is & glut on the =% Led aled. It gave wa 14l debale and supported

market. There have been new finds in “, A0 ‘Oulmoded lechnology. So I am the sodium-cooled breeder.
Australia and big new finds in Canads Pleading with my colieagues to listen y point, Mr. President, .is ‘this
We have more than-enough uranium ¥ “l. Lm: Physicists in Lhis country "h L project was not-conceived as &
to run us well past the year 2025, and *2° JOIOL bulld this outmoded tech- Tennessee project. Indeed at that time

yet. ihis Teactor cannot possibly -be DOIOEY."~ th - the Natinma) L WAS assumed that ihe plant -would
commercialized effectively before Lhe __lx&-\-e&&'»'gﬂlr(lt W‘..’LH.AM )\B;Ar()-‘.ufi be bulit some place else, because the

p Taxpayers Union—tt eritage p s " . e
ear 2020 according &« every sensible o, iy "“ u aevelopment work had not been done
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rson who has examined { dation, the Hoover Institute. and inmy State, and it certainly was not a

Fifth, the GAO says U’m‘ the DOE ANy other groups in opposing this boon 0 the State of Tennessee wher
has grossly nrerstated the amount nf Project. The coalition opposing the the decision was made o go forwa=c
electricity thev are going Lo se ) CRER 1is one of the n IMOST prevasive will the prototyp fast neutron Sres od
this reactor. ACTOSs-Lhe-board coalitions ] have ever er

Sixth, the promise in 1 been associated with. Almost evers
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Sixth in 1 om th Later, Mr. President, after that dec
_.»u‘v_‘u__ power incustry til body in America is opposed 1 S, sion had been made by Congress
ties of this country was, “"We will put &nd I hope my colleagues will be, toc CiSion was made on the basis of

up half the mones.” but the utilitie I yield the floor, Mr. President other factors, one of which im
slgned & c ract that they would Mr BAKER u""‘?’t“-" the 1T me¢ The cc¢ nsiderations were

not put up more than 257 1iar The PRESIDINC ()V}"(‘..r' he demonstratic 0 project ought Lo be
That was back when we were expect. Denator from 1""'"‘*\” location not on!y where 1t could
ing this thing to cost about $500 Mr. BAEER Mr. President, I yvield access to the hig} technology that wa
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lion. Now they have put up about $1¢ mysel{—] ask the manager to vield n necessa bulld the system. t
million. The cost has gone from §! 5 minutes where it could demonstrate the
million to $8.8 billion and th leas Mr. HATFIELD ould ¥ nhom Sibility of the plant 1tself
power industry and utilit f thi Py Lo yield the Senat 1 ut ding t power nto & nearbs
country say, “Count us out 1ot r. McCLURE - sident major power grid. The planners als
putting another dime in it.” llamentary inqutry wanted o find & way, 1 believe W
And | ask my colleagues, {f they d The PRESIDING OFFICER n locate Lhe facility in & manner that
not think any more of the Clinch Senator will state it would demonstrate “the licenseability
River project than that, why should Mr  'McCLURE. "Under the unani- of the facility g
we? mous-consent agreement who controls I suspect that other factors inc)
Seven. Other projects are a tter the time? proximity of the plant to hyd

use of money. For exampie, 1 have The PRESIDING OFFICER. The power, L0 steam-generated

W«
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aroelectn
electricits
Deen trying to get money to retrofit proponents of the amen ment and the and to nuclear power from conventior
the dams on the Arkansas River. It is mana ger of the bill &! reactors. Finally however the
& travesty that those 17 dams were not Mr. McCLURE. In t}
outfitled with generators when they manager of

s instanc objec” was a demonstration of the
the bill suppx feasibllity of & breeder system

were bulit. But even todar you can amenament, does he not” But 1 did not make that decisior
outfit every dam on the Arkansas Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President I recall, 1 had nothing to d

tver with generators at a cost of will be very DAppY to yield whatever making that decision. 1 wWas del
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when the choice w
casion chossn wa
my point, Mr. Pre

% AS DOL concelived as

Tennessee pr

have AIWaAyS
who-say that
becal

chinDe

a Tennessee project
omponents Wil De
rate and assembled there
{ the demons
«ill occur there, the major
of the benefit will go 10 AreA
Tennessee, many of them
distant from Tennessec
Mr. President, as you and my cisil
guished colleagues KNow, 1 would have
greatly preferred thal not only
byt many other simuar amencaments
wh our istinguished coleagues
offer on this interun
funding measure, De deferred and NAD
died in“the normal Tegular APPropri
stions process. But 1hat has not been
possible, and 1 would say tomy distl
guished colleagues, the Sensators from
Arkansas (Mr. Bomrzes) ~and - from
New Hampshire (Mr. HOMPHREY ), it:1s
no fault of theirs that the Senale Was
pot prepared to deal with theissue of
the Clinch River projectin the Dormal
order of an Energy and Water Appro-
-préations -bill The plain fact is, "Lhe
House ©f Represenlalives has still, «
nis day.-only given us four-appropri
ations bills of any ¥ind “The fact 1thal
are are “here- at this lale.datle, now
having 1o deal il “one ‘or another
measure that almost every Member of
11 1s hody feels ¢ vital snd.essenlial iD
sne wav:or anotrer is testimony o an
ppropriatious process - Lhatl nas
hroken gown
Mr. President, my plea has beer
this measure is belier deail will
. on Lhis
it on the regular Energy anc Waler
ppropriations bill -&hich the
d chairman <of the Appropri
Committee, Mr. HaTriEn, 85
sures me will be avallable Jor our cor
sideralion & lLiLlie OVeET < months fron
now. But since my pleas Dave thus far
{2llen on deafl ears, &nd because of Lhe
urgency which I unae rsiand my aisiir
guished colleagues WhC have offered
whis amendment leel 1 am preparec L
«ispose 0! 1nis 18sUe 1 4rust-once and
for all. a% this tume. 1 would only add
then a few commenu and 1 will be
briel - i
Mr. President, 1 am convinced ihal
we need to go forward wilh this pro)
ect not only because we have persisiec
in the developmenti of it Jor such &
ng time, and Invesied & greal aeal ol
That & & consideration, 2
wonder what we Are golng 10 6o aboul
the $1 billion pilus we have alread’
spenl .

very

this

fervent!s

want W

interim funding measure

aisiin

ation
alons

money
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Are we just going 1o
saV we made a mislake, anc we

DAL, CI &

ologize and

Kind
e T,
P o & A4

ment
Genera
C’\‘:‘h\t"-‘ \): IVE

al

ptimnm e

President, 1s not U
in My jJuagmen..
decision ought 10 be made
same basis as the original ¢k
the United States of Am=1
demonstrate the feasiblli”y
prototype breeder reactor W« Le
v

countrv and w nh

free world. if we neec |
«t the turn of the centurs That
“redl 1ssue
+ Mr. President, if ‘we were geciding al
+his time that we are goung w electwe
are going to opt for & plutonium cycle
power _system 4ueled by & -series-of
breeder Teactors Arounc Lhe CouUntry.
1f we were called 10 make that deCasior
&1 this tame. ] would pernaps, yoleno
We should make that decision al
this time. But thatl 1smot whal weare
doing. What ‘we are 0OWng "I making
one entry 1in . thal sweepstake. Weare
making one bel on ihe NECess y lor
having this svsiem &l the turn of the
century. - -

The -“Soviet” Union as inhree, the
Germans, the Japanese, and the Brit-
ish are entered, the French have two-—
almost every wavancec pation in ihe
world has some protolype -entry in
the breeder technoliog) I think
would oe foolhardy in Lhe
the Unit

i
President, for Slates

frmnrr the r 3¢

withdraw 1 and
hedge AEALU L
for this system in the future
Mr. President, 1 for one &« notl -be
ve Lhal any gt or any pr
vale entity has ever regrettec an A
vestment in long-term, high tecianol
ogy Tesearch &nd development. Thert
15 almostl unis agreement in Lhas
country that fallu Lo keep pace will
technology in basic incustnes 15 Al Lhe
root -of many of owr economic pro
jems today. And yel nere we are, once
sgain, cousidering the -WisqoI r0f
throwing AwWay Lhe Sk.5 proven lech
that we Know today can pul &
he prce of electricity for
that is Ies
of generalin

cancel L

necessity

vernment

nology
ceiling or
ever al a plics

the current Cos

than hall
g electr
ity from Ou inexl:a
eNnergy gysien 5. X 14
achievement

Many of my -Coleague
agree with those of us w!

