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would be reduced 33 percent under one of the
Commission’s proposals and 19 percent under
the other. (The benefit reductions could be
smaller under the latter plan because it as-
sumes the transfer of additional sums from
the rest of the budget.)

For those who begin receiving disability
benefits in 2075, the benefit reductions would
be 48 percent under one plan and 29 percent
under the other.

Equivalent benefit reductions would apply
to the young children of deceased workers.

These reductions would disproportionately
harm African-Americans. Both the propor-
tion of workers who are disabled and the pro-
portion of young children whose parent or
parents have died are higher among African-
Americans than among the population as a
whole.

Diamond and Orszag warn that the dis-
abled and the children of deceased workers
would have little ability to mitigate these
severe benefit cuts with income from indi-
vidual accounts, because many workers who
become disabled would have had fewer work-
years during which to contribute to private
accounts, and also because the Commission
plans would deny all workers—including the
disabled—access to their accounts until they
reach retirement age. The economists term
the treatment of the disabled under the Com-
mission plan as ‘‘draconian.’’

The Commission recognized its proposals
would have such effects and stated it was not
recommending these reductions in disability
benefits. Diamond and Orszag show, however,
that the Commission counted all of the sav-
ings from these disability benefit cuts to
make its numbers add up. Without these ben-
efits cuts, none of the Commission plans
would restore long-term Social Security sol-
vency (unless even larger transfers of rev-
enue were made from the rest of the budget).

IMPACTS OF PRIVATE ACCOUNTS

The benefit reductions just described
would apply to all beneficiaries, including
both those who do not opt for private ac-
counts and those who do. Workers who
choose the private-account option would be
subject to additional reductions in Social Se-
curity benefits, on top of the reductions that
would apply to all beneficiaries, in return for
the income they would receive from their ac-
counts.

For retired workers who received a return
on their account equal to the average ex-
pected return that the actuaries and the
Commission have forecast, the total reduc-
tion in benefits (factoring in the income
from individual accounts) would be smaller.
But many such workers still would face ben-
efit losses.

Under Model 2, a medium-earning couple
that retired at age 65 in 2075 and received the
average expected rate of return from a pri-
vate account would receive a combined ben-
efit—including a monthly annuity check
from its account—that is about 20 percent
below the benefit the couple would receive
under the current Social Security benefit
structure. Diamond and Orszag observe that
given the large infusion of revenue from the
rest of the budget under this plan, a 20 per-
cent benefit reduction is quite substantial.

Moreover, if the stock market does not
perform as well in future decades as the ac-
tuaries and the Commission have assumed,
private accounts investments would do less
well than figures suggest and the benefit re-
ductions would be larger.

The study also explains that because of the
risk associated with investing in stocks, ana-
lysts generally agree that in comparing re-
turns from different types of investments,
adjustments for risk must be made. If the ap-
proach to ‘‘risk adjustment’’ that the Office
of Management and Budget recently used in

an analogous situation is applied here, the
combined benefits from Social Security and
individual accounts for the medium-earning
couple retiring in 2075 are estimated to be 40
percent lower than the Social Security bene-
fits the couple would receive under the cur-
rent benefit structure.

The study warns that the large, unspec-
ified revenues the Commission counts on
from the rest of the budget might not mate-
rialize. If they did not fully materialize and
payroll taxes were not raised, the benefit re-
ductions would have to be still larger under
these plans. Failure to identify a source for
these revenues leaves Social Security sub-
ject to a substantial risk that the funding
would not materialize.

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

f

STATUS OF OUR NUCLEAR
INDUSTRY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I rise to speak today on the status of
our nuclear industry in this country
and the realization that it is time that
the U.S. Senate resolve the question of
what to do with the high-level waste
that is generated by our nuclear reac-
tors generating power throughout this
Nation.

What would you think of the Federal
Government’s response to entering into
a contract to take the high-level nu-
clear waste in 1998, and, 1998 having
come and gone, the ratepayers who re-
ceive nuclear power into their homes
have paid somewhere in the area of $11
billion to the Federal Government to
take that waste in 1998?

As we all know, 1998 has come and
gone. The sanctity of the contractual
relationship between the Government
and the nuclear industry, obviously,
has been ignored by our Government.
As a consequence, there is potential
litigation—litigation that has arisen as
a consequence of the nonfulfilling of
the contractual arrangement that was
entered into to take the waste. So,
clearly, we have a responsibility that is
long overdue.

Some people, relatively speaking, are
inclined to ignore the contribution of
the nuclear industry in our Nation. It
provides our country with about 21 per-
cent of the total power generation. It is
clean energy. There are no emissions.
The problems, of course, are what to do
with the high-level waste.

