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Sarbanes: Anechoic Chamber, Pax River
Ready Reserve Fleet.

Simon: IMET provision, peacekeeping
funding, contingency force peace operations,
land exchange.

Wellstone: Relevant.

———

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO
HOUSES

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of
House Concurrent Resolution 92 just
received from the House. I ask that it
be read so that all Members will know
what it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:.

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 92)
providing for an adjournment of the two
Houses.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Friday, Au-
gust 4, 1995, pursuant to a motion made by
the Majority Leader, or his designee, it stand
adjourned until noon on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 6, 1995, or until noon on the second
day after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this resolution,
whichever occurs first; and that when the
Senate recesses or adjourns on any day be-
ginning on Saturday, August 5, 1995, through
Saturday, August 19, 1995, pursuant to a mo-
tion made by the Majority Leader, or his
designee, in accordance with this resolution,
it stand recessed or adjourned until noon on
Tuesday, September 5, 1995, or until such
time on that day as may be specified by the
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after Members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and Senate, respectively, to reassem-
ble whenever, in their opinion, the public in-
terest shall warrant it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the concurrent res-
olution be considered and agreed to,
and that the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

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

So, the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 92) was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I thank my colleague. If
that took more than 1 minute, take it
out of my leader’s time.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Exon amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Can we get the yeas and
nays on all the amendments?

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to incor-
porate that. I ask for the yeas and nays
on all of the amendments with ref-
erence to the matter that we have been
debating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. So there will be the yeas
and nays on four amendments.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield back any time remaining, and I
am going to move to table the Exon
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. EXON. I make an inquiry of the
Chair. I thought that the yeas and nays
on the Exon amendment had been or-
dered.

Is that not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. EXON. Then a tabling motion
would not be in order at this time,
would it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamen-
tarian that a tabling motion would be
in order.

Is there a sufficient second on the ta-
bling motion?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Exon amend-
ment is set aside. The Senator from
Nevada [Mr. REID] is recognized to
offer an amendment, on which Senator
REID will control 40 minutes and Sen-
ator THURMOND will control 20 minutes.

The Senator from Nevada.

AMENDMENT NO. 2113 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2111
(Purpose: To strike the provision designating

the location of the new tritium production

facility of the Department of Energy)

Mr. REID. I send an amendment to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
himself and Mr. BRYAN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2113 to amendment No. 2111:

On page 29 of the amendment, strike lines
18 through 21.

Mr. REID. The record should read as
on the amendment that this is offered
on behalf of both Senators from Ne-
vada.

Mr. President, I object to the section
of this amendment that directs the De-
partment of Energy to site its new trit-
ium production facility at Savannah
River.

For Members of the Senate, let me
explain briefly what we are talking

The
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about. Tritium is an element that is
critical to all modern nuclear weapons.
However, it is radioactive and decays.
Our weapons will cease to work if we
do not periodically replace the tritium.
We do not now in the United States
have the ability, the capability to
produce tritium. We must develop a
new tritium source.

We are, in this amendment, striking
from this Thurmond amendment the
specification that this new producer of
tritium shall be in Savannah River.
This is not an appropriate action and
certainly it is not an appropriate issue
for legislative action.

Decisions like this belong with the
administrative branch of our Govern-
ment. Decisions like this must be based
on a complete analysis of many com-
plex technical and economic decisions.
A fair and impartial assessment of al-
ternatives for different techniques and
sites is what is called for. To think
that we, as a Senate, can step in with-
out hearings, without any procedures
at all to indicate what would be the
proper site for this production facility
would be absolutely wrong.

It is clear the reason that this is in
the bill is because of the chairman of
the committee being from South Caro-
lina. There is no other reason. The fact
is there are a number of sites that the
Department of Energy and this admin-
istration generally are looking at to
determine where would be the best
place to put it. One of the sites, of
course, is at the Nevada test site.

If there were a vote taken today with
the people in the Department of De-
fense, people in the Department of En-
ergy who are making the decision, Ne-
vada would probably win, but that is
not how these decisions are made. It is
not by a vote. It is by people who are
administrators, who listen to the ex-
perts who work under them and for
them and with them to determine
where would be the best place to site
this production facility. It certainly
should not be done in a site specific
amendment as we are now asked to
consider.

