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come to the Republican side. Help us
help senior citizens.

SKYLAR BYRD, THE PRIDE OF THE
D.C. PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM

(Ms. NORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the Dis-
trict rarely gets the opportunity to tell
the countless good stories of its resi-
dents and its children. After all, in this
tabloid society, success is boring. Fail-
ure is news. But some successes shine
so brightly, they both capture and cap-
tivate.

Skylar Byrd, a District of Columbia
public school student, made the news
recently and made some history as
well. Her perfect score on her SAT’s
when she was 15 got the attention it de-
serves. Skylar is a student at Banneker
High School in the District.

Skylar’s smart all right. But Skylar
has more than her considerable talent
going for her. She has a capacity for
hard work, and a loving family. She
also has a public school system that
deserves a lot more credit than it gets.
Perhaps Skylar’s success can help illu-
minate the accomplishments of
Banneker and the District of Columbia
public schools and its students as well.

WAITING FOR THE DETAILS

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, some of us in the freshman and
sophomore classes this morning met
with Ross Perot, really, | think, an in-
spiration for saying that we have got
to move ahead and do the kind of
things that we know are right.

Mr. Speaker, he mentioned that, if
we took all of the Fortune 500 compa-
nies, and we took all of their assets, all
of their money, and sold all of their in-
vestments, it would pay off a deficit
spending for 1 year. | mean we have got
a serious problem ahead of us.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is great that
the President is now saying we should
have a balanced budget. 1 am waiting
for the details. | think it is important
that he gets the details up here so our
conferees on the budget can look at
some of his suggestions, some of this
administration’s suggestions, on where
he cuts. He is saying that it is going to
take reductions in Medicare and in
Medicaid.

| say to my colleagues, Let’s work
together to make sure we preserve
those programs, that we save them not
only for this generation, but for future
generations.
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TRANSFERRING WEALTH FROM
MIDDLE CLASS TO WEALTHY

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the concern with the cuts in
the Medicare that are promised in the
Republican budget that is now in the
conference committee is that the sim-
ple fact is they are reaching into the
Medicare system to make changes to
slow the growth. They are using those
changes and those savings that result
from that to fund the tax cuts, half of
which will go to the wealthiest people
in this Nation.

Yesterday the Republican conference
of House Members met and they recon-
firmed their commitment to that tax
cut. All that can tell us is they are
willing to put at risk the health care of
the senior citizens that are on that
Medicare system today. For those fam-
ilies who are concerned about their
own health care and the health care of
their parents, it simply means that
that system will not be shored up. But
among the wealthiest people in this
country, the savings from Medicare
will be taken away from those people
and transferred to those wealthy, just
as they are taking away the earned in-
come tax credit for low-income people
who go to work but cannot get above
the poverty line. They are going to re-
duce the earned income tax credit and
give that to the wealthiest people.

This is the largest transfer of income
and wealth from middle class to the
wealthy in the history of this country,
and it ought to be repudiated on Medi-
care and earned income tax credit.

PRESIDENT CHANGING COURSE,
SEES NEED FOR BALANCED
BUDGET

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to take this opportunity to sin-
cerely congratulate the President on
accepting the need for a balanced budg-
et.

In fact, | will resolve for this day to
forget any differences I may have had
with the President in the past.

I will not talk about the fact that the
President has constantly fought Re-
publican proposals to downsize the
Federal Government.

I will not focus on how the President
has consistently bad-mouthed Repub-
lican plans to save the Medicare sys-
tem—which we all agree is going broke.

And finally, | will not even think
about how the President has repeatedly
bemoaned Republican proposals to cut
taxes for working Americans.

No, | am going to forget those things
today. Because, | know that just as the
President has accepted the need for a
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balanced budget, someday the Presi-
dent will change his mind and accept
the need for a smaller Government, a
revitalized Medicare system, and lower
taxes.

SCARE MAIL ORGANIZATIONS
DEFRAUDING SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
offer a few comments in a different
vein. It arises because of concern for
many of the senior citizens of this
country, a group which I am on the
verge of joining. Because |1 am on the
verge of joining that group, | am begin-
ning to get the mail which is often ad-
dressed to senior citizens, which |
would call scare mail, but might more
appropriately be called fraud mail.

It is mail that is intended to frighten
them about what is happening in Con-
gress and to encourage them to send
these organizations money so that they
can communicate to use the concern
that senior citizens have about losing
Medicare, about losing Social Security,
about losing Federal pensions, or what
have you.

It is a fraud. What brought this to
mind is that recently a constituent
sent me the $5 that was intended to go
to the organization that was soliciting
money from him.

I want every senior citizen in this
country to know, and every person in
this country to know, you do not have
to send money to any organization in
order to get your message to us. Sim-
ply write us directly. | do not add any
extra weight to a communication sent
to me by one of these organizations.
Constituents can write us directly and
let us know. They do not have to send
money to these fraudulent organiza-
tions.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 164 and rule XXIII, the chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 1530.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1530) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. EMERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose on Wednes-
day, June 14, 1995, amendment 37 print-
ed in part 2 of House Report 104-136 of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI] had been disposed
of.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in subpart F of part
1 of the report.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MARKEY: In sec-
tion 3133:

Page 528, line 17, strike out ‘““Funds’ and

all that follows through page 529, line 9, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:
(1) Of the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated in section 3101(b), not more than
$50,000,000 shall be available for a project to
provide a long-term source of tritium, sub-
ject to paragraph (2).

(2) The amount made available under para-
graph (1) may not be used until such time as
the Secretary of Energy has completed a
record of decision on a tritium production
program and congressional hearings have
been conducted to determine the appropriate
option, in light of the national security
needs and nonproliferation and environ-
mental consequences, for establishing a
long-term source of tritium.

Page 530, strike out lines 1 through 9.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MARKEY] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. Hunter] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment being
considered right now is a quite tech-
nical one because once the word ‘‘trit-
ium” is uttered, I can see minds and
attention spans drifting off onto other
subjects. But it is a very important
subject, because tritium is a gas which
is used in order to ensure that we can
derive the maximum potential from
our nuclear weapons.

It is a critical subject, in fact. It is so
critical that this amendment has been
put in order, because it is important
that this Congress and this country se-
lect the best way, the most economical
way, the best proliferation resistant
way, of producing this very important
gas.

Now, this body and all who listen to
it should understand some very fun-
damental facts. No. 1, the National
Taxpayers Union supports the Markey-
Ensign-Vucanovich-Dellums-Skeen-
Richardson amendment. This is bipar-
tisan, and it is the National Taxpayer
Union’s blessing having been placed
upon it because they have determined
that this is nothing more than radio-
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active pork which has been built into
this bill. Not because we do not want
or need the tritium, we do. That is
agreed upon by Democrat, Republican,
liberal and conservative.