Other nations have proceeded with
technology. The French reprocess.
They recover the plutonium from the
almost-spent nuclear rods. They re-
inject plutonium into a mixture that is
added into the reactors and, basically,
burn as part of the process of gener-
ating energy.

The Japanese have proceeded with a
similar technology. The rods, after
they are taken out of the reactors, are
basically clipped in the process of the
centrifugal development, while the plu-
tonium is recovered. It is mixed with
enriched uranium, and it is put back in
the reactors. The waste that does occur
is basically stored in a glass form
called vitrification.

We have chosen not to proceed with
that type of technology, and I believe
ultimately we will change our policy
and, indeed, recover the high-level
waste that is associated with the rods.

In any event, we are faced with the
reality that we are derelict in respond-
ing to the contractual commitments
into which we entered. We have before
us a situation where this body is going
to have to come to grips with the dis-
position of what to do with that waste.

The House has already acted. On
June 6 of this year, the Senate Energy
Committee, by a vote of 14 to 10, favor-
ably reported S.J. Res. 34, which is the
Yucca Mountain siting resolution. The
resolution approves our President’s
recommendation to Congress that the
Nation’s permanent deep geological
storage site for spent nuclear fuel and
other radioactive waste be located at
the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada.

What the resolution does not do is
build a repository. It merely selects
the site, and approval of the resolution
would start the Department of Energy
on the licensing process.

This is a long-awaited step forward in
the process to develop this Nation’s
long-term geologic repository for high-
level radioactive waste. In making the
decision, President Bush relied on the
recommendation of Secretary of En-
ergy Abraham and on two decades of
science that has found, in the words of
one Department of Energy assessment,
‘‘no showstoppers.’’ This is not some-
thing that has just come up. We have
been at it for 20 years.

The vote last month in the House was
306 to 117. As I indicated, the House has
done its job. It affirmed the excep-
tional science, engineering, and public
policy work that has gone into this
very important national project. It
reached a conclusion, exactly as I indi-
cated earlier. Now it is the Senate’s
turn to vote on the resolution.

The 20 years of work, the over $4 bil-
lion that has been invested in deter-
mining whether this site is scientif-
ically and technically suitable for the
development of a repository is a reality
to which the taxpayers have already
been subjected; $4 billion has been ex-
pended at Yucca Mountain. I person-
ally visited the site, and I can tell you
that for all practical purposes, the site
is ready.

For those who suggest we put this
off, let me again remind my colleagues,
we have not made this decision in
haste. It has been 20 years in the proc-
ess. In fact, the most recent inde-
pendent review done by the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board in Jan-
uary of this year found, one, ‘‘No indi-
vidual, technical, or scientific factor
has been identified that would auto-
matically eliminate Yucca Mountain
from consideration as a site of a per-
manent repository.’’

I am confident in the work done to
date by the Department of Energy, but
this work will not cease with this rec-
ommendation. On the contrary, sci-
entific investigation and analysis will
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continue for the life of the repository,
and I believe that sound science and
sound policy guide this decision. For
over 20 years, we have relied on science
to guide us, and now that science says
this site is suitable.

I am often reminded how these things
are resolved, and while it is appro-
priate to have public input, this is an
area of technology in which we really
need sound science and not emotional
discussions or arguments. We have cre-
ated this waste. We have to address it.
Nobody wants it. Somebody has to
have it. The Yucca Mountain site has
been determined as the best site, and
the science supports it.

In fact, the review board addressed
the very issue of science vis-a-vis pol-
icy and concluded that the ultimate de-
cision on Yucca Mountain is one of pol-
icy and informed science. Policy deci-
sions lie with our elected officials.
That is why we are here, Madam Presi-
dent. We base them on sound science
and facts, of course, but ultimately, we
have to make the tough calls. We can-
not vote maybe; we can only vote yes
or no.

The Secretary has acted. The Presi-
dent has acted. The House of Rep-
resentatives has acted. Now the Senate
must act. Nevada exercised its oppor-
tunity to object to actions taken by
the Federal Government. That is their
right as granted by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act.

It should be pointed out that the veto
authority given to the State of Nevada
is rather unusual. A Governor of a
State was able to veto a decision of a
sitting President—indeed extraor-
dinary—but now it is time for the Sen-
ate to act, and it is our obligation, in-
deed our duty, because some decisions,
tough as they are, need to be made
with the good of the entire Nation in
mind.