Why does South Carolina feel that
they must legislate the outcome of this
issue? Why should not South Carolina
and the Members of this Senate be will-
ing to take their chances that their
site is the best site?

The junior Senator from New Mexico
earlier today in his remarks on the un-
derlying Thurmond amendment indi-
cated that he would not approve of the
site specific section of the bill. He said
that he would support the Reid amend-
ment, and I think that is the way it
should be.

This is not some small project that
you can put any place you want. This
is a multibillion-dollar project. This is
not a project that costs a few million
dollars, a few hundred million dollars.
This is a project that costs a few bil-
lion, and it is simply wrong to site it as
has been done by the committee in this
bill. This is a multibillion-dollar
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project upon which our nuclear deter-
rent critically depends.

As we all know, funds for all Federal
projects are limited. We should not be
taking such a large and significant
project and turning it into a local jobs
project.

I have already stated that Nevada is
one of the places that is being consid-
ered for this project, and I say ‘‘consid-
ered” because I do not know what ulti-
mately, when all the merits are added
up, where this project would go. Ne-
vada has a shot at it, of course. But we
certainly cannot eliminate good
science and good administration and in
this bill simply say it is going to South
Carolina. It is wrong. This is one of the
types of things that gives Congress the
name it has now. If there were ever an
example of congressional pork, this
certainly would be a good example. 1
also realize that Nevada’s chances are
eliminated if we do not pass this
amendment that is now before the
body. So, Mr. President, this is not a
parochial issue, it is an issue of good
Government. We all agree that we have
to balance the budget. We have a dif-
ferent method of doing that. We have
priorities that seem to be bantered
around here which would be the best
way to go to balance the budget. We all
agree it should be balanced. But one of
the things we have to stop doing is leg-
islating as we are doing in this manner.
We simply cannot put a multibillion
dollar project in a certain State or dis-
trict because the chairman of the com-
mittee is from that State or district.
That is wrong.

This is an issue for all of us who care
about spending our limited dollars
wisely. This is not an appropriate way
to spend our money. The amendment
that I have offered to preclude the ear-
marking of the site for this new trit-
ium project is an amendment for good
Government and saving the Govern-
ment money. I ask all Senators to join
me in defeating this attempt to bypass
the ongoing process to choose a tech-
nology and a site for our Nation’s fu-
ture tritium production.

The language from the bill, that is
from the Thurmond amendment, says,
“x * * shall locate the new tritium pro-
duction facility of the Department of
Energy at the Savannah River site,
South Carolina,” before we know the
technology, before we know the cost,
before we know the suitability of the
Savannah River site for the project. It
is regardless of NEPA reviews; that is,
the environmental impact that it
would have on that part of the country.
It is regardless of the cost of alter-
natives. What if we find an alternative
that will save 10 percent? That is hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. What if we
find an alternative that will save us 5
or 3 or 20 percent? Should we not be
given the latitude, should our adminis-
tration not be given the latitude of
looking at what would be best environ-
mentally, what would be best from a
cost basis? What about the ability of
the facility to start producing tritium?
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What if one site, that is, the one in
South Carolina, would take 8 or 9 years
to develop this production capability?
And let us assume another one would
take 2 years. Should the administra-
tion not look at which would come on
line the quickest? Of course.

But what we are doing, we are citing
it in this amendment, regardless of the
environmental impact, regardless of
the cost, and regardless of when it will
be able to come on board, when we will
be able to start producing tritium.
Does this mean we are forgoing the op-
tion of using a commercial reactor for
tritium production? It appears that
way.

Mr. President, we have no tritium
production today. Any production fa-
cility will therefore be a new facility.
It seems that we have just precluded
the commercial reactor option; that is,
are we going to use some of the com-
mercial reactors that are now available
for tritium, and we would buy it from
the commercial producer? That is an
alternative. Should we not be able to
take a look at that to see if that is
most appropriate way to get our trit-
ium for our nuclear weapons? Why are
we forcing a decision now?

Mr. President, the question is the an-
swer. We all know why the decision is
now being forced. We are needlessly
constraining the decision process for
what? Again, the question assumes the
answer. It is very obvious.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KyL). Who yields time?

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I move to table the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
motion to table the amendment, is
there a sufficient second?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is a
unanimous consent request that has
been——

Mr. THURMOND. After we vote on
the Exon amendment, not now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion would not be in order until after
all the time is expired or yielded back.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I will make it after
the time expires.