T | .
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sdvanced Dreeder reacior lechnology
must be -preserved but guestion
s hether thl ich River

eqQuipt
t they nhave
gOo0d Imanjy
General A
Dac
not SO good. simply SaFs
No One we Lalked wIlr
us wilh any specilic

wasabie L0 proviae
jacts Indicaling hal

{

COmMPONEnLs gesign features were oLSO

leie

we S years In &

nhiatus on

cons cR i nc AMCEIV.IE
thy pcl, & fuall

which was dinals
broken by the favoralle Augusi 5 geci
sion by the NRC. We are ready {o pro
ceed and 1 aould irge my Cisiin
guished colieagues L0 finush -what we
have beg\ et us notl leave the iano
scape sirewn with tne relics of incom
ple el U ve Lhe courage
C Al WE Wil
pul a cel  O1 : i ol or
of energy, electncal energy, for Lthe in
definite future. 2~ 4
] urge my colleagnes 1o Teject the
amencment before us
Mr BUMPERS. Mr.{President, .how
much time Yemains? 2 T
The PRESIDING OFFICER... Four
minutes, 47 seconas. e ghas
Mr. BUMPERS. First-of 4all. ] aant
to sav there is not-a INan iIn 1his body
for whom 1 have Inore Tespect Lhan
the distinguished Tuajority leader, Dor
i there a State with==hich I have &
closer affinity than-my own State of
Arkansas with thewex: tion.of Ten
NIeSSe i3 Fore AN L, ©
1 am happy tosee any project go in
Tennessee except Lhis €ne 1 have ab
solutely mo gquarrel with Tennesses
location for our €irst fusior
demonstration
want evervbody to Dear
+ we have spent more than §1
already, and just last week the?
took 2 bulldozer down there and start
ed ciearing ® site. That billior doliars
was mostly for R&D and we have
gotien the benefit of that, but most of
what! we have gotlen are Lnings Lthat
«ill not work, rather Lhar the thing:
thatwill work

I want to que

waay U

{orr
e 1074

being Lhe
rOMMercis

te what Edward Teller

happen to be one of

mv {avorite people. But he has called

‘inconsistent -with badly

needed economy in the Government’
and “technically obsolescent ™

1 Stockman—maybe mnot

w ir

said He does nt

the project

1he
the world “.0 Qquole BNy
when he was in the House of
nresentatives. sent out & “Dear Col
" letter that says Clinch River &
ompatible” with the free enter
prise system
Secretary BEdwards testified before
the Energy Committee, on which 1 st
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that this administration's energy
policy will be enly to put Federal dol-
lars in long-term. high-risk technol-
ogy. There is nothing high risk about
this. The French and the British and
the Japanese and the Soviets have
them. Every one of them have put
their technology on the back burner
because of cost overruns and ineffi.
ciencies.

This technology is not iong term,
and it is not going to ever be compet;i-
tive with light water reaclors, coal-
fired reactors, hydropower, or any
other power I know anything about.

This project was started because we
thought we were E0ng 1o need the
technology to meet & 7-percent annual
increase in  energy demand. That
demand L now between 1 and 2 per-
ceni, where it has Seen for
G0 not need the Clinch River project,
and we certainly do not need it at a
cost of $8 billion and $20 million per
megawatl,

1 plead with my colieagues to do
your duty and do the sensible thing
and swp this Project before it gets
started.

1 yieid the fioor.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon ¥yield 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes. - -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from “

afraid the oppo-
erecting & number of fa~-

dnents by the
Office and most recently supported by
their July 12 report—that & July 12,
1882, have found that
Ammamrmeo!mvmlem-
dustry, Governmen:, and private individ-
Uals. No one we talked with Was able Lo pro-
vide us with any specific facts Mm'-ml the
ﬁmenu OF desiin features were Obso-
That is from the GAO and not from
JiM McCrurs
1 would suggest, also, that the cost
overrun questions are greatly inflated.
Again, the opponents of the Clnch
River breeder reactor have come up
with false and phony and rigged fig-
ures and then repeat thewm. The fact
of the matter is tiwnt i you look at the
Costs of the plant at the time

tended do, and apply the inflation
factor to ft that is inherent in society
+ the Clinch River breeder
has suffered no more than any other
and, as s matter of fact, 1t is lower
than the COSts that are at
tached to general construction activi.
ty. Bo Lthat the cost overrun question

Eimply is not Eupported by the facts
Those who have ‘talked about an $8
On cost are using inflated and

Kiver breeder have .
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phony figures and 1 do not think they
knew that. I am S0rTY that they do not
know about it. but they have includec
such matters as Including the cost of
Plutonium fuei—I wonder i the Sena-
1or from Arkansas knew that—when.,
BS a matlter of fact, we already own it
We do not have to buy any. We al-
ready own it.

They have ignored the fact that
there will be $200 billion worth of fuel
produced by this plant auring its oper-
ation and that is not credited at all. So
they use a phony fuel cost and ignore
& real fuel benefit in the assessmen: of
the economic value of the cost of this
pregram.

Mr. President, 1 do not know exactly
how to compete with the kinds of ac-
cusations that have been made in the
very limited time avalable to us this
morning.

Before turming to the substance of
the amendment, I want 1o state st the
outset that I fully respect the good in-
tentions of the cosponsors and de-
clared supporters of this amendment.
The Clinch River project has re.
mained a controversial project ever
since President Carter publicly targe:-
ed it for lermination less than 1
month after his ion in 1977,
Despite the best elforts of the Carter
administration and {ts congressional
Supporters over the Succeeding 4
years, the project is pr apace
today. 1 am -sure that “thousands -of
Americans, as well as this Senator,
ook great pride in the newspaper pic-

work finally underway at the site
L Teoonerces Perhaps a few others “in.
cluding the supporters ©f this amend.
ment, were saddened by  those pi~.
tures. In any event, I want to assure
mYy possibly disappointed colleegues as
‘We begin this debate, that this Senator
&pproaches the debate as & legitimate
and healthy exercige of the legisiative

»rocess in fashioning our Nation's -

energy policy and future. Needless to
say, 1 am convinced that our energy
policy and future wil] be best served
and assured by defeat of the amend.
ment and continuation of the Clinch
River project. Let me now turn to the
substance of the amendment.

Mr. President, this amendment de-
letes funding for the Clinch River
breeder reactor project. The liquid
metal fast breeder reactor represents
the only known technology capable of
Supplying our electrica) ENEergy needs
for the indefinite future et & cost
which approaches the current cost of
grnerstion. We therefore

Clinch River breed.
€r project has been attacked with & va-
nety of arguments for its termination.
Each year, Congress has repuised
these arguments, and the plant Loday
stands with %0 percent of components
compieted or on order and onsite con-
Struction finally begun. pursuant to
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the favorabie August 5 decision of the
Nuciear Regulatory Commussion. The
&rguments against completing this es.
seéntial research and adevelopment fa.
cllity are no more valid today than
they heve been in previous years. The
American breeder reactor program is
today at the point where the sensible
next step is the togineering demon-
Stration of a first large-scale breeder
reactor electric powerpiant. “The
CRBR is therefore appropriate and
Prudent in a carefully timed, conserva-
tively paced engineering development
Program. . =

The Clinch River breeder reactor is
outmoded or in-

wide range of
knowledgeable industry, government,
and private individuals * * *, No one
We talked with was able

The continued keen interest of
French, British, Japanese, and

fundamenta)
figuration developed in the-past 4
years. In short, the Clinch F.iver reac-
Lor is meant 1o be & technology Gavel
Opment and demonstration Iacility,
and the current design 1ihat
objective, s TR

“Those who attack the project costs
often do not mention that the fina)
cest estimate for CRER in early 19%%,
were let, was $1.7 bil-

bl

few pe-centage peints.
the CRBR project loday would leave
show for a $1.3 bil.
The compietion costs,
on the other hand, will be subsiantial.
Iy recovered, even under the most
couservative profit-and-loss assump-
tions, by the $8 billion reverues from
the sale of electricity over the life .of
the project. Meanwhile, in the shorter
term, the project objectives as a re
search, development, and demonstra-
tion activity will be fulfilled.

The recent GAO

claims of project costs ex 3
billion can be largely sttributed to im-
puted Interest on ‘debt, &
normal-
with cost estimates for
this or any other Federa) expenditure

To those who argue that the nuclear
industry should fund this project
beyond their klready substantial con.
tributions, it must be pointed out that
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CRBER is subject w & licensing process
which has never been compieted for &
breeder reactor, and which wil un
doubtedly be longer than tha!l for con-
ventional lghti-waler reactors. With
the confused Federal policies of the
las: few vears, the evolutionary licens
ing procedure iha! atiaches to this
pew technology, and the precommer-
cial scale of this technology demon-
stration f{acility, the privale seclor
should not be expected to increase ils
contributions to this project. 1t is
clearly & proper role for the Federal
Government to complete the develop
ment of such new technologies to the
point where a commercalization deci-
sion can be made by the utilities

“The _suggestion that the TUnited
States might purchase French breeder
technologT does not recognize the
probiems that would be incurred in 1i-
censing the French breeder which at
this time would not meet US. stand-

-ards. It i1s questionabie -whether the
French would want 1o subject their
technology to US. licensing standards
because of potentia! upgrading and
disruption in their own lcensing and
construction schedule that eooulc
result from U.S. scrutiny.