What is not agreed upon, however, is
that the committee should be able to
select a particular technology and to
build from $50 million more than the
Department of Energy wants, than the
Department of Defense wants, than the
National Taxpayers Union thinks is
necessary.

The decision which has been made is
one which runs completely contrary to
the proposition that there should be no
specific earmarking of technology or
location, but rather each of these deci-
sions should be open to full competi-
tion amongst all of those who are in-
terested in providing the best tech-
nology for the defense of this country.

That is why we bring this amend-
ment out on the floor. It cuts out $50
million that no one wants and cannot
be justified. It is a specific earmark
which benefits a Swedish company try-
ing to get a specific earmark into this
bill for South Carolina. 1 will have to
say a word. But that is not good policy.
This company ABB, the Swedish com-
pany, might as well be called, instead
of ABB, just A Big Boondoggle. That is
what ABB stands for. You are voting
for $50 million for a Swedish company
for a technology that neither the De-
partment of Energy, the Department of
Defense, nor the National Taxpayers
Union can support.

So we are going to be out here having
this debate. It will be bipartisan. But if
you want to find money that you can
vote for that is not justified in this
budget, this is it. This cannot be justi-
fied on any basis, either defense, en-
ergy, budgetary, or proliferation. It
violates every one of the principles
that we are concerned with. But most
of all, it violates the principle against
earmarking specific technologies with
extra money that cannot be justified
technologically until the Departments
of Energy and Defense have gone
through the process of evaluating
them.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I am
glad that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has stated that there is no dis-
pute as to the requirement for tritium.
The ranking member of the full com-
mittee has mentioned during our de-
bate on the ABM treaty that we still,
at least with respect to the Soviet
Union, rely on our deterrents, on our
strategic arsenal, our nuclear arsenal,
to deter nuclear conflict. Tritium is an
important component of that arsenal,
and it deteriorates. The half-life of
tritium is 5% years. That means you
have to keep making it. So the Clinton
administration agrees with the com-
mittee that you have to keep making
tritium, and they themselves put some
$50 million into this program.
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The difference is, and my colleague
has said you should never have ear-
marking of technology, the difference
is for political reasons in my esti-
mation, and this comes from conversa-
tions with many people in the adminis-
tration, people who are pro-strategic
weapons. The administration has de-
cided already not to build a reactor.

Now, there are several ways to make
tritium. The way that we have used in
the past, the reliable, proven method,
whereby we have made our tritium in
the past for our strategic weapons, is a
reactor, a nuclear reactor. there have
been no invitations from Massachu-
setts. The gentleman has mentioned
that South Carolina is the place where
they make tritium, have made it, have
had reactors, and presumably would in-
vite reactors in the future. We have got
so similar invitation from Massachu-
setts to build a nuclear reactor.

But nuclear reactors are the way you
make tritium in a reliable fashion.
There is a chance that you can make
tritium with an accelerator, but it is
risky, and it is not proven. Let me tell
you that | personally relied on the
word and the testimony of arguably
the best authority in this country on
the validity or the viability of reactors
versus accelerators, and that is the
former head of the Los Alamos Lab,
who was in charge of Los Alamos dur-
ing a large part of the accelerator pro-
gram, who is very, very understanding
of the accelerator program, a person
who is on the various commissions,
who has been asked to evaluate this.
And let me recite to you the words of
Harold Agnew, a former director of the
Los Alamos Laboratory, which would
get the accelerator work or a large
part of it, and he is writing to the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the other body, and he says
this:

DEAR PETE: | have been serving as a mem-
ber of the Joint Advisory Committee on Nu-
clear Weapons Surety. Recently we were
asked to assess the feasibility of using an ac-
celerator to produce the tritium required for
our future nuclear weapons stockpile. Be-
cause the accelerator would presumably be
designed at Los Alamos, | particularly want-
ed you to have my thoughts on the issue
firsthand.

My concern is that while it is technically
feasible, it is not economically rational. 1
fear that Los Alamos may come to rely on a
full blown accelerator program to produce
tritium only to be disappointed when the
economic realities are better understood. In
these days of severe budgetary constraints, a
program of this magnitude will certainly re-
ceive heavy scrutiny.

Simplified, the reality is that an accelera-
tor producing tritium would consume about
$125 million per year in electricity . . . while
a reactor producing tritium would produce
for other purposes about $175 million per
year. . . .

In other words, a reactor makes elec-
tricity, an accelerator uses electricity,
and the difference, according to Mr.
Agnew, is a difference of $300 million
per year.

He continues:
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Over a lifetime of 40 years, that’s a $12 bil-
lion consideration. It is simply counter intu-
itive to believe a difference in energy con-
sumption of this magnitude will be sustain-
able. This is particularly true when the cost
of facilities—accelerator or reactor—are
roughly the same. Given a projected capital
cost of $3.2 billion for the accelerator and a
declining requirement for tritium, the trit-
ium imperative is a thin reed upon which to
lean.

He concludes, and this is one of the
paragraphs that | think is very critical
for this House to consider. He talks
about an accelerator having some
value if you used it for other purposes.
That is to consume plutonium when it
is hooked up with a reactor. So an ac-
celerator and a reactor hooked to-
gether could do the whole thing. He
says:

The accelerator is unique and can totally
destroy virtually all weapons plutonium. It
can do so extremely economically when com-
bined in tandem with a deep burn reactor.
The deep burn reactor using a surplus weap-
ons plutonium as fuel could consume 90 per-
cent of the plutonium 239 in a once through
cycle. The depleted fuel element with the re-
maining plutonium would then be trans-
ferred to a subcritical assembly irradiated
with an accelerator. The accelerator would
destroy the remaining plutonium. Because
there are large amounts of electricity pro-
duced when the plutonium is destroyed,
there is no cost for the plutonium destruc-
tion. In fact, it makes money. The same as-
sembly would also be able to produce tritium
at the same time and at no additional cost if
tritium is needed.
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The gentleman who cited the tax-
payer groups, | wish they had had a
chance to sit down with one of the
leaders of the Manhattan Project, Har-
old Agnew, the director of the Los Ala-
mos Nuclear Laboratory and a gen-
tleman whose colleagues would benefit
and profit from an accelerator, has
looked at this thing and has said, lis-
ten, if you can build a triple play reac-
tor, that is, you can build a system
that not only makes tritium but con-
sumes plutonium and makes elec-
tricity at the same time that you can
sell, thereby mitigating your costs,
why not do it?

He concludes: ““I could and would get
firmly behind a reactor program with
this objective in mind.” That is, this
combination with the reactor and an
accelerator. ‘‘I cannot support the ac-
celerator for the sole purpose of pro-
ducing tritium because it is too expen-
sive, its need too uncertain and there is
a better way to provide the require-
ment while satisfying the three needs,
electricity, plutonium, and tritium
production for the price of one.”