I rise to oppose the Reid amendment
and point out to my colleagues that
the Savannah River site has had the
tritium production mission for over 40
years. Why change? The U.S. Govern-
ment has invested heavily in a unique
infrastructure at the site for handling
that naturally decaying radioactive
gas and for recycling tritium through-
out the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile.

For this reason, it would not be cost
effective for the new tritium source to
be placed at any other location regard-
less of the technology used for produc-
tion. The taxpayer, who is frequently
mentioned here on the floor, would
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have to duplicate the recycling infra-
structure required to handle the radio-
active tritium and the gas bottles
which contain it in our nuclear weap-
ons. Additionally, transporting this ra-
dioactive gas across the land from sep-
arated production and recycling sites
does not make sense either.

The colocation of tritium recycling
facilities and the new tritium produc-
tion facility is the only solution that
makes economic sense for the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

I wish to point out to the Senate that
the Savannah River site is located on
the border between the States of Geor-
gia and South Carolina. The people of
both States have, after the land was
condemned for this facility, supported
this mission of the site for the past 45
years and cooperated fully with the
Government in every way possible in
its important mission to sustain the
nuclear stockpile.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
South Carolina, if all these arguments
are valid, then why should we have this
in the bill? If all his arguments are
valid, then the people who are making
the decision, the Department of Energy
and the Department of Defense, I am
sure, will take all those facts into con-
sideration. If he is right, South Caro-
lina would wind up getting it.

I will yield whatever time the Sen-
ator from Nevada may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair, and I
thank my senior colleague for his lead-
ership in providing this amendment,
which I strongly support.

Mr. President, as Senator REID has
indicated, he and I clearly have a vest-
ed interest in the outcome of this
amendment. The Nevada test site is
also being considered as the location
for a new tritium source. Frankly, our
view is it is far superior to any other
location that is being considered. But I
hope, Mr. President, my colleagues will
understand that this is not just a bat-
tle between two States that seek to ac-
quire a new major project which Sen-
ator REID has indicated is of the mag-
nitude of several billions of dollars.

The Department of Energy’s efforts
to build a new tritium supply is prob-
ably one of the most important current
programs to ensure our continued con-
fidence in our nuclear stockpile. The
tritium supply program is absolutely
essential to our national security pro-
gram. Senator REID alluded to it, but I
would like to embellish on it a little
bit. Tritium is a radioactive gas and
tritium is used in almost all of our nu-
clear weapons to achieve a so-called
booster effect; that is, to magnify or to
amplify the full impact of the nuclear
yields. And our national defense plan-
ners, strategists, have come to rely
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upon those projections. So the premise
undergirding our national defense stra-
tegic deterrence is predicated upon
yields that can be achieved only with
the use of tritium.

Tritium, however, has a relatively
short half life, a little over 12 years,
which means that it decays at a rate of
about 5 percent a year and needs to be
replenished on a regular basis.

Recent reductions in our nuclear
weapons stockpile have allowed us dur-
ing this interim period of time to recy-
cle tritium from retired weapons and
has reduced the pressure to build a new
tritium supply somewhat. But the need
in terms of a long-range supply is still
quite critical.

Even if we take advantage of the trit-
ium made available by retiring weap-
ons, if we do not have a new tritium
supply on line by the year 2011—that is
just 16 years away—we will need to
start to dip into our tritium reserve.

By 2016, even using the reserve, it
will not be adequate to meet our needs.

Mr. President, since I think most ev-
erybody acknowledges it will take
about 15 years or more to get a tritium
supply facility up and operational, we
need to act now to make sure we will
have a viable nuclear deterrent capa-
bility after the year 2011.

There are two ways, as I understand
it, that you can produce tritium. There
is the traditional way that we have
produced it in the past with a nuclear
reactor, and there is a new way which
offers considerable hope and promise.
It is a linear accelerator. Scientists
tell us that either way is feasible, and
the Department of Energy is in the
process of evaluating these two op-
tions, including an evaluation of nu-
merous options within the nuclear re-
actor category.

A decision on which technology will
provide us the most confidence and will
be the most fiscally responsible is to be
announced soon by the Department of
Energy.