The international community has
made Its position clear on breeder re-
actor technology development The in
ternational fuel cycle evalualion pro-
gram in 1880 strongly supported rapid
development ©f breeder  Lechnology,

thermal poliution, and iess wasie for™

~ disposal. The LMFER dechnology was
judged 10-be no more prone 1o prolif-
eration risk than other-nuclear power

T ..ty to maintain the liguid anetal fast

breeder reacloroplion. v -~
Ao -view o©of the commitment thus
.~ Nation has made and will continue 10
<. .Iake -in the IMFBR ~program, it
-would be sheer folly not to proceed, as
has eacn of the waajor advanced indus-
trial nations, ‘with the construction of
8 technoiogy daemonstration facility tn
concert with our basic LMFEBR pro-
gram. The reason s piain® both propo-
nents and opponents agree that breed
er reactors today, withoul ine cosi
beneflit ‘gained by repication of a
- standardmed pianl can generale eiec-
tricity st & cost hall the presenl cost
of ollgenerated electnicity. No other
inexhaustible energy sysiem comes
-close Lo this achievement.

Let me now address more specifically
the issues related Lo Lhis amenament

ERLEDER MEACTORS USE RESOURCES 80 TTMPS

y MORE EFFICIENTLY

_ less than 1 percent of naturally oc
curring uranium is usable as fuel in
day’s nuciear powerplants. However,
in breeders, the unusabie constitbent
of uranium can be used pol ouly W
generate eiecincily . bul to produce ad-
ditional nuclear fuel which can then
be used in other nuclear reactors. The
_energy value of Lhe uranjum already
mined and above ground Js roughly
egual 1o .ow total unmined coal re
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. Nearly $660 million worth of equip-

sources or &l least three tumes the
OPEC aoll reserves. i .

Scientists recognize the monumental
irnplications this technology has for
our fuel supply and have been working
on breeders for over 30 years. In fact,
Amenca's {irst nuclear-generaled elec
tricitly was produced on a breeder reac-
wor.

ECCROMIC GROWTE REQUIRLS ADEQUATY
ENERCY

Because of its convenience and ver-
satility, our country is relying more
and more heavily on eieciricily L pro-
vide ils power. As the economy recov-
ers and €rows over Lthe next few years,
eieclric power demand will Increase &s
well -

According w the Eiectric Power Re-
search Institute, & modesi .annual
growih rate of 3 percent will require
the United States to double iis entire
eiectric power capacily in-25 years—
that is twice &5 many powerplanis: this
does nol even take Inio account re-
placement power needs for retiring
plants or substitutes for inefficient oi-
fired plants. o

An electricity shortiall could be the
limiting factor in the Nalon's econom
It growth.

DOMESTIC COAL AXD URANTUM WILL SUPPLY THE
. BULK OF OUR ELECTRIC NEEDS e
70 break the stranglehaid {oreign all
exporing - countries . have on .ihe
United States. we will have W step up
1he use of domeslic resources to gener-
_aleeiectricity. Utilities Loday have two
choices—coal and uranium. Few.coun-
tries have even one abundant energy
-source within iheir borders. We are
biessed with two. However, bolh have
limitations, and -both -are -Tinite
resources. -

. While coal will inevitably remain our
major fue! for electric power, there
are both economic and fuel supply
dangers in relying solely .on & singie
source for all our eleciricily needs. 1o
addition. the environmental effects of
burning 100 much coal could be sesere.

Nuclear power is the partner—and
the competitor—that coal needs. Pru-
dence gemands Lhal we Use our domes-
tic uranium resources wisely. The nu-
clear breeder technology will enable us
to extend our f{inile resources lrom
decades 10 centunes. ... .

CLIWCH RIVER: THE NEXT | NCICAL STEP IN OUR
NATIONAL BREEDER FROGRAM

The Nation is now approaching mid
point in the development of breeder
technology. Hundreds of millions of
dollars have been invested in bullding
& base of technology upon which &
breeder demonstration plant can be
bullt. The Clinch River breeder reac-
tor is the nexi step which is needed Lo
demonstrate the performance, reliabil-
ity, environmental acceptability and li-
censability of such a piant ib an actual
utdity system. .

A tolal of 753 utilites have pledged
$25%7 million to the projeci—Lhe larg-
est Government/industry/utility part
nership in the history of this country

Plant design is more than 85 percent
complele. : i

plember 27, 1J3<

‘-

ment is either complete or on arger.

1t is & prudent scaleup of .technol-
ogy. Al 375 N'Wie), Clinch River Is 2'%
times the size of the fast fiux test fa
cility (FFTF.. the current US breeder
test plant. and roughly 2% times
smaller than the neil generalion
breeder—a logical intermediale slep
toward the ability to build commercial
size plants »

CINTH RIVER 15 TECHPOLOGICALLY SUPERIOR

Allegations thatl 1he project 1s tech
nologcally obsoiete have never been
substantiated 1In fact, the Clnch
River design is ithe most advanced 1o
the world. incorporating ieatues and
innorations o olher nalion C&u riatm.
including &n advanced core design and
upgraded - shutdown Sysiems -and
safely features. -

Thirteen independent Govermment
reviews -smnce 1975 have -confirmed
C! eh River's techimical merits. -

eventeen world-reknowned scien-
t. s have reaffirmed the plants Lech-
mical accomplishments. = - .

The abundant Tlexibllity in the Teac-
tor provides the opportunity for us
leadership in demonstrating the prac-
ticality of various fuel cycies.

THE FLANT 16 READY TO BE BULLY

After 10 vears of development, the
Clinch Raver plant is ready 10 break
ground. . Aboul 3,500 persons dn 29
States and the District of Columbia
are presenily -employed on - {lnch

River. Plani design is more-than 85 -

tion activities. -~ — -~ Y e - ‘

Contrary Lo -what many bave-eald,
termination ©f the piant will not nec-
essarily save money. L canceied.- Lhe
cost 10 Lhe taxpayers would be $1.4 bil-
Lon—with nothing 10 ahow 101 iLOn
the other hand compielion COSts ol
$2 4 bilhon—comparahie o the bill we
pav for imported oil every few weeks—
v 1d _e partially offsel by met reve-
nue “r.m the already contracted for
sale of electricity from the plant—a
pet cash flow into the Federal Treas-
urv, Canceliation of the project would
also jeopardize the possibility of any
future joint venture between govern
ment and private industry.

Breeder technology is the only-de
velopmenta! energy technology today
tha! ean be assured o produce large
amounts of power in the first quarter
of the uext century. Without operat-
tng Clinch River, the utility industry
will not risk tight capital on atechnol
ogy that has not benelited ftrom
proven hands-on experience.

wﬂmmmmlmr—m N

J THE AVMINISTRATION )
The Reagan administration supports
Clineh River and, accordingly, reguest-
ed $2525 million in the DOE fiscal

yenr ml:luuhqnnuonbmlox its con-

-

e R S

Septe

tnual
of OM
Jetier

SLockr
minist

projec

€nerg’
The (
be cons
mertia.
pow €r
next s
ment

pnatio

T b

R
edr

bresde

as our
ence
would




T

Ve

i

tnuation. David Stockmmzn, Director
of ONB. reiterated this support tm s
letter 40 DOE Nr
Stockman lefl no doubt that the ad.
ministralion  strongly belteves the
project s compalible with Presiden:
Reagan's free-markel approach to
energy. He said that
The Clineh Ruver Breeder Reactor shoulo
be consirucled and operatled—not AS A COm
mertiALIALION ACUVILY OF &S an UL
POREr FEDErMLOr—DUL ralher as the logcs)
nex! sieT L bmummom
men.
TN CONCRESS '
The Congress has repextediv  er)
dorsed the project. The House, in con
sicering fts fiscal vear 1980 DOFE au-
thonzation bill (HLR. 3000ron July 26
1878, overwheimingly retected. 237 o
£2, an atltempt to kKiIl CRHER. Similar-
Ir. on September 27, 1979 when the
full Senate was given the opportnmity
Lo vole on a proposal by Senator Dar
BuMPERs t0 delete TRER funding
from a continuing sppropristians reso-
lotion (EJ. Res. 404), it was tabied by
& signilicant 64 to 33 margin More re-
cently, both House and Senate ver
sions of the Omnibus Reconcilialic:
Act of 1981 included authorzation to
continue funding of the Clineh River
breeder reaclor project Purthermoare
I aclon on the fiscal year 1982
eneTEy and waler developenent appro-
prialzoms bil) the full House woted 206
o 186 against an amendment of {ered
by Representative lawrrmcr Coocs-
LIS 30 delete funds for the  Clmen
River project znd the Senate voted 45
o 46 In oppositan o & Homphrey/
Bumpers . sanendment 1o dscontinns
funds - ettt L 7 - YO
TEOW IREPERIENT EVALETTON GROUPS.
In sdditiem. “virtnay =il “Govern-
menl or private studes have conciug-

