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The reason is quite clear: Because
the Federal Government has demanded
from day one that those shipments be
done in extraordinary ways, extraor-
dinary super-built containers, much of
it traveling by rail. The high-level
waste that comes to Idaho is naval
waste. It comes by rail. But the low-
level waste that leaves Idaho leaves by
highways in very well designed, tre-
mendously strong containers, and well-
managed, selected routes, all of it guid-
ed and monitored by GPS. It is tremen-
dously safe today as that waste goes
from Idaho to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant in Carlsbad, NM.

Yes, we have a right to be concerned,
but we do not have a right to use alarm
and fear where they should not exist.
But we have a right to do what is re-
sponsible to keep it out of our popu-
lated areas, to move it in appropriate
fashions in less populated ways.

The Senator from Nevada speaks
about rail and an appropriate and safe
way to handle it, well demonstrated,
well proved. And the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission may well want even
enhanced containers. But what I would
suggest is that if we fail to act today
to determine the next step, and many
of these utilities go to a private loca-
tion and establish a private reposi-
tory—as some are now contemplating—
then there is a strong possibility that,
in a much less regulated way, in a
much less orchestrated and monitored
way, we will see nuclear waste moving
across this country simply because we
failed to act and failed to organize and
failed to respond to a highly regulated,
highly controlled, and highly mon-
itored transportation system.

Those are the realities of where we
are today with this industry and where
we are today with the volume of nu-
clear waste, high-level spent fuel nu-
clear waste that is building up in re-
positories across the country. It isn’t
damned if you do and damned if you
don’t. It is a responsible and important
step to take to move this resolution
through to a licensing procedure which
will then have full transparency, which
will then have the ability of the Senate
of the United States and the House to
do the kind of oversight necessary to
make sure that we can recognize what
both Senators from Nevada, who are in
the Chamber, need: The best assurance
possible, in a zero sum game, if you can
get there, that this has been done to
the maximum capability of the engi-
neering talent of the best we have to
offer.

The 10,000-year protocol established
all of those kinds of things that meet
the standards that are so critically
necessary to do what is right and re-
sponsible for this country: store our
high-level waste in a deep geologic re-
pository; cause the next step to hap-
pen; advance the future of the nuclear
industry; advance clean electrical en-
ergy for our country well into the fu-
ture.

It is a responsible act that the Sen-
ate undertakes today to allow that
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very kind of thing to happen. I hope
this afternoon, when we have an oppor-
tunity to vote on the motion to pro-
ceed, which, in fact, is a vote on wheth-
er we will allow the process to go for-
ward, a majority of the Senate will
vote in favor of that motion to proceed.
I yield the floor.

——
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. STABENOW).

———

APPROVAL OF YUCCA MOUNTAIN
REPOSITORY—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I yield myself 156 minutes.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
the Senate today is faced with an im-
portant decision about whether to ship
extremely hazardous, high-level nu-
clear waste to a permanent repository
in Yucca Mountain. Let there be no
doubt in anyone’s mind, I would like to
see this nuclear waste shipped safely
out of Minnesota. I wish I could respon-
sibly vote to support this resolution. I
regret that I cannot today vote in
favor.

I have consistently said that before
the Department of Energy and the Con-
gress make a final judgment that we
are ready to begin shipping high-level
nuclear waste to a repository, there
should be a carefully thought out, de-
tailed plan in place, approved by the
NRC and the DOE, to transport this ra-
dioactive waste and to manage all of
the risks associated with that trans-
portation.

Although it has had over 30 years to
do so, the Department of Energy has
failed to develop such a safe—I empha-
size ‘‘safe’’—waste transportation plan.

While I want this high-level nuclear
waste out of our State and think Yucca
Mountain may very well be the most
sensible location, I don’t think we
should move forward and commit our-
selves irrevocably until we have all of
the transportation and security issues
addressed.

Therefore, I have come to the conclu-
sion, through a careful examination of
congressional testimony, meetings
with DOE officials, including the Sec-
retary of Energy, State energy officials
and local leaders, that there are too
many uncertainties, too many unre-
solved issues, and the risks are simply
too high for the citizens of Minnesota.