In addition to evaluating the tech-
nology options, the Department is
going to decide where to site this new
tritium facility. Several sites are con-
sidered including one in Idaho, Savan-
nah River, Oak Ridge, Pantex, and the
Nevada test site. This will be primarily
research oriented. I do not consider the
naming of the site at this time an ur-
gent matter.

Nevertheless, the Secretary of En-
ergy is committed to the announcing of
a preferred site for the tritium supply
technology in the near future.

The Department recognizes the seri-
ousness of this decision and has de-
voted a considerable amount of time
and a great many resources to ensuring
that the final decision will result in a
viable cost-effective tritium supply
program.

Mr. President, this is not the time
for Congress to meddle in what is es-
sentially a technical and scientific de-
cision process. I realize that some of
my colleagues may be frustrated with
what they perceive to be delays in
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moving forward with the tritium sup-
ply decision, and given the Depart-
ment’s track record in a number of pro-
grams, it is all too easy to place the
blame for delays in a program on the
Department of Energy.

In this instance, however, I simply do
not believe the criticism is justified.
Since 1988, when the New Production
Reactor Office was established to de-
velop a new supply for tritium, there
have been incredible changes in the en-
vironment in which the Department is
acting: The Soviet Union has imploded.
The cold war is over, and President
Bush’s three announcements during
1991 and 1992 of significant reductions
in the nuclear weapons stockpile pro-
gram has dramatically changed the
picture with regard to a new tritium
supply.

When the Bush administration, under
Secretary of Energy Watkins, decided
not to pursue the new production reac-
tor, an entire new plan had to be devel-
oped for the production of a tritium re-
source.

The Secretary of Energy was re-
quired under the fiscal year 1994 De-
fense Authorization Act to issue a pro-
grammatic environmental impact
statement by March 1, 1995. This draft
PEIS for tritium supply and recycling
issued by the Department last Feb-
ruary complied with the requirement
and is the latest product of a 7-year
process to develop a rational, cost-ef-
fective, scientifically based program to
ensure the capability of our nuclear
weapons well into the next century.

No preferred site or technology was
identified by the February 1995 docu-
ment, nor is one required under the
NEPA process. At that point, the Sec-
retary of Energy committed to exe-
cuting a record of decision by Novem-
ber of this year.

By Government standards, that is a
reasonably quick turnaround. The Sec-
retary also made it clear that a deci-
sion on the preferred technology or site
may be announced prior to the Novem-
ber record of decision.

That is where we stand today, Mr.
President. The PEIS is on the street
and the Secretary is committed to a
decision by November of this year. The
Secretary, clearly feeling she did not
have sufficient basis to make a deci-
sion on site or technology prior to
March 1, is currently evaluating the
technical and scientific evidence gath-
ered through the NEPA process. That
is as it should be.

To give you some indication of the
magnitude of the PEIS, this indicates
the voluminous nature of the informa-
tion that is being compiled, that is cur-
rently being reviewed and analyzed by
the Department. These are two vol-
umes entitled ‘“The Draft Pro-
grammatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Tritium Supply and Re-
cycling.”

It is my view that the Secretary
ought to be permitted to move forward
in that evaluating process. It is hard to
understand how Congress, on a matter
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of such importance to our national de-
fense, could even consider substituting
its judgment on a parochial basis for
the scientific and technical expertise
that is being considered by the Depart-
ment of Energy.

I realize that the Ilanguage our
amendment seeks to strike only speci-
fies the site for the new tritium source.
The language presumes to leave the
technology choice to the Secretary of
Energy and only identifies the site for
the new facility.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it is
not quite that simple. In order to ob-
tain the most reliable and cost-effec-
tive results, the Department of Energy
must maintain the flexibility it needs
to determine both the site and the
technology for the new tritium re-
source.

As the draft PEIS makes abundantly
clear, each of the sites being consid-
ered for the new tritium source has its
own advantages and disadvantages.

Should the DOE decide to build a new
reactor, whether it is a so-called triple-
play reactor, advocated by the senior
Senator from South Carolina, or any
other type of reactor, Savannah River
appears to be the most likely site. The
Nevada test site is less suitable and,
parenthetically, I would oppose build-
ing a reactor anywhere in Nevada. On
the other hand, given the freedom to
make the most rational decision, the
Nevada test site would be the preferred
alternate, if the chosen technology
turns out to be an accelerator. Others
would disagree, and I acknowledge this
is a debatable proposition, but at this
point, the best course we in Congress
can pursue is simply let the NEPA
process run its course.