I should also point out that when the
act was considered in 1982, the question
of a State veto was somewhat con-
troversial. The subsequent votes of
both the House and Senate outlined
very specifically the necessary balance
to this State veto. If Congress is not
permitted to act, as some have threat-
ened in the Senate, then that carefully
crafted balance will be lost. I wish the
State of Alaska had been given an op-
portunity for a veto on the issue of
ANWR. Nevertheless, that is a different
issue for a different time.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act antici-
pated that this would be a tough deci-
sion and laid out some very strict, fast-
track procedure to ensure that the de-
cision would be put to a vote so that
the will of the majority would be
heard. This is one of those rare cases
when Congress made the decision to
not allow procedural games to obscure
the substance of a very important deci-
sion. We will have to vote sometime
before July 27 of this year, governed by
certain rules on S.J. Res. 34, and a de-
cision will be made, Madam President.
That is the procedure that Congress de-
cided back in 1982. We must make this
decision, and we will make it soon.

The Federal Government has a con-
tractual obligation to take the Na-
tion’s spent fuel. That obligation, as I
indicated in my earlier remarks, was
due in 1998. That was a contractual
commitment. The Federal Government
is in violation of that contractual com-
mitment. So far, no waste has been re-
moved despite the fact that the nuclear
waste fund now has in excess of $17 bil-
lion for the specific purpose of taking
the waste.

If the spent fuel is not taken soon, at
least one reactor, the Prairie Island re-
actor in Minnesota, will have to shut
down, and we cannot afford to sacrifice
nuclear power, not in Minnesota nor,
for that matter, anywhere. Madam
President, 21 percent of all power gen-
eration comes from nuclear energy.

Other States have spent fuel piling
up: 1,860 metric tons in California, 1,542
metric tons in Connecticut, and a
whopping 5,850 metric tons in Illinois.
We have waste at other sites, including
Hanford in the State of Washington.

Nuclear, as I indicated, is 21 percent
of the Nation’s clean, nonemitting
electrical energy. Nuclear is safe, solid,
baseload generation that helps reduce
our dependence on foreign oil.

The Federal Government’s obligation
does not just extend to utilities. We
also have a responsibility to continue
to clean up our cold war legacy. These
are Department of Energy weapon
sites, several throughout the United
States, that must be cleaned up. To ac-
complish cleanup, waste must be re-
moved in sites such as Rocky Flats in
Colorado, Hanford in Washington, Sa-
vannah River in South Carolina.

For a variety of reasons, all based on
sound science, we must proceed to af-
firm the President’s site designation of
Yucca Mountain as one of our Nation’s
safe, central, remote nuclear waste re-
positories. To borrow from Secretary
Abraham’s February 14 letter to Presi-
dent Bush:

A repository is important to our na-
tional security. A repository is impor-
tant to our nonproliferation objectives.
A repository is important to our en-
ergy security. A repository is impor-
tant to our homeland security. A re-
pository is important to our efforts to
protect our environment.

We have a responsibility, Madam
President, to site a repository. It is an
overarching national responsibility. It
is one we cannot shirk. The alternative
would be to leave this waste at 131 sites
in over 40 States—sites which were not
designated to be permanent reposi-
tories.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be recog-

nized to speak for up to 5 minutes as if
in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Missouri is recognized.

f

JACK BUCK

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I
rise today—in great sadness—to mourn
the loss of broadcasting legend Jack
Buck.

Jack Buck has been appropriately re-
ferred to as both ‘‘the voice of the Car-
dinals’’ and ‘‘the soul of St. Louis.’’ He
has been a mainstay in the Cardinals
broadcasting booth for nearly 50 years.

He called games featuring Cardinal
greats such as Stan Musial, Bob Gib-
son, Lou Brock, Ozzie Smith, and Mark
McGwire. He was well known for wrap-
ping up Cardinal victories with his
trademark, ‘‘that’s a winner.’’

Mr. Buck was a decorated war vet-
eran, father of eight, and one of the
most accomplished sports broadcasters
of all time. He has been inducted into
11 halls of fame, including shrines for
baseball, football, and radio.

Jack Buck was accomplished out of
the broadcasting booth as well. In fact,
he was selected as St. Louis’ Citizen of
the Year in 2000 for his contributions to
the community.

He was dedicated to finding a cure for
cystic fibrosis and raised well over $30
million toward that goal. ‘‘Finding a
cure would be the greatest thing to
happen in my lifetime,’’ he once said.

Jack Buck was also a poet who en-
joyed a well-turned phrase. When base-
ball resumed last year after the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, Buck, a tear in his
eye, read a patriotic poem during a
pregame ceremony at Busch Stadium.
‘‘As our fathers did before, we shall win
this unwanted war,’’ he said. ‘‘And our
children will enjoy the future we’ll be
giving.’’

Buck often told a story about the day
his wife, Carole, asked what he would
say to the Lord when they meet at the
gates of heaven. He responded: ‘‘I want
to ask him why he’s been so good to
me.’’

Today we join with all who knew and
loved Jack Buck to say, ‘‘Now that’s a
winner.’’

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.
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