I cannot now support this resolution.
We urgently need to develop a com-
prehensive waste transportation plan
and policy that protects the health and
safety of local communities and all
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Americans. We should have such a plan
in place before moving forward on a
permanent repository plan.

It is unacceptable to me as a Senator
that the Department of Energy has ig-
nored the very real and daunting task
of developing a secure, comprehensive
transportation plan before seeking to
authorize the Yucca Mountain site.

The simple fact is, the Congress
should not be considering nor should
the DOE have recommended authoriza-
tion of the Yucca Mountain site before
State and local officials were consulted
and a comprehensive transportation
plan has been finalized which takes
into account their concerns and the
people they represent.

Madam President, even though the
Department of Energy has had years to
develop such a plan, they don’t have
one. By the way, I thank Secretary
Abraham. I have talked with him over
the phone. He has been very gracious,
and I appreciate that. But when he tes-
tified May 16, 2002, that the ‘‘Depart-
ment is just beginning to formulate its
preliminary thoughts about a transpor-
tation plan,” to me, that is not enough
for my State or the country.

The Department spent $7 billion
looking into Yucca Mountain geology
but less than $2 million on the trans-
portation of the nuclear waste. That
works out at less than $10 million a
year for the last 20 years. This is a fun-
damental flaw in the Department’s ap-
proach. So, to me, failing to plan for
the safe and secure transport of nu-
clear waste before approving the repos-
itory site would be irresponsible.

I recognize the industry has had a
generally safe record of transporting
small amounts of nuclear waste over
the last 35 years. But shipments to
Yucca Mountain would be at an un-
precedented level. The Department of
Energy estimates that transportation
to a central repository could involve
the shipment of more than 46,000 tons
of high-level radioactive nuclear waste
across 40 States in 53,000 trucks or
20,000 railcars. It is worth noting that
even if the shipments were to begin
today, there are more than 200 million
Americans living in the 700-plus coun-
ties that are traversed by DOE’s poten-
tial roads and rail lines. The popu-
lation is only going to grow, and grow
more quickly, during the time DOE
needs to move nuclear waste across the
country.

Beginning in 2010, the DOE estimates
that over 1,000 truck and rail ship-
ments of nuclear waste could well trav-
el through Minnesota, through our
most populated cities and towns such
as Minneapolis-St. Paul, Mankato,
Rochester, and the Twin City suburbs.
So 683,000—looking at the proposed
route—Minnesotans would live within 1
mile; 2,213,612 Minnesotans would live
within 5 miles; 3,121,718 Minnesotans
would live within 20 miles. That is
about half of the State’s population.

This raises a very important and yet
unanswered set of questions about the
risks of possible accidents or terrorist
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attacks, and how local communities
through which the waste would travel
would manage the risk. That is why
the Conference of Mayors passed a res-
olution just this past June expressing
serious concerns about the issue and
urging the Congress to prohibit the
transport of waste until all cities—I in-
clude Minnesota cities and towns—
along the proposed transportation
route have been consulted and have re-
ceived adequate training and equip-
ment to protect the public health and
safety of the citizens in the event of an
accident.

Again, I thank the Department of
Energy and I thank the Secretary for
his graciousness. Unfortunately, DOE
has yet to hold any public meetings in
recent years in Minnesota on the topic
of, again, where is this going to go,
what kind of training is there going to
be, and how are we going to prevent an
accident? To me, this is a key issue.

Example: The DOE environmental
impact statement maintains that ship-
ping high-level spent fuel casks on
mixed general freight trains is accept-
able. This would permit casks of high-
level nuclear waste to be mixed among
cars of corn, soybeans, autoparts, and
other goods. I am concerned that the
DOE’s regulations appear to be market
driven; mixed freight trains are cheap-
er than dedicated trains.