In supporting the Reid-Bryan amend-
ment, that is what the Senate is pur-
suing: To allow the course which the
Congress set in motion in 1994 by di-
recting that a programmatic EIS be de-
veloped to make the determination as
to site and technology for the new trit-
ium supply. That is what we allow to
occur.

By leaving the language in the bill as
it currently is, we preempt that proc-
ess, and in the interest of a parochial
decisionmaking process, foreclose the
Department from making a determina-
tion both, in my view, on technology as
well as site.

Mr. President, I yield my time back
to the distinguished senior Senator
from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I will
make brief remarks on this amend-
ment. I support the Senator from
South Carolina and his position. Sa-
vannah River has been the tritium pro-
duction complex since the dawn of the
nuclear age. It has the infrastructure,
it has the trained work force, it has the
experience, it is a logical place for the
new tritium facility, whatever tech-
nology is being chosen.
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We do not have in this bill now, as I
understand this amendment—I have
not been a part of working on this
amendment—but as I understand it,
there is nothing in the bill now, after
this amendment is adopted, that would
tell the Secretary of Energy what kind
of reactor to have. She still has that
choice—the light-water reactor, the
gas reactor, the multipurpose reactor,
heavy water or even the accelerator.
All of those technologies are available.

The Secretary of Energy said she is
going to make this decision sometime
in late summer or early fall. That
means that this bill is bound to be in
conference in September, and if the
Secretary of Energy makes any other
decision, other than Savannah River,
then certainly we will have a time to
study that carefully and to react to
that in conference.

So I support the Senator from South
Carolina on this. I urge the defeat of
the second-degree amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield the able
junior Senator from Georgia such time
as he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as
my good colleague from Georgia noted,
the Savannah River site has been the
site for weapons tritium production for
nearly half a century—specifically 40
years. Obviously, given the importance
of the production of that plant in
terms of our nuclear policy, a very
large capital investment has already
been made by the taxpayers of the
United States on the Savannah River
site’s unique, extensive tritium han-
dling, tritium bottle recycling and pro-
duction infrastructure—a huge capital
investment.

If the new tritium production facility
which DOE was planning were to be lo-
cated at another site other than Savan-
nah River, the large tritium bottle re-
cycling facilities and the tritium pro-
duction handling facilities would have
to be replicated, rebuilt at a new site.
This would be very expensive, cost-in-
effective, and not wise.

Another alternative, I guess, would
be to transport radioactive tritium to
the Savannah River site bottle recy-
cling from a distant new production
site. This would require expensive,
unique transportation, and would be
perceived as a potential negative pub-
lic health risk in the States
transversed. On this basis, it is both
logical and cost-effective for the Con-
gress to designate this longstanding fa-
cility, a facility uniquely prepared to
deal with this production as the loca-
tion for the tritium production facil-
ity.

The bottom line here is, if you are
talking about a change, you are talk-
ing about spending millions and mil-
lions of dollars, and you are talking
about breaking the continuity chain of

the
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preparedness that the Savannah River
site represents.

Mr. President, I yield back my time
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, how
much time is left on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 13 minutes remaining for the Sen-
ator from South Carolina, and the Sen-
ator from Nevada has 19% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my friend,
the ranking member, the former chair-
man of the committee, said the only
question is what kind of facility. Well,
that really is not the only question.
But, in fact, if that were the only ques-
tion, why in the world would you want
to site in South Carolina, no matter
what kind of facility, a reactor accel-
erator?

If the Secretary of Energy is going to
make this decision late summer/early
fall, why would Congress want to med-
dle with what is already in the process
of being decided? If there were ever an
example of congressional meddling,
this certainly would be it.

Mr. President, this is a big project. I
am reading from one newspaper:

The new tritium production facility would
be the Nation’s first since the 1960’s. Cost es-
timates range as high as $10 billion, and the
project could create more than 2,000 jobs.

In the other body, something like
this was tried and, again, I read from
the Energy Daily of June 1995, where
over there it was referred to as ‘‘radio-
active pork.”

Well, thank goodness the House in its
wisdom got rid of that radioactive
pork, and that was deleted from their
legislation.