counting Office refterated its belief
that the Clinrh River pwoject is the
next ogcal step in the Nataon's Lreed-
er program. Pallure 0o  coostruct
Cimeh River. ft saud would “fareclase
on Lhe long4derm foture of .2 major
energy oplion—nuciear fissiop * * *."
CTHER COUNTEIES ARE COMMITIED TC IME

are. Eng and Prance, and the Soviet
Union kave been operzting prototype
Dreeder reaciors smce the mid- 1960z
2nd & yerr ago Lthe Soviets began oper-
aung & breeder twice as big as the
Clinch  River plant. Germany =nd
Japan are planning to bring their first
Ureeders nio operalon duriag

10O~ -, mson. = asirs e bate

To walk awxy fromn Qlineh River
would be a ciear sgnal Lo other na-
Lons Lhal we mre ol serious abow!
PUrTUINg IncTrexsed energy productiorn
L0 redoce woridwide shoriages 5s wel)
as our own perious and costly depend.
enee on foreign energy soarces. It
Would also seriously Jeopardize our

2 = - - - AT -

leadership -position .in -Lhe -peacefu)
uses of nuclear energy. i+ ¥
TLINCY RIVER AN ENERCY SOLTTION

Er buflémg the Clinch River breeder
realior and assuring that the breeder
will be proven and avallable when
Deeded, we can hand down Lo the next
REneralion not another energy prob-
lem, but gan EeNergy solulion—an
ENeryy source to replace those our
own generation has consumed

Wise decistons today ecan enrich the
Lives of all Americans who follow us

It may be, Mr. President that al? of
this debate is urrelevant, that every-
body has already made up their minds
and Lhey are goang Lo vole Jhowever
they wish 10 vote and all the record is
for is for a histone reference point to
the vote that was already taken to
ratify attitudes that are ‘already in
place.

The {act of the matter is exactly as
the Senalor from Tennesssee has sug
Resied, and that is U the United States
Is - Lo gevelon -lechmology, if we  are
Foing Lo be able Lo compete 8t the end
of thnanwnmdmcbenmuol
the next cemtury, we must develop
that technology now. We cannot watt
until events have outstripped us. have
left us behund.

The French obvicusly are doing a
FTeal deal more Lthan we are There
are Whose who say il we need & breeder
TEArlor we can always buy ane trom
the French. Tell that to the worker in
Youngstown, Ohic, who will be out of
work because he does not havetheop-
portunity to compete. Tell that to the
workers across this eountry that wil)
see the tecimology installed - #n this
country that was developed in anather
countrr because we refused to partici-
pale ln e development of the new
lechpoiogy thatl -will -be &pphed . at
Some Ume n tne future. - -

Bul, bemides thal, Mr. Presideni
what happens Lo our licensing and our
safety requirements i we try to tnstal)
something that was developed by
sanueone else under & very different
regime of salety and control aof the
components than we have in Lhis
country”?

Mr. President, 1 think It is cbvious
that {f we are 10 stay where we are as
& compeling industrial nation we must
be abie to continue to develop the
technologies that will be applied in
the future. Tha! s why W make any
current analysis, as the Senalor {rom
Arkansas did, and say thus costs more
for electricity than some other
method of producing electricity,
simply ignores the fact that we gre in
a demonstration program. We are not
in & commercial program. As a matter
of fact, we are Uylg 0 move the
technology forward a0 that we will
have opuon to exercisse thal al &
future date, &n Opton that we 60 Dot
at this time have.

Mr. President, 1 thank the Sermator
for yielding I do not wan! to take all
of the time that is avallable to the op-
ponents of the amendment [ just urge
my coleagues, wWho have had any op
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poruunity Lo.study.the issues at all and
look ai the facts as uiey really are, not
Lo accepl as gospel the facts Lhat are
Lthrown out by the opponents when, as
& malier of {act. they are not f{actual
al all. They are myths And Lhey are
Propaganda. They are misieading and
they are calculated to muslead.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, wil)
the Senator from. New Hampshire
Vield one-half minute Lo me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yieid 30 seconds
Lo the Senator from Wasconsin, .-

Mr. PROXMIRE - Mr. President, ]
rise in support of the Humphrey-
Bumpers amendmeny.

What is wrong with the Clineh River
breeder reactor? Practically “evers
thing. It s technologically obsolete
and economically {llogical. Even worse,
it greatlly increases the risk of Tuclear
proliferation.

And there is nothing about Clinch
which warrants this risk “The entire
breeder reactor progrem was designed
to respond to anticipated shortages of
the uranium needed to fue! conven-
tional nuclear reactors. But the short.
ages have no! occurred and neither
have the high prices that were sup-
Posed Lo make Clinch competitive with
convenlional nuclear power, Instead
the first Lime this plant might be com
pellive is In the year 2040, yes 2040,

Despite the fact that the fina) cos?
of Clinch w%ill be close to $10 billlion
and not the .$400 million originally
promised, industry’s contribution wi -
remain frozen -al $275 _milion ~“The
Ullilles know.a bad project when they
«.Even the Departument .of Energy's
own.advisers do.not consider Clinch &
top. priority. Their Energy Research
Advisory Board raled Cliach near the
botiom of Us project class - .

A U Uus were not enough., According
to Dr. Ted Tayior, former Deputy Di-
rector of the Defense. Ator - Support
Agency, one bomb droppec .o AL pper.
aling breeder reacior coui. 'case as
much of two of the most da. erous -
radio isolopes as detonaling eve v nu
clear warhead now existing.

ADpd breeder reactors increase the
risk of nuclear proliferation by in.
creasung Lhe amount of plutonium
available for diversion into bambmak-
ing. Is the program worth these risks?
Of course not

Alr. President, going forwerd with
Lhis plant does not make any sense.
All of the other countries experiment-
Ing wilnh breeders are pulling back
from the technology. The enormous
expense is not worth the risk. /

A recent Wall Street Journal editors.
al says it best, *“There_ is no need and
Do excuse for new subsidies for its de-
velopment in Lhe midst of & budget
emergency.? -

1 urpe my colleagues o support the
Bumpers-Humphrey amendment

I thank my good friend

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
the essential point in this debate is
4hal breeder reaclors will nol be com



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —

Board be
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Secretary ¢! Energy
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pariumen. « - 4 &0

OWD acvis

\ng against
We do no

NP et
project

'v-:\t-f..’f a
goes forward In
under 1.’1( BHouse appropr
jeast, Clinch River is $227
he total for breeder reactor
$539 "million. Even-1f -we
Clinch River, the bulkof tire
»U’Pf"é" TEACLOr research Program re-
mains in place ;

Mr. President, 7 ask unanimous con
sent 10 have printed in the RECORD an
-editorial published in the Wall Street
Jownal this pas donday ‘supporting
the pomt of v of the opponents of
the Clinch River breeder reactor and

~an editorial t he Washington Times
-als0o published this past Menday

There being no objection, the edito-
rals were crder:. W be printed in the
REeCORD, as follows

[From the Wall Street Journal Sept 27

Bcorrimme Cuanee Rrver

¢ ; yn crews broke ground last
Wea 15 r Lhe iong<delaved Cl

reeder reactor near Oak Ridge
Tenn some ‘“hambers of Congress ge!
thelr wa however., Lhat may be as far
'_' L 4 :"' -~ -

River

SYET Rl
Sens Humphreys and Dale
Bumpers pian L introduce an amendme
lnmﬂ""‘ﬂ u
tion Lthat w
nuciear reaclor
ment Lhink Lthey have & goOd chAance Al pas
sage because Lhe last crucial Senate test of
dhe Drogram Iast year won by only & two
in afier Majority Leader Howard
lobbied Intensely for Lhis big invest
ment In his home state. Since Lhen, severa
conservative eenalors who are normally
supporters of nuciear power, have apparent
Iy turned around on Clinch River
One big reason s u'rfowrr of the simpie
view Lhal govern should get outl of Lhe
energy busihess ne success of oll dereguis
ton altests to the fact that market forees
CAI SaAS cope with our energy demands
without governmen! intrusion and no good
purpose would be served by Turther nassive

federal subsidization of any energy project
even nuciear power. This was -

NEeaARR!