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, | have
listened very carefully to the gentle-
man’s argument and the gentleman
and | have had an ongoing dialog on
this matter. | understand that the gen-
tleman believes that the Department of
Energy at the end of the day will come
out on the side of the accelerator.
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My distinguished colleague from
California believes very strongly in the
superiority of the reactor approach.
But let me read very briefly from the
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY] because |
think it addresses the gentleman’s con-
cern by placing the Congress in the
loop to make a decision in the event
that they disagree with the Secretary.

I will read very quickly. It says,

The amount made available under para-
graph 1 may not be used until such time as
the Secretary of Energy has completed a
record of decision on the tritium production
program and congressional hearings have
been conducted to determine the appropriate
option in light of the national security needs
and nonproliferation and environmental con-
sequences for establishing a long-term
source of tritium.

So it provides the opportunity for my
distinguished colleague, this gen-
tleman, and others, to weigh in after
the findings have been given by the
Secretary.

Unless the gentleman feels that we
are in some way impotent or incom-
petent to carry out our responsibil-
ities, this is the way that we can ad-
dress the gentleman’s concern.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for his contribution.

Let me just respond in this way be-
fore | yield to other Members. The ad-
ministration, in my estimation, has al-
ready done the earmarking. Members
of the administration, folks who are in-
side the administration, | think have
made it fairly clear that they have al-
ready decided, this record of decision is
down the road.

They have made the decision at this
point to go with the accelerator. Let
me cite to my friend the letter from
the Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Harold P. Smith, who basically sent us
a letter that gave, in my estimation,
the smoking gun.

He says, ‘“The funding request made
by the Department of Energy was for-
mulated in support of their production
strategy,” that is, an existing produc-
tion strategy, ‘‘of primary and
backup—Ilight water reactor.”

Well, if the backup is a light water
reactor, what is the existing primary
production strategy? It is an accelera-
tor.

I would say to my friend, | have
spent some time on this. I have had
discussions with folks in the adminis-
tration. The essence of it is, they do
not think it is politically possible in
this administration to come through
with what Harold Agnew thinks is a
scientifically meritorious decision, and
that is a reactor.

My feeling is, they have already done
the earmarking. 1 think this letter
shows that. There has already been an
earmarking by the administration. And
because of that, | think we are going to
waste valuable time, if we wait for
them to come down with a paper deci-
sion that merely records a decision
they have already made at this time,
when the people that | rely on, and |
think the committee justifiably relies
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on, like Harold Agnew, who was the di-
rector of the facility that would benefit
from an accelerator, | think to go with
what we see on the merits from a sci-
entific way and not wait for this paper
decision to come down months from
now that has already been made. That
is the point 1 would make to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, my
first response is that | think it is hy-
perbole to refer to the Department of
Energy’s judgment as an earmark. All
they can do is recommend. We can ear-
mark in legislation. We write the laws.

So it is not earmarking. They may
come to an option you do not agree
with, but earmarking is hyperbole.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | think
there is an important political prin-
ciple here. When you know that an
agency of the Government, of the exec-
utive branch, is going to come out with
what is on the face of it a decision
made on the merits, but you know and
you have been told has already been
made and is a political decision, |
think it is wrong to wait and have
them utilize this decision that they
have already basically broadcast to us,
they telegraphed to us, it is going to be
an accelerator, not for science reasons
but for political reasons, to wait for
that to come out months from now
where that will then be used as an ar-
gument to try to weight this very im-
portant decision, where | think the sci-
entists like Harold Agnew have already
made a very clear and convincing case.
That is my point.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. He has been very generous.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from California [Mr.
minutes remaining.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of the Markey-Vucan-
ovich-Ensign amendment. Let me also
agree on the importance of maintain-
ing tritium production in this country
and how critical that is to our national
security.

I come from a State that in the inter-
est of national security was willing to
allow bombs to be blown up underneath
our ground because we care so much
about national security. So | do not
come at this as somebody who is anti-
nuclear or anything. | am coming here
in support of the amendment because |
believe it is the right thing to do.

First of all, we are cutting out $50
million in earmarked spending that
will go to a Swedish company. Second
of all, we have enough tritium to last
approximately the year 2011 with cur-
rent supplies, and if we recycle those,
we can get it out to about the year
2015, 2017. So we have enough time to
be able to research some of the other
options.

HUNTER] has 8
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I think there are legitimate dif-
ferences within the scientific commu-
nity on whether a reactor or an accel-
erator is the best way to go here. And
what | am saying is that we should
take that time and research truly what
is in the best interest of national secu-
rity as well as with environmental con-
cerns.

Everyone agrees an accelerator is the
best for environmental because it does
not produce high-level nuclear waste.
It produces low-level nuclear waste. So
we are talking about accelerator tech-
nology, clearly, it is the best from an
environmental standpoint.

You also mentioned that when taken
into effect, the reactor could down-
grade plutonium and reuse that and
that an accelerator needs a reactor.
That is discounting that there is other
technology on the drawing board out
there that is possibly developable in
the future. That s using the
transmutator. And that would no
longer produce the high-level nuclear
waste as well. It would actually recycle
a lot of the nuclear waste that is out
there. So there are other options out
there that we can explore.

The point is that we do have some
time to explore this without taking the
next few years and using those years
just to raise money to build this reac-
tor. We can actually take the years and
develop the technology that we will
need.

The other problem that | have with
this is that we have not built a reactor
and the reactor that you are talking
about is just as theoretical as the ac-
celerator is. We have never built a re-
actor like this that can produce the
tritium in the quantities we need, just
like we have not built the accelerator
to produce the tritium in the quan-
tities we need. We know an accelerator
will produce tritium. There is no ques-
tion about that. In Los Alamos they
have proven that as far as on the bench
there.

The other problem that I have is that
we cannot store the nuclear waste that
we are producing at this time. Obvi-
ously the whole issue on Yucca Moun-
tain on a temporary interim nuclear
storage facility is because the people
that are producing the nuclear waste
all want to ship it to my State because
they cannot house it now. The linear
accelerators are, there is no question,
they are proven technology. They are
out there and the x-ray machine is ba-
sically a linear accelerator. They use it
with radiation technicians for cancer,
and Stanford has a very large linear ac-
celerator. The linear accelerator tech-
nology is there. It is just a question of
applying this technology to what we
need. And | think it is the right thing
to do, and | think this is the right
amendment.