If the Savannah River site is so good,
why do they not let it compete on its
merits? If the threat that I heard—
namely, if the Department of Energy
sites it someplace else, we will take a
look at it in conference. This is a
threat to the Secretary to site it on
the Savannah River, or we will take
care of it in conference. That is wrong.

My amendment lets the system of
Government work the way it should,
not with ‘“‘radioactive pork.” It would
be with the orderly process of Govern-
ment. Let me repeat, Mr. President,
the language in the underlying amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
lina that I and Senator BRYAN are at-
tempting to delete States, ‘‘shall lo-
cate the new tritium production facil-
ity * * * at the Savannah River Site,
South Carolina.”

We are subverting, standing on its
head, making a mockery of the system
of Government that we have, where the
Director of the Department of En-
ergy—the Secretary—will make a de-
termination after due consultation
with the Department of Defense, with
the people that work for and with her,
as to where it should go.

But in this Thurmond amendment,
we are going to site it in South Caro-

S11375

lina before we know the technology
that will be used, the cost, or the suit-
ability of the Savannah River site for
the project. There may be technology
that should only go to Savannah River
that the Secretary will decide on. Or
she may find that that is technology
that they want to use and should not
go to Savannah River for many rea-
sons. Maybe the cost of the Savannah
River, because of all the pollution from
the failed reactor, for over 45 years,
makes that site so expensive, so unreli-
able, that it should go someplace else.

This language sites it in South Caro-
lina, regardless of the environmental
concerns, regardless of the need for re-
views, regardless of the cost alter-
natives, and, of course, as I have men-
tioned before, regardless of the impact
on the schedule to produce tritium.
What if we need to get tritium pro-
duced quickly. Does this mean that we
are foregoing the option of using an ex-
isting commercial reactor for tritium
production? Yes, it does. That may be
the decision the Secretary will make,
saving the taxpayers of this country
billions of dollars.

We have no tritium production
today. Any production facility will
therefore be a new facility. It seems
that we have just precluded the com-
mercial reactor option. That is wrong,
and that is not what we should want or
what this Congress should be up to. We
have certain budget constraints that
we have all been working under. This
flies in the face of that. Why are we
forcing a decision now when we know,
as indicated by the senior Senator from
Georgia, that the Secretary is going to
make this decision in late summer?
Late summer is upon us. This decision
could come within a matter of weeks.

We are needlessly constraining the
decision process. For what? We are
doing it for ‘‘radioactive pork,” and
that is wrong.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want to take a minute or two more. I
want to just recall that in 1946, when I
was Governor of South Carolina, the
project was announced to build this
plant in Aiken, SC, on the Savannah
River between Georgia and South Caro-
lina. I moved to Aiken to practice law.
I guess I represented over 90 percent of
the landowners down there. They had
the land condemned and taken away,
whether they wanted to or not. The
Government said, ‘“We need this land
for this plant.” The Government need-
ed it. They sacrificed a lot. They un-
derwent many hardships. The plant
was built.

Why now do we want to take away
the opportunity for those people who
sacrificed like they did to help the
Government to build this plant for the
good of our country? We are not asking
that they use any particular Kkind of
technology. They can use the accel-
erator or they can use the reactor, or
whatever they want to.

We are merely saying it should not
be taken away from these people who
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sacrificed so much in their lifetime for
this plant and for the Government.

We feel it should not be moved, re-
gardless of what the technology is. It
ought to remain at this site. It has
been there for 45 years. Why take it
away? They have done a good job. They
have the infrastructure. They have the
workers. They have everything to
make a success.

I do hope that this amendment will
be defeated.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the pro-
ponents of sight infrastructure costs as
their main argument, but this facility
will produce training for 50 years.

I say, what is the lowest life cycle
cost of 50 years? Do we care? We should
care, Mr. President.

I yield to my colleague from Nevada
whatever time he desires.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. I
thank my colleague.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
we have heard what essentially are
three arguments by the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. One is that it has been
there for 45 years, and therefore it
should continue in perpetuity for 45
years.

Mr. President, I think the answer to
that question is self-evident. We are
considering prospectively what is the
best location for the tritium produc-
tion facility in the future. That is the
entire purpose of the problematic envi-
ronmental impact statement.

Indeed, they may make and come to
the same conclusion that our friend,
the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina made. But that is not an analyt-
ical or rational argument for a policy
that has always been there, always
been that way, and therefore we should
continue that way forever in the fu-
ture.