1 sulfers escalation costs
§ RS0 becoming clearer L0 mar
V TeAson Lhe federal government is &
enmeshed in the pre that Dbreeder
technology st omical G Lhe privale
energy seclo Oes ni asle 18 «
Al
avala Liv
fuel Dreeder reacilors wor
the year 2030 or beyond
Besides Lhese concerns, Lhere is als
haunting worry about nuciear proliferat
Breeder Lechnology provides AN easy I
of JUIrIng weapon ETagde piut

ipport ¢ s

maca’ until

endc

It makes Do sense, especiall! ¢
current budgetary constraints -to sink bi
Lions of federal doliars W8 Duciear preo
ect 1hatl won'l be economical for at least 5(
years. The Senate could do us alla favor b
sinking the Clinch River reactor.

[From the Washungi

1882
“PLUTONTUM PORK BARREL'

Congressional proponent
power can vole against Lhe
breeder reactlor wilh a clear conscience

They «il! not be reneging on the
com nt a8 some Senate leaders impl
oy be woUng against govermunent
wasle: against what Sen. Gordon Humphrey

i describes N 3 "plutoniu pork

issue s not nuclear power any=uy. It
isn't even Dbreeder reactors. The issue
whether we can afford 1o spend more thar

three billion dollars so Oak Ridge, T emn

can advertise ilsel! as Lthe “capi of
A7 research and gevelopment
Being for nuciear power has never mear

T

ng lfor inefficient nuciear power, }

CAr
ponenis have never been 80 NMpcd as

bsessed WILh wing and sOlAr elerna

igea has beer
A and dependab

ven Lhe most avid proponents favor
&7 power only when it meels Lhal Les
giadly would switch aliegiance o wind
or spit power Ll anyone could be show
more efficient

Whatlever b ir River project be
comes, It will t ne Lthat. The Depart
ment of Energy's own research board has
recommended deferring vonstruction “be
cause of ita Jow urgency, low sconomic po
tential and low beneflitLo~cost rallo ’

The House Energy Subcommities est)
males Lhe projecied start-up cost of $3 6 bi
lon, which already makes Lhe reactor furn
tionally ridiculous. will be more like S'

JLhers such a8 Senator Hur
Lieve will be closer Lo 310 billior
add “incidentials” like Interest payments

As for dependabllity, nobody s Quile oo

taln—whic els you somelhing right Lhere

SENATE

h'v-v-o'-' reactors still are in thefr expery

enlal slage, and allhough safety is not

ecessaniv | Jon. &bt 3 L Lme and
iS00 - X L D) VAre

Reacus

(CrerTnar

Ciogy behund

breeger reaclors and thetr i
when we need & truly fuel-<lfy
cosl-ellective . source of nuciear
We mIEDl have one—inswesad of ar

r decunal point in the nalional debi

Mr. BEUMPHREY. Mr
w X € remains
SIDING OFFICER. The
benator has 1l seconas remaining -
Mr. EART. Will the Senator yield 6
secondads”
The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator now has no time remaining
¥ 4 amenament

President,
mu

The PRESIDING

ihe opponents of the
bave 5 minutes remaining
JOHNSTON. Will the Senator
1 minute’
1ATFIELD. 1 yield
JOHNSTON. -What is involved
s Dol phony cost estimates ut
question involved here is whether
the United States wants 1o .Jose {ts
edge technologically -in -one . of the
emerging fields. The United States has
been the leader since the early days of
atomic energy in Lhe atomic area. We
are the greatest exporter of notonly
nuclear Tuel butl nucliear components.
The question involved here is, Do we
want o try 10 keep whatever edge is
left ©of nuclear excelience? lf<we -do
then we ought 10 go ahead with a proj
ect which 1s over one-Lhird complete,
the components are over 90 percent
compiete, and Lthe technology ‘is not
sbsolercent. The techinology is .the
lalest in the stale of the art
Mr. President, 1 ix it would be
5 country, over 33 percent
project, L0 cease and desis
luntarily lose our excelience
3 most important.tlec!
IOgY Lhat we have LOAAY
Mr HART Mr President, the
Clinch River breeder reactor has
shown a remarkable ability Lo sustalr
itself In the Federal budgetl. Today
however, & series of overwhelming
foroes—astronomical cost overruns, de
creasing growtih in demand for elec
tricity, and unfavorable economics-
il Justily & Senate vote to eliminate
L.A.' project once and for all
The estimated costs for dullding the
Clinch River breeder reactor have sky
rocketed, anywhere from fourfold to
thirteeniold, depending on the est)
mates. The cost overruns on this pro
ject exceed Lthose Lhal plague many of
our weapons sysitems. In fact, the Fed
eral CGovernment har already spent
$1.2 bllion on the project, yet not one
puling fias been sunk Or -one ounce «f
concrete poured

-
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The original 1971 cost estimate for
the Clinch River breeder reactor was
£400 million—or $£9860 million 1in
tocar’s dollars. An incdustry consor-
tum ef 753 uvtiliues pledged to con
tribule 8257 ralllion—or $600 mOlion in
loday s dollars. Its share, at that time.
represented more lhan 50 percent of
te Lotal estimaled cost.

Dunng the past 10 years, DOE esti.
mates of the project's cost have risen
to $3.6 billion. But the Genera) Ac-
counting Office (GAQ), in 2 report re-
leased last week. disputes the DOE
{igure as oo low. It estimates the cost
al between $8 and $10 billicn, figures

al include several essential elements
missing from the DOE estimates the
cost of the plutonimen fuel for the re-
actor, the imputed interest to the Fed-
era! Government for finanemg. and
the staff time used on the project

Yel. despite the massive mcreases i
the project’s cost, the ncdustry’'s dollar
contribution has rematned the same.
Consequently, instead of sharing 50
percent cf the cost, the industrr now
will share less than 10 percent, should
the project go forward.

If, as onginally intended. this proj-
ect will demonstrate the commercial
Tability of breeder reactors, “hy
shoulé the private sector not continue
Lo bear its original 50-percent share of
Lhe costs? It should—if it truly be-
lieves 1in ‘the <commercial -viabllity..of
breeder Teactors. ‘But, .apparentiv —ehe
private seclor has its doubts Early on,
it secured an agreement that the Fed-
eral Government would pay for.all

Costs exceeding.the original 1871 esti-
mate. = . B SR eey

Others .also have -doubted -whether
breeder-reactors, in.general and the
Clinch River breeder reactor, in partic-
ular, could pass muster m- the free
markel. Our.current Budget Director,
Darid Stockman ance described Clmeh
River as “incompn‘ible with our free
market approach 1o energy palicy
* ** . The breeder cannot compete
with existing rnuclear technologies
within the timeframe contempiated by
ILs advocates without continuing mas-
Sive subsidies.” Stockman wrote that
in 1977. And. as the estimated costs
have -spiraled. Clinch River has
become even more “Incompatible”
wilh free market principles.

The spiraling costs alone would not
Justify terminating the Clineh River
breeder reactor if the project reaped
countervaliling economic benefits. But,
breeder reactors do not make econom -
Ic sense today. And. according Lo study
after study, they will not make eco-
nomic sense .antil well inio the pext
century, if ever. -

The reason is as simpie as the law of
Supply and demand. Breeder resclors
use raw materml of
Duciear weapons—io boil water and
produce the steam that turns the tur-
bines W generate electricity. Plutoni-
Um 1s an extremely expensive reactor
fuel, extracted by 2 hughly technica)
Process {rom the spent uraniam fuel
Fods discharged from conventional = u-

CONGRESSIDNAT RECORD <"SENATE

ciear power reactoers. The GAO esu-
mates the plutonium fuel for ithe
Clinch River breeder reactor could
cost from $23 to $200 per fram. Thus,
Lo supply Clinch River with the 6.2
million grams of plutonium required
W fuel ik for 5 years will cost beiween
$143 million and $1.2 billion.

Because breeder reactors can use the
plutonium *left over” from conven-
tiona! reactor fue! and prodvce—or
“"breed”"—more fue! than they con-
Sume, many experts a decade AE0C saw
them as the ideal way L exiend gur
Supposedly SCArce Uranium resources.
But using plutonium in breeder reac-
LOTs 10 generate electricity is like feed-
Inf cream 10 & cOW to ge! milk Only
when the price of cats or hay exceeds
the cast of producing cream would it
make economic sense. Similarly. only
when the price of uranium zxceeds the
cost of producing plutonium would
breeder reaciors make econamic sense.