I urge my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side to support it.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Hawaii [Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the Markey-
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Vucanovich-Ensign amendment that
has been offered by our colleagues. As
currently written, H.R. 1530 increases
by 100 percent or by $50 million a pro-
gram in the Department of Energy to
develop a new source of tritium, a ra-
dioactive gas used to enhance the
power of nuclear warheads and by
doing so presumptively directs the De-
partment of Energy to use the addi-
tional funds to not only pursue a spe-
cific technology but to award the con-
tract to begin work on the reactor
which will utilize the ABB combustion
engineering concept to be built in Sa-
vannah River, Georgia to a particular
contractor. This amendment elimi-
nates these provisions and ensures that
the decisionmaking process will re-
main open. That is the critical reason
that | have come to the floor to urge
that this amendment be adopted.

Secretary O’Leary noted that the De-
partment of Energy is currently ana-
lyzing the technical, environmental,
political, fiscal implications of this
production technology and that, fur-
ther, the analysis is nearing comple-
tion. As the previous speaker has indi-
cated, the supply is not the issue.
There is at least 15 or perhaps more
years of available supply.

Therefore, it seems to me very, very
persuading that we permit the Depart-
ment of Energy to continue with this
analysis and to come up with their rec-
ommendations.

The second aspect of the amendment,
which is critical, is that rather than
forestall the opportunity of Congress
to have a critical role in making this
decision, if we do not adopt this
amendment, there will be a preemption
of this opportunity by the selection of
a contractor without due consideration
of all of the aspects.

Furthermore, we are told that if this
amendment is not approved, that the
contractor, by provisions in the bill,
will be allowed to spend 3 years to
study the feasibility of raising the
funds for this project. It seems to me,
therefore, that this amendment should
be passed to restore the decisionmak-
ing to the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
amendment to H.R. 1530 offered by Rep-
resentatives ED MARKEY, BARBARA VUCANO-
VICH, and JOHN ENSIGN.

As currently written, H.R. 1530 increases by
100 percent—or $50 million—the program in
the Department of Energy to develop a new
source of tritium, a radioactive gas used to en-
hance the power of nuclear warheads and
presumptively directs the Department of En-
ergy to use the additional funds to not only
pursue a specific technology to produce trit-
ium, but to award the contract to begin work
on a tritium-producing reactor that will utilize
the ABB combustion engineering concept and
be built in Savannah River, GA to a particular
contractor. The Markey-Vucanovich-Ensign
amendment eliminates these provisions and,
ensures that the decisionmaking process relat-
ed to tritium production will remain open.

WiIth respect to H.R. 1530 directing the De-
partment of Energy to pursue the ABB com-
bustion engineering concept for tritium produc-
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tion, Energy Secretary Hazel O’Leary notes
that the Department of Energy is currently
analysing the technical, environmental, politi-
cal, and fiscal implications of a range of new
tritum  production technologies. Secretary
O'Leary also notes that the ongoing depart-
mental analysis, including a programmatic en-
vironmental impact statement, is required
under the National Environmental Policy Act.
Secretary O’Leary further notes that the analy-
sis in nearing completion and will support the
selection of a preferred technology and site for
tritium production.

H.R. 1530 selects the tritium-producing re-
actor utilizing the ABB combustion engineering
concept and allows the contractor to spend 3
years to study the feasibility of raising $6 bil-
lion in private financing and concluding mul-
tiple power purchase agreements for the sale
of power to be generated. Secretary O’Leary
indicates that such a contract, with its 3-year
feasibility study and business plan, will delay
by 3 years the development of a new tritium
production source.

| urge my colleagues to support the Markey-
Vucanovich-Ensign amendment because it
provides the funding level requested by the
Department of Energy and withholds any fund-
ing for actual tritum production until the De-
partment of Energy has completed its analysis
and reached a decision on a tritium production
program and, most importantly, ensures that
the Congress will be able to hold hearings on
any such Department of Energy decision.

Because the establishment of a long-term
source of tritium touches upon various national
security, nuclear nonproliferation, and environ-
mental issues, the Congress must play a role
in the debate on tritium production. The Mar-
key-Vucanovich-Ensign amendment ensures
such a role for the Congress.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. NORwWOOD].

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, | sup-
pose quickly we need to correct a cou-
ple of things. The gentlewoman from
Hawaii should know that the Savannah
River site is in South Carolina. This is
not a discussion about where we will
build tritium but how. I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts in rec-
ognizing that we in fact do need to
build tritium, and we are going to do
it, need to be doing it by 2001, not 2017.

Mr. Chairman, for many years the
Department of Energy has commenced
many projects, spent huge amounts of
money and often has little, if anything,
to show for it in many cases. A per-
fectly good example of that, a recent
example includes the high level waste
repository in Nevada.

O 1130

Mr. Chairman, as some of my col-
leagues stated in a news conference
last week in regards to a proposal of
the elimination of DOE, the Depart-
ment suffers from problems of commu-
nication and contracting and manage-
ment and mission.

Their latest effort to determine the
future tritium production technology
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and siting has many of the same prob-
lems. This is a very complicated tech-
nical issue, but let us try to simplify it
just a little bit.

We know how to make a reactor. We
have been doing that now for 30 years.
The technology is there. If we go with
a triple play reactor, we know we can
privatize the construction of it. In a
country that has 5 trillion dollars’
worth of cash flow problems, that is
important.

We know for a fact that this reactor
will burn plutonium and help get rid of
waste. We also know it will produce
electricity, which will help, indeed, cut
the cots.

What we absolutely must consider
here is that the cost of using an accel-
erator, technology that we do not know
for sure will work, will be considerably
more expensive, to the tune of about
$10 billion. We talk about $50 million,
and this is a $10 billion project, if we do
not go with the triple play reactor.

Mr. Chairman, | urge all Members to
vote against the Markey amendment.

Mr. Chairman, for many years the Depart-
ment of Energy has commenced many
projects, spent huge amounts of money and
has little, if anything, to show for it in many
cases. A recent example of this includes the
high level waste repository in Nevada.

As some of my colleagues stated in a news
conference last week regarding the proposed
elimination of the DOE: The Department suf-
fers from problems of communication, con-
tracting, management, and mission. Their lat-
est effort to determine the future tritium pro-
duction technology and siting has many of the
same problems.

| believe the action taken by the House Na-
tional Security Committee to authorize funding
for a privatized multipurpose reactor tech-
nology is the only logical approach for the suc-
cess of the next tritium production mission.
This reactor would consume our excess pluto-
nium, produce tritium and generate electricity.
The resale of this electricity would generate
revenues that would directly reduce the total
cost to the taxpayer. The logical siting of such
a reactor is the Savannah River site in South
Carolina. The site has been the leader in trit-
ium production and other related missions for
more than 30 years. The taxpayer has payed
billions of dollars over these 30 years building
the tritium infrastructure | speak of. Mr. Chair-
man, it would not be prudent to rebuild a new
tritium infrastructure elsewhere at an even
higher cost to the taxpayer, just to satisfy the
political motives of DOE.