The second argument that my friend
made was to suggest that somehow the
recycling operation has been at Savan-
nah River and that by colocating the
new production facility, somehow we
would ease or eliminate the transpor-
tation of tritium.

Mr. President, that is simply not
true. As my colleagues, I am sure,
know, we do not move nuclear bombs
around the country, to have the trit-
ium components of them added in sec-
ond. When we are talking about retro-
fitting or adding the tritium compo-
nent, you are talking about doing that
at a facility that has the capability of
doing that.

That is, first and foremost, the facil-
ity at Pantex. No one should have the
impression that by having a recycling
and production facility in South Caro-
lina that we eliminate the necessity of
transporting that new tritium product
to either Pantex, or there is a facility
at the Nevada test site that could han-
dle the disassembly.

My friend makes the argument of
sacrifice. While I am sure he recites
the history, nobody quarrels with the
senior Senator from South Carolina
when he describes the history of the
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state that he has represented so long
and so ably, and which I know he has
great personal affection.

If we are talking about sacrifice, he
is talking about the few thousand acres
at Savannah River. Nevada is the
mother of all sacrifices—the mother of
all sacrifices. The Nevada test site
alone is larger than the entire State of
Rhode Island. Just the Nevada test
site. If you want to talk about Federal
sacrifice, 87 percent of the entire land
mass of the State of Nevada is under
the jurisdiction of the Federal Govern-
ment, either the Department of En-
ergy, the Department of Defense, the
Bureau of Land Management, or the
Forest Service.

I must say that I do not think any of
those three arguments are compelling.

Finally, I return very briefly to, I
think, the argument that my senior
colleague makes so ably. That is, we
started the process in 1994. We said,
“Let’s look, see how we should handle
future tritium production. Let’s have a
problematic EIS.” Added into that mix
is the fact there is a new technology we
want to take a look at, the linear ac-
celerator technology.

There are different types of reactor
technologies that we want to consider,
as well, some four technologies within
the rubric of the reactor option, which
is the other option other than the ac-
celerator. All of those ought to be con-
sidered rationally as part of an evalua-
tion process and ought not to be the
subject of micromanagement by the
Congress.

Let this process work its course. We
in Nevada have a vested interest. We
would like to see it in Nevada. I would
like to see the linear accelerator, but I
am willing to take my chance. I think
that is the best policy.

I urge the Congress and this Senate
to allow that course to work its way,
as well, and let the experts make the
decision. I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2114 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2111

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to make certain technical
amendments to the Thurmond-Domen-
ici amendment. These have been agreed
to by both sides. I send them to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2114 to amendment No. 2111.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Page 8, line 17 strike out ‘‘$2,341,596,000 and
substitute in lieu thereof $2,386,596,000"".

Page 8, line 20 strike out ‘“$2,121,226,000 and
substitute in lieu thereof ¢$2,151,266,000" .

Page 9, line 1 strike out ‘‘$220,330,000" and
substitute in lieu thereof ‘“$235,330,000"°.
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Page 9, line 25 strike out ‘“$26,000,000”" and
substitute in lieu thereof ¢$41,000,000"".

Page 13, line 6 strike out ‘$5650,510,000>’ and
substitute in lieu thereof ‘‘$505,510,000°".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. REID. I yield back.

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

The amendment (No. 2114) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2113

Mr. THURMOND. I move to table the
Reid amendment and ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Could the Presiding Officer indicate
what the parliamentary status is now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first
vote will occur in relation to the mo-
tion to table the Exon amendment.

Mr. THURMOND. I am informed Sen-
ator MCCAIN is not going to offer an
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
on the motion to table the Exon
amendment can occur now.

Mr. REID. Immediately following
that will be the Reid-Bryan amend-
ment.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

The question is on the motion to
table.