Today, the price of uranhmm would
have o increase tenfold, from its cur-
rent level of $17 per pound. for breed-
€I reaclors w become economically
Justiliable. Yel, the proven uranium
reserves in-this country have -doubled
over the-past 10 ‘years At the same
time, the projected demand for urani-
um has ¢rastically decreased as the
growih in demand for nuclear power
has declined .Conseguently, the do-
Ineslic wuranium industry has tumbled
inw a -severe depression ihat_has
thrown out of work virtually half of
the Nation's 22,000 uranium miners—
many in ‘my-own State -of -Colorado
The domestic uranium industry has
even Dpersuaded the Congress to Te-
Srict Imports of less expensive foreign
Uranium as & step toward resioring iis
economic health. Why should we now
spend billions of dollars to develop an
alternative to uranium fuel. when.the
domestic uramin— industry verges on
collapse? - "

If current economics do not Justify
use of the breeder as & "uranium in-
surance policy.” then adoption of al-
ternative technology to the breeder re.
actor will make it even more economi-
cally unjustifiable. Back-{ittable tech-
noIOgy currently under gevelopment
by the nuclear industry and the DOE
could increase by 15 percent the urani-
um efficiency of existing nuclear
powerplants This technology could
save ralepayers $12.7 bllon through
the year 2000, according o the GAO.

In addition to the uranium savings
that would result from back-fitting ex-
isting reactors, we can further reduee
uranium consumption by up to 40 per.
cent with & new generation of urani
um-elficient, advanced converter reac
tors. A fullscale eflfort w asveiop
Lhese reactors as an allernative w
breeder reactors would not only sy
nificantly extend our uraniom Te
sources but also gtve us & highly eom
petitive, proliferation resistant tech.
nology “with ‘which to capture our
former share of the internationsl nu-
clear market.
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If, as many suggest. breeder reactors
are ihe nuclesr equivalent of the su-
personic transport and the Concorde
Jels. then uranium efficient. advanced
reactors are the nuclear equivaient of
the Boeing 757 and 7€7. 1f the admin-
Istralion truly wanted to help the fall-
Ing domestic nuclear industry, 1t would
reject the economic chicanery of those
Supporuing the Clnch River breeder
reacior and instead promote uranium-
efficient advanced reaclors. a product
that can survive in the free market.

We have all heard the argument
that breeder reactors =il increase the
risk of nuclear proliferation by leading
Us InW & plutonium economy in which
tons of weapons-grade materia) move
In international commerce each vear.
This grim prospect alone should clinch
the case against ‘the Clineh® River
breeder reactor. But if it does not, eco-
nomics should In a period of severe

for all. 2

Mr. HOLILINGS WM. ‘President, )
nse 1o support-of the -amendment of
the Senators frora -New Hampshire
and Arkansas - ¥ :

Mr. President,-1 have long been-a
proponent of the development of nu-
clear energy in this country. However,
I-cannot support ihe -construction .of
the Clnch River breeder Teactor. De-
spite the effarts madedy the Depart-
ment of Energy and Westinghouse to
Improve the technology. this project is
not the best buyfor the money. - -

Mr. President, in-a day_and age of
fiscal constraint when the Members of
Lhis body are beirg asked 1o make-dif-
ficult reductions in a-broad array of
projects and programs we .cannot
afford to fund this project. ‘To do-so
will take funds avay from other much,
needed energy projects and other dis
retionary spending programs  How
can the Membersoxt.msbodyever
reduce Federal spending and balance
the budgel If sacred cows exist?

Mr. President, as difficult as this de-
cision is, 7 fee! that “the arguments
agalnst the construction of this proj-
ect are valid and that the funding for
the Clnch River breeder reaclor must
be terminated. - .

Mr. President, at this time, 1 would
ask that s lst of prguments against
the Clinch River breeder reactor be in-
cluded in the Rrooro.

+ There being no objection. the mate.
ral was ardered to be printed in the
RECORD, us follows: =« - .

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THY Constroerion oy
THE CLimcn Rrvex Breznry

mmmmm

LI s always arpved that Pranee and the
Soviet Union are bullding hrge prototype
breeder reactors for operation in the early
1880 s Howewer, il should be noled that Lthe
French recenuy revesied Lha: the cost of
electricity from e werid e Lirst breeder of
COmmercal sue—iw much touied Super
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Phoenu-u Almost twice the cost of ~elec-
trieity from conventional reactors

2. There are fundamental economic ques-
uom coucerning CRBR. last vear, the
Bouse Science and Techunology Commitiee.
prumzrily on economic grounds. decided not
W include the Cliinch River breeder reactor
ir. the DOE authorization. ! might also ref-
erence & letler writien by David Swockman
in Beplember 1877 thal stated “early com-
mencalizauon of the breeder will result in
large economic losses w society in addition
W & lengihy Ust ¢f non-mMODEWAry risks in
the safely, environmenial and internstional
relalions prolderalion areas. Therefore, no
further subsidization ¢f the Clinch River
projeci, an integTel step in the early com-
mericalizalion Program. can be justified

3. An important element in Lthe deasion 1o
bulld or not w build CRBR rests on the
demand for eiectricity and the svalabdility
of uranium resources. While there is consid-
erabie debate as o future U.S electnecal
demand, there is & surplus of uranium In
addiuon, If uranium were 10 become SCarce
utllites would opl L0 use reprocessed spent
fuel before going to the breeder Lechnology
because of the more favorable economics of
the once-through Lght waler reactor cvcie.

4 Current DOE data show sulficient natu-
ral uranium W fuel Lthe Light waler reactor
industry well pasi the year 2020 and that
the breeder may not be economical untl
afier the year 2025

£ The President's Report of Federsl

- Energy R&D Priorities issued in-November
1881 by the Energy KResearch Advisory
Board concluded Lhat “the construction of &
- breeder reactor demonstration a! this time
“is Dot an ‘urgen! prority and thus, under
" «current budget constraints recommeénded
ihat such a mmuon hc dt.llnd umu
“a future time ™
6. On September 23, 1& unOAO issued
TAD Interim report on Lthe 1Wial COst estumale
~of the CRER. The GAO revised the Depart-
ment of Energy Beptember 1682 estimaie of
4$3.6 billion to $£.8 billion “The main reasons
for this dramatic increase were that DOE
underestimated the cost of plutonium and
~did not inciude the cost of tmputed interest.
“Whereas the later vompanent, ‘usually 1s not
‘Dormally associated -with ocost estimatles it
Goes refiect the true cost of the proje: in.
clucing the cost of Treasury borrowing.
“The report also noted that sdditional ex-
penses above the $£.28 billion jeve! will be in-
curred for decommussioning. technical sup-
port and testing. lnd mon contin-
m

"'hrouxb fiscal yenr 1981 !1 148 billion

has been expended for the CRER. The ma-

the CREBR was estimated W
M2 tnmwu. in 1976, $69% million: in
. $3.3 bllion. 1n Beptember of 1982 the
esumate s 836 blllon and the
eslimaie 15 $8.8 blliion. However,
ievel of utllity participation, mtlc the

TECHNICAL ARGUMENTS

1 1o May 1882, the GAO issued a report
that was eritical of the Department of Ener
£Y's {allure 1o conduet complete and thor.
ough Lests of Lhe sleam generalor design o
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be used tn the CRBR. “Steam generstors
for Liguid metal {ast breeder reactors have
had & hustory of senous wehrucal problems
Small breeder reactors tn thus country and
aemonsuralion breeder reaclors in foreign
couniries have experienced steam generalor
faliures. Steam generalors for the CRER
have aiso experienced & number of problems
auring thelr development ’

< Numerous articies have surfaced the
“lechnucal” flaws of the CRBR. A Reader's
Digest articie described CRBR as “Senalor
Baker's ‘Costly Technological Turkes' ", the
N.Y. Times refers to the project as 8 “cosuy.
i-concerved technociogical turkey”. and Lhe
Wall Street Journal calls it & “white -eie-
phant recognized &s uneconomic even bv
the nuciear tndustry *

3. A broad array of Congressional and sci
entific critics argue Lhat CRBR is rapidly
becoming lechnically obsoiele. Besides the
probiem wilh the sieam generators the use
ef Lguid sodium W oool the reaciors core
Lias crealed soditicna! probiems because
sodium burns when it mixes with sir So
phisticaled technigues are reguired tw
remove and replace luus without optmns
the reactor up.