The action by the committee represents, Mr.
Chairman, it represents sound judgment to re-
verse the poor decisions DOE has been mak-
ing for years and to ensure we continue to
maintain our nuclear weapons stockpile. It is
imperative that we continue to produce tritium
no later than the year 2011. If we do not, our
nuclear weapons stockpile will not be main-
tained at the level necessary to maintain our
nuclear deterrence.

Mr. Chairman, the committee’s decision also
represents one that will cost the American tax-
payer far less money, and ensure we start
producing tritium no later than the year 2011.

There is a general concern by many that
disposing of excess weapons grade plutonium
in this reactor is a proliferation concern. This
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concern is unwarranted. The nuclear non-pro-
liferation treaty contains specific provisions
which allow the use of this material in nuclear
reactors for peaceful purposes. Ridding our-
selves of excess plutonium is definitely a
peaceful purpose.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, if we allow the
DOE to select an accelerator to produce this
tritium; a decision | believe they have already
made, we run a high degree of risk of not hav-
ing a nuclear capability in the year 2011. As-
suming it did work, and there is no evidence
that an accelerator of the magnitude required
will work, the lifecycle costs would amount to
billions of dollars more than a multipurpose re-
actor. | am not prepared, and | am sure many
of my colleagues are not prepared to take that
risk.

| strongly urge my colleagues to oppose the
Markey amendment.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for his generosity
in yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Markey amendment. Before | go the ar-
guments, let us define the term ‘‘ear-
mark’’ so everyone understands, who is
in this debate or observing this debate,
what that is about.

The way the Congress of the United
States earmarks is if it authorizes and
appropriates dollars so it can only go
to one place. Very simple. You do not
have to be a brilliant rocket scientist
to understand that you can write a
piece of legislation in this legislative
body in such fashion that there is no
competition, that it goes specifically
to one place. That is part of this.

Mr. Chairman, last year, as a matter
of high principle, after negotiations
with the other body we agreed as a
group that we would move beyond the
practice of earmarking, because we felt
it so thoroughly distorted and per-
verted the legislative process that we
need to be beyond that.

Mr. Chairman, | want to say very
specifically this is the mother of all
earmarks. The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HUNTER], who represents a dis-
trict in southern California, has a firm
that does reactor business. Whether |
agree or disagree with reactor or accel-
erator, put that esoteric discussion for
a moment off to the side. We are talk-
ing earmarking here.

The gentleman from California could
not even get it modified so that there
would be more than one reactor firm in
the business, Mr. Chairman. this is a
$14 million earmark to a Swedish firm
in one district, ultimately to the tune
of $50 million.

Mr. Chairman, | disagree with this
approach on substance, because | have
learned from some of my regional col-
leagues that ‘I do not have a dog in
this fight,” so | can stand back objec-
tively, at arms’ length, and debate this
matter with clean hands.

In working with the gentleman from
California, back and forth, trying to
figure out whether he and | could reach
some accommodation that would allow
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the option to open up, so that his dis-
trict could be represented in this mat-
ter, and this gentleman, who was rais-
ing broader issues that | will discuss a
little later in my presentation, any ef-
fort that we had to try to dialog on
this matter was resisted. The Commit-
tee on Rules did not even allow the
gentleman on that side of the aisle to
offer an amendment to open up com-
petition just on the reactor side.

Mr. Chairman, we understand it has
been stated that somewhere down the
road, this is supposed to come down the
pike in November from the Secretary
of Energy, someone briefed somebody
in the Congress and said ‘“We do not
think it is going to be a reactor, we
think it is going to be the accelerator.”
So suddenly there was a rush to judg-
ment before we could hear from in-
formed scientific, knowledgeable
sources what are the options that are
available which would still allow us to
exercise our responsibilities to agree or
disagree.

Apparently someone said ‘“‘Wait a
minute, let us not wait until the Sec-
retary gives us this informed judg-
ment. Let us jump the gun. We are leg-
islators. We are in control of the proc-
ess.”

So what happened? Earmark, Mr.
Chairman, the mother of all earmarks,
$14 million to a Swedish firm to the
tune ultimately of $50 million. Mr.
Chairman, |1 would suggest that this is
an obligation of the American taxpayer
to tens of millions of dollars and poten-
tially, down the pike, it could even
achieve billions.

On that basis it ought to be rejected,
just on the integrity of the process it-
self, having nothing to do with the sub-
stantive issues like nonproliferation
and these kinds of things, just the fact
that we ought to reject that approach
to how we do our business.

We talk here about clean hands and
fair play and openness and above board.
This is inappropriate. With this gen-
tleman in the last Congress, when |
stood as chairman of the former Com-
mittee on Armed Services, we stood up
publicly and said “We will resist ear-
marking.”” We tried to legislate in the
authorizing process to end that, be-
cause all of us in here at one time or
another have been burned by the proc-
ess of earmarking.

QOur dignity and our self-respect and
our integrity as legislators dictate that
we do not go down this road, Mr. Chair-
man. It may be right at the end of the
day, but let it be right because the
process led us there, not because we ex-
ploited or manipulated it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | think it should be
rejected on that basis alone.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.
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Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, |
think it is important to say that this
authorization defense bill does not ear-
mark where we produce tritium. It
does imply how we should produce trit-
ium, and that is because the Depart-
ment of Energy has made up their
mind that they want to use a faulty
process in the accelerator that may not
let us have the tritium we need to have
a nuclear proliferation.

Mr. DELLUMS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the report language spe-
cifically refers to location. Everyone in
here, and | would say, sir, we may dis-
agree politically, but 1 choose not to
insult the gentleman’s intelligence. |
hope he does not choose to insult mine.

I have been on the Committee on
Armed Services for 20-some-years. |
think that | have enough experience to
know an earmark when | see one. This
is in the report. We all understand it. |
would tell the gentleman to ask the
gentleman standing next to him. He
knows it is an earmark, because his re-
actor company has been left out of the
process.

I am 59 years old and do not have my
glasses, so it is a little difficult to read
here, but let me just refer the gen-
tleman to page 305 of the report dealing
with section 3133, tritium production,
and about a half of the way down the
page, with the paragraph starting “On
March 1, 1995, there the gentleman
will see the earmark.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the ranking member, the distinguished
gentleman from California, for yielding
to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me mention what
the gentleman mentioned first, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY] mentioned. That was techno-
logical earmarking.