Mr. EXON. Yes. If I understand the
agreement right, the Senator from Ne-
braska has 2 minutes, as does the Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

I ask unanimous consent, as pre-
viously agreed to, that immediately
preceding the vote on the Exon amend-
ment, 2 minutes be allocated to the
Senator from Nebraska and 2 minutes
to the Senator from South Carolina.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2112

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, there can
be no question that we are about to
cast a critically important vote. We
will send a signal that will resonate
around the world and have far-reaching
implications on mankind’s chances of
moving further away from a reliance
on nuclear weapons and a possible nu-
clear holocaust, or we can reverse
course, abruptly and shamefully. As
the world’s leading nuclear superpower,
we can send a signal loud and clear
that, notwithstanding our protesta-
tions about the spread of nuclear de-
vices, notwithstanding our supposed
commitment to a nuclear test ban
treaty, we are going to reverse course.
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The Exon-Hatfield amendment
assures a constructive policy of grad-
ual and very deliberate thought proc-
esses, and offers the nuclear olive
branch, if you will, to potential friend
and potential foe alike, that the United
States of America offers a hand of nu-
clear understanding.

If we vote down, if we table the Exon-
Hatfield amendment, it is going to be a
significant step backward for which we
will not forgive ourselves, I suggest, for
centuries to come. It is the time we re-
emphasize our restraint, our vigilance,
and agree to the Exon-Hatfield amend-
ment as we have explained in great de-
tail during debate this morning.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
just want to say that every weapons
system, indeed every machine in our
technological society, requires testing.
The hydronuclear testing is the only
tool left to assess our confidence in the
safety and reliability of the shrinking
nuclear stockpile.

Mr. President, we need to do this. We
are living in a dangerous world. It is
important that we be informed as to
the reliability and safety of our weap-
ons. They may have to be used. I do not
need to cite the situations that could
be dangerous in various parts of the
world. We know about North Korea. We
do not know what Russia is going to
do, what China is going to do. We do
not know what certain nations like
Iran or Iraq and Libya will do, the ter-
rorist nations. We must be prepared.
And to be prepared we have to know
what our weapons will do. We have to
know they will be safe and reliable, and
that is the purpose of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on the motion to table
the Exon amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 56,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 359 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Abraham Gorton Mikulski
Ashcroft Gramm Murkowski
Bennett Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Packwood
Breaux Gregg Pressler
Brown Hatch Reid
Bryan Heflin Roth
Burns Helms
Coats Hollings :igltg;um
Cochran Hutchison Simpson
Cohen Inhofe .
Coverdell Johnston Smith
Craig Kempthorne Snowe
D’Amato Kyl Specter
DeWine Lott Stevens
Dole Lugar Thomas
Domenici Mack Thompson
Faircloth McCain Thurmond
Frist McConnell Warner

NAYS—44
Akaka Boxer Campbell
Baucus Bradley Chafee
Biden Bumpers Conrad
Bingaman Byrd Daschle
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Dodd Jeffords Moynihan
Dorgan Kassebaum Murray
Exon Kennedy Nunn
Feingold Kerrey Pell
Feinstein Kerry Pryor
Ford Kohl Robb
Glenn Lautenberg Rockefeller
Graham Leahy

Harkin Levin :iﬁ;ﬁles
Hatfield Lieberman

Inouye Moseley-Braun Wellstone

So, the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 2112) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2113

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
order of business is amendment No.
2113, and under the previous order
there are now 4 minutes of debate
equally divided between the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THUR-
MOND]——

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
from South Carolina and I have agreed
to yield back our time.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
agree to yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

All time is yielded back.

The question is now on agreeing to
the motion to table the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 360 Leg.]

YEAS—5T7
Abraham Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gramm Mikulski
Bennett Grams Murkowski
Biden Grassley Nickles
Bond Gregg Nunn
Breaux Hatch Packwood
Brown Hatfield Pressler
Byrd Heflin Roth
Campbell Helms Santorum
Chafee Hollings Shelby
Coats Hutchison Simpson
Cochran Inhofe Smith
Cohen Johnston Snowe
Coverdell Kassebaum Specter
D’Amato Kyl Stevens
DeWine Lott Thomas
Dole Lugar Thompson
Domenici Mack Thurmond
Faircloth McCain Warner
NAYS—43

Akaka Feinstein Levin
Baucus Ford Lieberman
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun
Boxer Gorton Moynihan
Bradley Graham Murray
Bryan Harkin Pell
Bumpers Inouye Pryor
Burns Jeffords Reid
Conrad Kempthorne R

X obb
Craig Kennedy Rockefeller
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes
Dodd Kerry .
Dorgan Kohl Simon
Exon Lautenberg Wellstone
Feingold Leahy

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2113) was agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. 