4 Constuction of the CRER would lock
the US. inw the LNFBR before we have
Lhoroughly researched other possible breed-
er technologies. To quote Dr. Schiesinger,
the “commercialzation of the LMFBR
should be deferred and Lhe construction of
the Clinch River breeder cancelied The
Clinch River Breeder Reactor cannot be jus-
tified soiely as & R&D project. To proceed
DOW requires being {airly confident this type
of breeder is going to be used as the next
large source of energy and that-it~will be
Deeded in the early 1990 There are now
senous doubts Lhat mmnonmmpn
ale™

-5, Crites also m un. c.he .haste to

bund the CRER and w guickly -secure &
technology Lhat may be needed In the
future is premature and wasteful It also
-~would divert aliention and resources from
safer, more economical allernatives—other
lom:olmy ormmm:wm»
egies. .

6 Itis onen slated In M!uruh m w
of the CRER that the GAO and the Nation-
& Academy cof BSrences Support ihe oo
strucuon of the Breeder . . . .and that is
true. However, (o support the breeder is not
o support the CRBR. Let me gquote, there
fore, trom the GAO and the Nalions) Acad.
emy of Sciences reports -

[GAO Report of Sept. 22, 1980)

“L Congress wishes Lo maintain & nuciear
option or If it wishes to commit W nuciear
power as & “e-lerm energy sowree, GAO
recommeny ; Ltha. " require DOE to 8emon-
strale the AabUily ¢. "he LMFBR technol
Ogy by randating the o “*mction of s
breeder ruacior facility. However, . making
this recommendation. GAO wants 1o em-
phasize that !t 15 not necessarily advocating
the completion of the Clinch River project
as the only means of moving the program
forward. The only resolution o the im-
Passes mAY De L0 move ahead wilh & larger,
more recently designed facility inswead of
the Clinch River project ™

National Academy of Bciences Energy in
Transition 1985-2000 “Development of the
LMFBR should continue. but withous tm-
mediale commitment W construction of pro-
totype reactors The Commitiee on Nuciear
and Alternative Energy Systems was divided
on Lhe ssue of whether o recommend the
construction of the Clinch River breeder re-
ACLOT as part of this developmen! program.
... A majority of the commitiee considersad
the Clinehi River Breeder undesirable orun-
Decessary for reasons Lha!l vared within the
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majerity. including inappropriateness of s
GesiEn &S & developmental 1acility, its thoom.
paliblity with President Carter's antiproli.-
ferauon policies. and is possibie contribu-
tion wward committing the U.S. to commer-
cializalion of the LMFBR. A minority con-
SigeTeC IT NECesssary, as & lechnological twp
tha! Is well short of commitment 1o com-~
mercialization. but necessary {f ear!v com-
merciallZalion turned out Lo be desirable” -

7. 1 would like 10 Quole from & telegram
that Dr Edward Teller sent o Congress
waman Schneiger afier she sucocessiully de-
fealed the authorzation of the CRBR in
Lhe House Science and Technology Commit-
lee 1n 1981

“1 continue 10 urge congressional support
&nd encouragement of Lthe American nucie
A7 pOWer program. as il continues iLs devel
Oopmerni intw one of the most s~ Jyre, safe,
aAnc economical portions of » Lonal epergy
supply. However, Clunch ™ .er 1s techniealls
obsoiescent.-and iis .oali scale and large
cost make il thoroughly inconsistent with
badly needed economy it government ™

Mr. President, based on the argu-
ments Lhat exist, I heve no choice but
LW oppos: the construction of this pro-
Ject. However, 1 would be remiss if I
did not say the cost estimate for this
project ruould also include the cost of
the Barnwell facility. Since it is ciear
in my mund that the. sole reason this
administration wants to - complete
Barnwell is 1o provide the fuel for the

“Clinch River breeder.

—

CLINCH RIVER v-unm T~
" Mr. MITCHELL - Mr.~ President. 1
Tise 10 support & long overdue and es-
sential measure 10 elilminate funds for
the - Clinch River - breeder Teactor
(CRBR). -

1n the late lmlw eu'ty 1910:.
when plans for the CREBR project
were {irst conceived, & breeder reactor
offered & special “appeal because -it
would have the capacity 1o produce
fuel while genersting -electricity; each
successive breeder “would be able to
produce more fuel 1or Lbe next reac-
b [ S

Clinch River seemed even more ap-
pealing due to fears that the price of
uranium-—the fuel of nucliear resac-
tors—would skyrocket in the 1980's
that electricity demand would contin-
ue 1 grow rapidly through the last
quarter -of this century; and that nu-
clear power would sccount for much of
that ejectricity growtih

In essence. the breeder in 1971 prom-
ised an inexhaustible source of energy
as our Nation headed into decades of
electricity growth and energy insecu-
rity.

Today, that promise has faded: the
economic assumptions which gave rise
to Clinch River in the early.1970's are
contrary to the economic mum- of
1982

Electricity demand has not increased
a5 projected. The -annual electric
growth rate of 7 percent between 1560
and 1973 has steadlly decreased to 3
current annual rate of 3 percent. -

Instead of steadily rising in price
and becoming more-scarce, uranium

has decreased In price and become
“more abundant with the discovery of
new reserves in the United States

NN »uuu’o&l-w"‘”
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Canada. and Australis. While uranium
prices have cropped from about $40 Lo
$20 per pound. numerous studies esti-
mate Lthatl a breeder reactor would not
be economical until the price of urani-
um reaches £165 per pound.

And nuclear power has not contrib-
uted Lo electricity growth as predicted
The Energy Information Adminisira.
tion now predicts that nuclear power
will contribute 145 to 185 gigawatts of
electr ¥ in the vear 2000, less than
15 p¢  ent of the previously projecied
1200 .gawatts.

Clearly, these figures indicate that
the economic basis for Clinch River
has virtually disappeared.

While the promise of Clinch River
has faded, its cost has not.

In 1271, the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and a consortium of utilities
agreed W become partners in the
Clinch River project. The original esti-
mate for CRER then was $400 million.
The estimate rose to $700 million in
1972. Eleven vears later, the new De
partment of Energy estimate for the
project is $3.57 billion. The cost of
Clinch River has increased seven-foid.
even though ground was just broken
at the site last-week. - -

One easily-wonders how rapidly the
overruns will accrue if construction
begins in earnest. That guestion was
Tecently answered by.s General Ac-
counting Office report which conclud-
ed that the Clinch River breeder reac-
tor could cost $8.8 billion, more than
twice the current administration esti-
mate. S gy = gl < g - IO
*“The cost 2 ~evi-
dence of why the private sector chose
to sharply limit its contribution to the
CRBR project. After- establishing a
partnership with the AEC in 1971, the
consortium .©f -utilities backed - down
from its full commitment a year. later.
In 1871, the Federal Government as-
suned all ost overruns with u.ility
contributions frozen at $257 million.

To date. the consortium of utilities
have commitied only about $122 mil-
lion. Of the total DOE cost estitnate of
$3.57 billion, American taxpayers wil
bear over 20 percent of the cost. The
private sector will pay only 7.2 percent
of the projected total cost.

What the private sector has deemed
oo costly, unprofitable, and not
worthy of further investment, the
Federal Government has continued to
subsidize. The private sector's actions
in regard to CRBR clearly indicate
that Federal support for CREBER is
poor public policy: that it runs counter
Lo the free market; and it makes no
economic sense. - g

But Clinch River is not merely an
economic or energy issue. The project
would also seriously increase nuclear
proliferation risks. Breeder technology
provides an easy means -of acquiring
plutonium, the stuff of nuciear bombs.
Only 12 pounds of plutonium are re-
Quired to manufacture an atomic
bomb of the size that destroyed Nags-
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Breeder technology promises to
hasten all the concomitant problems
associated with the development of &
plutonium economy—o! large quanti-
ties of plutonium be'ng transported,
processed, and stored

As The New York imes has stated

No effective International control of sepa-
raled plutonium seems possible. The use of
plutonium as reactor fuel would widely dis
tribuie the substance employved as & nuclear
explosive—anc which couid be made into
bombs 1n & few hours by governmentis or
terrorisis.

Furthermore, our development of &
breeder reactor can only serve to en-
courage other nations to start their
OwWTl breeder programs. Where we
might provide adequate safeguards
against the abuse of the breeder in
this country. we mught not be able o
feel such assurance when other na-
tions bulld their own breeders for
their own purposes. -

Far from securing our long-term
energy needs and fulfilling the prom-
ise of endiess energy. Clinch River
would promise to have the immediate
effect of providing us with lasting pro-
liferation risks.