There is probably no bill that is a
perfect bill, but my objection to the
idea of having this record of decision
come down on the technology is, to my
colleague, and he is a realist and | am
a realist, is it is politically impossible,
in my estimation, for the Clinton ad-
ministration to come down on behalf of
anything except an accelerator. | think
that is what they feel is politically do-
able, and even though everybody agrees
we have to build tritium, they are non-
nuclear enough to say that we do not
want to be building it with a reactor.

| think the gentleman would be just
as insulted by a record of decision that
comes down this fall that will sup-
posedly be based on scientific merit,
but in fact it will not be based on sci-
entific merit. It will be based on the
decision that at least is implied as hav-
ing already been made by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Smith, in his
letter, where he says “Our program is
to go with what is,” and | am para-
phrasing, ‘‘the lead technology,” and
then there is a backup technology,
which is the reactor, implying obvi-
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ously the lead technology is an accel-
erator.

Of course | want to have my people
participate and have a chance to par-
ticipate in any work that is done, but
I think there is an overriding goal here
that in my estimation is very compel-
ling. That is to continue to produce
tritium, to do it in a reliable way, and
| think everyone would agree that the
only reliable way we have done it in
large quantities is with a reactor.

Last, all of these arguments have
been made about how scientifically we
can do this with an accelerator. The di-
rector of the laboratory that would
benefit from the accelerator said these
words: ‘I cannot support the accelera-
tor for the sole purposes of producing
tritium because it is too expensive, too
uncertain, and there is a better way to
provide for the requirement while sat-
isfying 3 needs,” and that is elec-
tricity, tritium, plutonium.

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman has
made that point, Mr. Chairman. It is a
little redundant.

Mr. HUNTER. My point is there is
just as bad earmarking on the part of
the administration, earmarking tech-
nology that flies in the face of what
the scientists say is needed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if I
might reclaim my time, the bill reads
“$14 billion shall be made available to
private industry to begin implementa-
tion of the private advertised multi-
purpose reactor program plan submit-
ted by the Department of Energy,” et
cetera, et cetera, to the Department.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the
gentleman’s major assertion, the
amendment provides the opportunity
for the Congress of the United States
to weigh in. This is a triumvirate form
of government. The executive branch
will make an option. The gentleman
may disagree with it, but the gen-
tleman and | together can hold hear-
ings, we can make judgments, we can
make determinations, we can legislate
in this area. I am simply saying when
we read that and we read the report
language, it is an earmark.

Mr. Chairman, let me finally con-
clude by saying, A, the Department of
Defense opposes this provision in the
bill. The Department of Energy opposes
this provision in the bill. The Arms
Control Agency opposes this provision
in the bill. Why does it? It opposes it
because part of our nonproliferation
strategy has been that we would not
breach the firewall between civilian
and commercial use of nuclear power.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] has expired.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, an important part of
our nonproliferation strategy is that
we would not breach the firewall that
exists between commercial and civilian
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use of nuclear power and military use
of nuclear power for the purposes of de-
veloping nuclear weapons. That is the
moral high ground upon which we
stand. That is the moral high ground
that allows us to challenge North
Korea and it allows us to challenge the
Iranians: Do not breach that firewall.

How noble are we, then, if we em-
brace this approach in this bill, multi-
purpose reactor? It speaks to breaking
that firewall. At that point, where is
the high ground that allows us to say
to the North Koreans, or to the lIra-
nians, ‘““You are doing a bad thing?”’ All
they have to do is turn around and say
“Do as you say, don’t do as you do,”
because this is exactly what we are
doing.

This is too precious for our children,
too precious for the future, for us to be
violating this incredible approach to
nonproliferation. That is our fun-
damental strategy. It is for those and
many other reasons, Mr. Chairman,
that | argue that my colleagues sup-
port the Markey amendment.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, would
the Chair tell us how much time we
have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER] has 6
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY] has
4% minutes remaining.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | would remark, the
gentleman mentioned that a number of
authorities in the Clinton administra-
tion are against this approach. Let me
just say that in my estimation, the guy
who was the leading authority on the
validity of reactors versus accelerators
endorses this approach, and the last of
his letter says “With respect to an ac-
celerator, it is too uncertain, and there
is a better way for the requirement,
while satisfying three needs for the
price of one.” That is, the leading au-
thority, in my estimation, on this
technology endorses the idea of a triple
play.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes and
30 seconds to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM].

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is probably one of
the most important debates that | have
followed in Congress, because | am
from South Carolina, and the men and
women of the Savannah River site have
for the last 40 to 50 years produced trit-
ium by reactor in my district to help
win the cold war. We want to continue
to do it for the country, not because |
am from South Carolina, but because
we have the infrastructure, we have
the community commitment, we have
the will to do it, and | want to do it in
the most fiscally sound and conserv-
ative manner.
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I will tell you when this administra-
tion and DOE will prefer a reactor to
do anything. That is when hell freezes
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over. It will not be 2011. If you want to
produce tritium to maintain a national
defense structure, you need to start
now. Not 2011 when START 11 is imple-
mented.

What | am asking my colleagues who
are fiscally conservative to do is look
at the numbers. This is not about mil-
lions, it is about billions. The Clinton
DOE will never prefer a reactor that we
know will work, that will save the con-
struction costs. The energy costs alone
are $10 billion over the life of the reac-
tor.

This is about politics and spending
billions of dollars on technology that is
pie in the sky and not going to some-
thing we know that works that can
make plutonium that works and create
energy and is privately financed. It is
about politics.

The men and women of my district
understand tritium. We understand
politics and | hope my colleagues will
call the National Taxpayers Union and
talk to Mr. Paul Hewitt. | have. They
have information about millions. That
does not consider the billions. They
will consider the billions.

This is politics at its worst. Let’s get
on with defending America. 2011 is here
today. How long does it take to get any
technology going? Never, with an ac-
celerator, because it never produced
tritium.

The reactor has produced tritium in
this country. We need to start now be-
cause it takes a long time, because we
want to be safe and we should be safe.
But we need to start now to give our
children a secure future financially by
saving billions of dollars with tech-
nology that works.

And a secure future with the threat
of Iran and Irag is not looking at will
they follow our lead, but will we have
the resources to implement American
policy? And not ask them to follow our
lead, but we will be the biggest guy
with the biggest stick on the block all
the time. That is what this debate is
about.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
let me clear up one thing that my
friend from San Diego mentioned. The
Los Alamos Laboratory wants the ac-
celerator made. The gentleman has
been referring to Harold Agnew, an of-
ficial of the labs.

Harold Agnew has been out of office
for 15 years and he is now a contractor
with one of the companies trying to get
the contract. So let me be clear. The
Los Alamos Laboratory, which is an
expert in this area, would like to be in-
volved in this process, as would the
States of Texas, ldaho, Nevada, and
Tennessee. And because of this specific
earmark, all of these States are locked
out and we have a Swiss-Swedish firm
getting a benefit over American com-
panies.
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That is not right. These States, and
my labs in Los Alamos, are experts.
Why are we making decisions that sci-
entists should be making?

These are thousands of scientists.
Ph.D’s at Los Alamos, at DOE, at Sa-
vannah River. They should be making
these decisions. And | think a Swiss-
Swedish firm, they may be very com-
petent, | don’t think they should be
barred, but what this Markey amend-
ment is doing, and | must say it is a bi-
partisan amendment. It is the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] and
the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH]. My name is on it. We just
want an open process.

We think that this process by which
there was a specific mention, an ear-
mark, is flawed. We are saving the tax-
payers money, $50 million. But let me
be absolutely clear. | represent Los Al-
amos. They are in my district. They
are for the Markey-Ensign amendment
because they want science and sci-
entists to have a chance.

So, my good friend should not men-
tion Harold Agnew who is a good public
servant. But he was 15 years ago. He is
a contractor now. Of course, he has an
interest. We respect that.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. | vyield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Would the gentleman tell me what
contracting firm Mr. Agnew is sup-
posed to be working for now?

Mr. RICHARDSON. General Atomics.

Mr. HUNTER. General Atomics is ex-
cluded from being able to participate
in this amendment.

I would ask how much time we have
remaining, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The
from California [Mr.
minutes remaining.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] to
whom we always give plenty of time.

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the additional time. With all due
respect, | must rise in opposition to
this amendment.

Since 1992, the Department of Energy
has been working on this alternate
source for producing tritium and they
tell us they are 3 to 4 years away from
doing that. It is going to cost tax-
payers more money.

I want to remind the body that the
Department of Energy is the same
agency that the Vice President told us
in the National Performance Review
misses 20 percent of its milestones and
is 40 percent inefficient. That means
that their estimates could be longer
than expected and overrun in cost.

But if we use the multipurpose reac-
tor for the production of tritium, it
represents a tried and true technology.
This technology would also be the least

gentleman
HUNTER] has 3
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cost to the American taxpayer and it
would guarantee that we are going to
produce tritium on time.

Mr. Chairman, I, along with my other
colleagues on the Committee on Na-
tional Security, are concerned—but not
surprised—about the lack of progress
that the Department of Energy has
been making toward this long-term
source of tritium and it is essential if
we are going to maintain our nuclear
weapons for nuclear defense.

But we cannot allow our nuclear
weapons capability to diminish just to
satisfy an antinuclear coalition in the
administration and in the Department
of Energy. We need to do what is right
for the American people and for the na-
tional defense.

Time is running out. And we cannot
afford to wait on the Department of
Energy to get its act together. | urge
my colleagues to defeat the Markey
amendment.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
vada [Mr. ENSIGN].

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, just a
couple of points. First of all the multi-
purpose reactor, that technology has
not been developed as well. We have
never produced with the reactor the
amount of tritium that we are talking
about developing today.

Also, the tritium, as far as techno-
logically, has been produced from an
accelerator. This is false when my col-
leagues say it has not. Granted, | will
admit that the accelerator technology
is not as far along, but we have the
time to see whether we can develop
this technology with an accelerator.
No question about it. It is environ-
mentally the safest thing to do.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand we have the right to close the de-
bate.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER] has the
right to close.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California  [Mr.
BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Markey-Vucanovich-Ensign amendment. What
this bipartisan amendment does is very sim-
ple: It allows the existing search for the best
site and the best technology for the provision
of tritum to go forward. The Department of
Energy has been engaged in an evaluation of
five different technologies and five different
sites and a decision is expected in late sum-
mer or early autumn.

H.R. 1530 threatens to derail that process.
It would add $50 million to the administration’s
request for tritium work and would choose a
winning site—Savannah River—and a winning
technology—the so-called triple play reactor
proposal led by Ansea, Brown & Boveri. In
choosing a winner, H.R. 1530 short-circuits
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the process of technology and environmental
evaluation that was intended to guarantee that
the taxpayers get a ftritium facility that mini-
mizes its nuclear proliferation potential, is en-
vironmentally sound and cost effective.

| am not saying that | know that the ABB
proposal is the most expensive or least attrac-
tive or that Savannah River is an inferior site.
The fact is | don’t know that. But that is pre-
cisely the point: No one in this body knows
which technology, which consortia and which
site offers the best deal for the taxpayer.
There is no record of judgment by impartial
experts that we can turn to for guidance be-
cause the experts are still doing their work.
There are no hefty hearing volumes docu-
menting the full and exhaustive review of this
billion dollar deal to explain why we must in-
tervene to stop that impartial review and pick
or own winner.

Some of my friends on the other side of the
aisle like to say that bureaucrats aren't good
at picking winners and losers among tech-
nologies; | would suggest that when it comes
to choosing winning technologies, Congress
makes bureaucrats look like geniuses.

There is general agreement that we need a
new tritium facility. But let us give our citizens
a facility that is the best that their money can
buy. To do that, we need to repudiate a pork-
driven decision, we need to let the selection
process go forward to let these technologies
and sites compete. Support good government
and a fair process. Vote for Markey-Vucano-
vich-Ensign.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself my remaining time.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by
saying this. Using the words of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
Massachusetts does not have a dog in
this fight. This is not a battle that |
certainly have any interest in.

My only problem with this whole de-
bate is that after a day of sanctifying
the whole concept of procurement re-
form just 2 days ago, we now come
back out here on the floor and we allow
for a single Member to earmark a spe-
cific technology that does not even
exist to be the exclusive way that we
are going to produce one of the most
important defense technologies in our
country.

Now, we keep hearing about a 3-in-1
technology. It is good for plutonium. It
is good for electricity. It is good for
this. It is good for that. It sounds like
you are listening to an ad for a
chopomatic at 3 a.m. in the morning on
channel 43.

This technology does not exist. And,
in fact, although we are talking about
$50 million out here, the truth is it
triggers $6 billion worth of reactor that
has to be built. By the way, a reactor
which has never produced tritium be-
fore.

The technology which they are se-
lecting has never, in fact, performed
this task before. Now, you hear the
word linear accelerator. What does
that mean? Well, it is just another
fancy word for saying atom smasher.
That is what a linear accelerator is.

Right now the National Academy of
Sciences, the Department of Energy,
the Department of Defense, are evalu-
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ating linear accelerators as opposed to
this new reactor which has never been
tested with regard to which is the bet-
ter way of going to produce tritium in
this country.

Now, | do not care which technology
they select, but | do know that this bill
should not have $50 million in it for a
Swedish firm for a technology that ul-
timately triggers $6 billion worth of ex-
penditures before we have had a tech-
nical evaluation. That is what this
whole debate is about.