As & member of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Nuciear Regulation. I have
been extremely concerned and in-
volved with issues of nuclear safety,

~The arguments over CRER have tradi-
tionally centered on breeder technol-
OfY, breeder economics, and nuclear
proliferation risks. But there is a Sig-
nificant safety issue-to Clinch River
which also must be included in the ar-
fuments against the project. Take, for
example, this assessment from an arti-
:l:l. in thesummer 1982 Amicus Jour-

PPl 2 i P~ e 5

power plants is plagued with unresolved
salety problems, breeders are polentially
more dangerous. With a tightly-packed plu-
onium core and en accelerated rate of s
sion required 1-r “breeding” more fusl an
accident st 8 breeder reactor mught result in
An atomic explosion In addition. breeders
are cooled not by water. instead by highly
volatile sodium. Recently in FPrance. the
Phenix demonstration breeder reactor was
foreed w shut down due W sodium leakage.
resulting fires, and fear of a hydrogen gas
explosion. Two earlier experimental breed-
ers in the United Btates. the EBR-1 in
ldaho and Fermi-]! near Detroit. experi
enced partial fuel meltdowns and have sinee
been shut down.

Finally, Clinch River must be viewed
in comparison with other competing
national priorities. In a time of fiscal
restraint, pouring money into an un-
necessary, unsafe $8.8 billion project
represents a misuse of the taxpayers’
dollars. Our mecessary nationa! com-
mitments are many; each presses its
own security, environmental human,
economic or social needs But Clinch
River continues o receive a substan-
tial share of Federa! energy funds
Continued Federa! support for this
project only prohibits our turning
more of our attentisn and resources
toward more urgent tasks.

Clinch River is far too costly, obso-
lete, unnecessary and unsafe We
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should face up to that fact right now,
and eliminate for good the flow of
funds to this project

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President. I
Tis€ 1n supported of the amendment
being offered tocday by Senator Bume-
ERS Lo delete funding for the Clinch
River breeder reactor.

Mr. President, many of those pres-
ent wocay supported the Clinch River
project when it was f{irst funded 10
vears ago. Under the circumstances at
the Lime, the project made sense, We
perceived a need for a nuclear reactor
Lhat could make efficient use of urani-
um which we thought would be in
scarce and expens.ve supply before the
turn of the century. The breeder reac-
Lor was an attractive answer to that
need. It was to be compieted in 1979 at
& cost of $700 million and would not
only use uranium more efficiently, but
it would also produce or “breed” more
fuel than it used.

For better or for worse, time has not
been good to the project's develop-
ment or Lo the premises on which the
project's proposal was based. It has
been with growing dismay and later
disgust that Clinch River's early sup-
porters have watched the completion
date and cost estimate lurch from one
revision 1o another.

The Clinch River facility.is now ex-
pected 1o . being “demonstrating”™
breeder technology . in the - early
1990's~—11 years late. The minimum
compiletion cost, according to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, is estimated o
be .$8.8 - billion—$8.1 billion -over
budget. & s - ot

Putting aside these glaring .gesti-
ments o how any enterprise ought
Dot o be Tun, let us analyze the initial
grounds for proposing the conceptof a
Dreeder reactor. . s~ xov . comie . nprm

As ] previously stated, Mr. President
the beauty of the breeder reactor is its
efficient use of uranium and its abllity
to produce more nuclear fuel.than it
consumes. 1n the early 1970's, energy
Furus predicted a severe shortage.and
price escalation of uranium based on
three assumptions: First. The US.
would experience a 7-percent electrical
demand annual growth rate; Second.
over 1,000 new nuclear plants would
generate the additional electricity by
the turn of the ecentury (thereby de-
pleting our uranium reserves) and
Third, reserves of uranium in the U.S.
would total 1.7 million—enough to fuel
340 reactors. ;

All three assumptions have turned
out to be false' Pirst, US. electrical
demand growth has, in fact, siowed to
3 percent per year recently and has ac-
tually declined 1§ percent tn 1982
Projections are for 2 percent annual
growih in the future; Second, accord-
ingly, 60 US. nuclear plant
have been cancelled since 1975 and
NOE expects no more than 165 operat-
iLg reactors by the year 2000; “and
Third, currently, there is a glut of ura-
nium on the market and estimates of
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uranium reserves have more than dou.
bled since 1974.

In the early 1970's, we assumed that
future high uranium prices would
make electricity generated by expen-
Sive breecer reactors more economical
than electricity generated by current
lLight water reactors. This assumption,
of course, is no longer valid. Uranium
s and will be pientiful and the price of
the fuel has declined 58 percent since
1874 The breeder reactor will not be
economical for a long time to come

In the words of Frank von Hippel
senior research physicist a8t Princeton
University and chairman of the Feder-
ation of American Scientists:

At foreseeable uranium prices, the breeder
cannoct compete economically with orcinary
Power pianis . . . it may be s ceniury belore
mepmo:unmumanbeemuuw
resch the jevel sl would make breeger re.
ACLOTS economical -

AIr. von Hippel has joined a growing
body of concerned scientists, labor
unioms, environmentalists, religious
bodies. business-oriented and consum-
er-oriented interest groups that view
the Clinch River project as a flagrant
viclation of the trust that taxpayers
have placed in Government to spend
lax doliars in a prudent and beneficial

.manner, R el
It is tronic if not hypoecritical that
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~=start by -

" ‘0f giving, in effect, & blank check 1o
» .mebnederracwrm‘rm.me
. .Benate consider reinstating past fund-

“ing Jevels for the many f{ine programs
‘the administration .has cut. “We ecould
1be administra-
‘tion’s 1982 cuts of $1.5 bdillion for
medicare, $2 aillion in Govermmert!
unemployment programs, $600 million
in student aid, $1.1 billion in low
income energy assistance, $1.6 bllion
In the food stamp program. and $256
“million .in weatherization funds We
could do all of this and still not come
Close to the $¢ billion that will be
spent on the Clinch River folly.
Fmally, Mr. President, I would like
to point out that this debate is not &
debale aboul Lhe nuclear industry, per
8¢, nor will the vote be & referendum
on the merits of nuciear power. Indi-
Viduals from both sides of the nuclear

stance of perk barrel .
Jx.hxlnewdropmss“hchnobm
turkey” and get on the serious busi-
ness of strengthening the U.S. energy
base through the promotion of alter-
native Energy systems, energy conser-
“vation and by shoring up our current
industries. -

We have already wasted $1.2 billion
on.Clineh River; 1 see no reason to
aguander another $7.6 blllion. The
project will only become more waste
*tul and obsoiete. .
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I urge my colieagues o vole for Sen-

alor BUMPER'S amendment and agamnst
continued funding for the Clnch
River breeder reactor.
Mr. DECONCINL M:r. President, this
1s the time to make & tough but realis-
tic decision regarding the Clinch River
breeder reactor project in Tennessee.

1 originally supportecd the commit-
lees tunding of the Clnch River
breeder reactor in earlier years. The
promise of an eiectric power plant de-
signed o produce more nuciear fuel
than 1t consumes, leading o unlimited
future energy supplies is a worthy.one
That promise justified tn my mind the
investment of public moneys for & re-
search and development project.

However, we must base our decisions
On available information and continu-
Ous reassessment of the costs, risks.
&nd potential benefits. With the limit.
ed funds we have to work with, we
have to decide what is “practical and
what is not.

1 recommended to the commitiee
last year that it eliminate the request-
ed $228 million budgeted for the
Clinch River project and designate lesc
than half of that sum. &pproxiumately
$111 million to solar and renewabie Te
sources programs. Unfortunately that
did not happen. The transfer of Clinch
River funds to solar programs is still &
£00d 1dea, .and 1 hope we will consider
that possibility in our fiscal vear 1683

*bill.

Mr. President, as my colleagues con-
sider the .arguments made both in
1avor and in opposition 1o continuing

“the project, 1 would have them take n

#ood hard look at the one singie over.
nding -factor that has ‘changed -my
mind—cost. Last year the project costs
Were eslimated at more than-$3.2 bil.
lion—a 450 percent dncrease from the
original $66% million. This year we
hear $5.3 billion, and the ground has
stil not been broken. -

The guestion is not on the breeder
tecnnology but on the economics and
planning of this particular project.
The issue is not only $180 million last
year, but $237 million in 1983. Hun.-
greds of millions of dollars in 1984,
hundreds of millions of dollars in 1985,
hundreds of millions of dollars tn 1986,
and so on, and so forth. We all know
further tncresses in these estimates
&re inevitable. Next year it will be g
billion. Also, even if this 375 megawatt
project is compileted by 1880 (agaln,
construction has not yet started) there
vmnmbeudmdlornl.ooo
megawatl demonstration plant, & the
next stage of aevelopment. This -awill
take another decade, and certainly bil-
Lions more with no fuarantee of pri-
Vale sector support. -

Mr. Preside