And the $50 million is opposed by the
National Taxpayers Union, by the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN], by
the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUcANoVICH], and a cross-section of
Democrats and Republicans that want
a balanced budget, fairly done, with
logical assessment done of each and
every item. This provision violates
every one of those principles.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ildaho the gentleman
from [Mr. CRAPO].

(Mr. CRAPO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the committee’s
product. We in ldaho are doing some
critical research under this proposal
that will help us to develop this pro-
gram.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
our remaining time to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY] is recog-
nized for 1%2 minutes.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
the Texas panhandle is a long way from
either Savannah River or from Nevada
where the accelerator would be built,
but | think it is very important to
make these basic points.

We have no choice on tritium. Every-
one has agreed with that. And we need
it quickly. Now, this is a gas that dete-
riorates at a rate of approximately 5
percent a year. We have built none in
this country since about 1988. And the
longer we take, particularly with an
unproven technology, the worse off it
is for the security of this country.

I think the key point, however, that
| want to make is this. The committee
version advances both options. Cur-
rently, the Department of Energy is
only looking at one option and that is
an accelerator. They are not consider-
ing in any manner the sort of reactor
that would be considered under this
bill.

Now, | will tell my colleagues that in
my district we have got a lot of excess
plutonium that is building up as we
dismantle weapons that we are bring-
ing back from Europe. We have got to
figure out what to do with that pluto-
nium and the reactor is one option that
we ought to consider as a way to dis-
pose of that excess material.

The Department of Energy will not
even consider it and there are no other
technologies that are even close to
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being considered at the current time.
The committee bill gives approxi-
mately the same amount of money to-
ward the accelerator as the gentle-
man’s amendment would do, but it
adds to that. It doubles the amount of
money because of how important this
gas is and it gives us another option to
look at.

We are not bound to any option for-
ever, but it does push forward the proc-
ess on both counts so that we can find
the best, most economical, safest way
to produce tritium and that can accom-
plish our other security goals as well.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the committee position and in opposi-
tion to the Markey amendment which would
cut funding for a new tritium production source
by 50 percent. The Markey amendment would
also erect additional barriers not in even the
administration’s request to achieving a low-
cost, reliable supply of tritium.

Tritium is needed to ensure the safety and
reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stock-
pile. Because tritium decays at a rapid rate, it
must be regularly replenished. However, the
United States currently has no capacity to
produce tritium and therefore a new produc-
tion source has been in the works for years.

H.R. 1530 directs the Department of Energy
to pursue the lowest cost, most mature tech-
nology to accomplish this mission—and that is
a reactor. Reactor technology has produced
all of the tritium currently used in U.S. nuclear
weapons.

The committee also endorsed using reactor
technology to burn plutonium and to generate
electricity. The prospect of private sector fi-
nancing could also dramatically reduce the
cost of the American taxpayer of this critically
important undertaking.

The Markey amendment would cut the
funds added by the committee for future trit-
ium production, and would give the Depart-
ment of Energy the final say over which tritium
production technology should proceed. We
fear that the Department is headed in the di-
rection of actually selecting the less mature,
more costly accelerator option.

Let us do what's right to most cost-effec-
tively ensure our ability to maintain our nuclear
weapons stockpile. Let's get on with this inno-
vative cost-saving approach to producing trit-
ium. The only way to do this is to support the

committee and vote “no” on the Markey
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MARKEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 208,
not voting 12, as follows:

de-

[Roll No. 381]
AYES—214
Abercrombie Andrews Barcia
Ackerman Baesler Barrett (WI)
Allard Baldacci Becerra
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Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Camp
Cardin
Chabot
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Coble
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gordon
Green
Greenwood

Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Gutierrez
Hamilton
Hefner
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holden
Hoyer
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Klink

Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Morella
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker

NOES—208

Calvert
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
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Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
White
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Zimmer

Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frisa
Funderburk
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock

Hansen McCollum Shaw
Harman McCrery Sisisky
Hastert McDade Skelton
Hastings (WA) McHale Smith (MI)
Hayes McHugh Smith (NJ)
Hayworth Mclnnis Smith (TX)
Hefley Mclntosh Smith (WA)
Heineman McKeon Solomon
Herger Meek Souder
Hilleary Mica Spence
Hilliard Miller (FL)
Hobson Molinari Spratt
Hoke Mollohan Stearns
Horn Montgomery Stenholm
Hostettler Moorhead Stockman
Houghton Murtha Stump
Hunter Myrick Talent
Hutchinson Nethercutt Tate
Hyde Norwood Tauzin
Inglis Nussle Taylor (NC)
Johnson (CT) Ortiz Tejeda
Johnson, Sam Packard Thomas
Jones Paxon Thompson
Kelly Pickett Thornberry
K&_ennelly Pombo Tiahrt
E:nmg E?;(t::anan Traficant
Kingston Quillen \L/\J/gtlgrrloltz
Knollenberg Quinn Walker
Kolbe Radanovich Walsh
LaHood Roberts
Largent Rohrabacher Wwamp
Latham Ros-Lehtinen Wwatts (OK)
Laughlin Rose Weldon (FL)
Lewis (CA) Salmon Weldon (PA)
Lewis (KY) Sanford Weller
Lightfoot Saxton Whitfield
Linder Scarborough Wicker
Livingston Schaefer Wolf
Longley Schiff Young (AK)
Lucas Seastrand Young (FL)
Martinez Shadegg Zeliff
NOT VOTING—12
Chapman Flake Oxley
Collins (MI) Hastings (FL) Shuster
Dickey Kleczka Thornton
Fields (TX) Mfume Yates
0 1220
Messrs. ROHRABACHER,

GILCHREST, GONZALEZ, LATHAM,
and WHITFIELD changed their vote
from “‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Messrs. DICKS, LAZIO of New York,
METCALF, MYERS of Indiana, ROG-
ERS, PARKER, BUNN, JEFFERSON,
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Ms.
BROWN of Florida changed their vote
from ‘““no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 1 printed in
subpart G of part 1 of the report.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DE LAURO

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. DELAURO: Page
311, strike out lines 1 through 13, relating to
section 732 (expansion of existing limitations
on the use of defense funds for the perform-
ance of abortions).

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] and a Member opposed each
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

Does the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] claim the time in opposi-
tion?

Mr. DORNAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut [Ms. DELAURO] for 20 minutes, and
then the gentleman from California
[Mr. DoRNAN] will be recognized for 20
minutes.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | offer
this bipartisan amendment on behalf of
myself, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN],
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. TORKILDSEN], and the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. WARD]. Our
amendment strikes language in this
bill that would prohibit privately fund-
ed abortions from being performed at
overseas military hospitals.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pre-
serves the right to choose for female
military personnel and dependents, and
it insures that these women who serve
our country in uniform are not denied
safe medical care simply because they
are assigned to duty in other countries.

I want to emphasize several points
about our amendment:

First, it s