As the American Association of Rail-
roads testified, DOE’s position is ‘‘driv-
en, no doubt, by economic consider-
ation.” But the safe transportation of
these highly toxic materials must take
precedence over any cost consider-
ations. I agree with the American As-
sociation of Railroads that dedicated
trains would be a safer and more pru-
dent alternative. I would like to have
that laid out for me before we have a
final vote on the repository.

Madam President, I believe a trans-
portation plan for nuclear waste ship-
ments should have a ‘‘zero accident”
goal, but as yet the DOE doesn’t even
have a plan. A zero accident goal would
reflect a culture in which safety is
paramount and drives all aspects of the
transportation system. That goal en-
courages a culture of safety.

I know there are safety concerns
about these materials being stored
where they are. The Department of En-
ergy has argued that we need to con-
solidate this waste in one location. But
that argument overlooks the fact that
authorization of Yucca Mountain as a
permanent repository doesn’t solve
these concerns. The only reactors that
will get rid of their waste completely,
according to the DOE, are those that
are closed today—and those are not in
Minnesota.

According to the draft environmental
impact statement prepared by DOE,
the Monticello and Prairie Island reac-
tors will still have 111 and 344 metric
tons of high-level nuclear waste, re-
spectively, onsite when Yucca Moun-
tain is full.

Despite what the proponents would
have us believe, the DOE’s proposal
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fails to eliminate Minnesota’s nuclear
waste. Nationwide, when the Yucca
Mountain project is completed, there
will roughly be the same amount of
high-level nuclear waste at power-
plants across the country as there is
today. We simply cannot afford to
overlook the real and pressing security
concerns inherent with the transpor-
tation of this fuel, nor can we ignore
the fact that the next generation will
still be left with similar problems of
what to do with the waste.

I will conclude this way. We urgently
need to achieve a real solution to our
storage problem with high-level nu-
clear waste, as opposed to forcing au-
thorization of Yucca Mountain before
there is a comprehensive plan for
transporting the waste safely and se-
curely before it is in place.

I believe the Department of Energy
needs to immediately begin a true col-
laborative process, seeking broad-based
stakeholder input on the real chal-
lenges of transportation safety and
emergency preparedness. While the De-
partment of Energy has elected to pro-
ceed with significant questions remain-
ing unresolved, a comprehensive trans-
portation plan developed through a
consultative process would give DOE’s
proposal for Yucca Mountain the credi-
bility it now lacks. The DOE should
immediately organize a stakeholder
task force to develop transportation
recommendations that include the ex-
perts on the ground, such as Governors
and their safety agencies, local elected
officials of the large and small towns
where the waste will travel, emergency
preparedness experts, and public health
and safety officials, and develop a re-
sponsible plan that would transport
this waste safely before a final decision
is made.

I believe there are a whole host of
issues surrounding the transportation
of nuclear waste material that must be
addressed before final decisions are
made on Yucca Mountain. We can
make the decision next year or the
year after. That would be fine with
me—if these concerns can be met first.

Unfortunately, the administration
has elected to force the issue before all
these concerns can be sufficiently ad-
dressed. I want to be able to support
this resolution. I would like to be able
to vote to move the high-level nuclear
waste out of Minnesota. But I cannot,
in good conscience, do this before there
is a comprehensive plan in place to pro-
tect Minnesotans as this radioactive
waste is moved through our State to
Yucca Mountain, and from our State to
Yucca Mountain.

I think forcing the issue before such
a comprehensive plan is in place would
be a serious mistake, and that is why I
intend to vote no on this resolution.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
while I have the attention of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, the Department
of Energy did a comprehensive analysis
called ‘““The Spent Nuclear Fuel Trans-
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portation System,” which I think en-
compasses a good deal of the concerns
of the Senator from Minnesota. I en-
courage that he review it at his leisure.

I also remind my colleagues that the
issue before us is simply licensing and
the authority that this body gives the
Department of Energy to proceed with
the license. That licensing process will
legitimately conclude in an evaluation
of the adequacy of the transportation
proposals either by rail, road, or a com-
bination of both involving the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, the Depart-
ment of Transportation, the Depart-
ment of Energy, and the National
Academy of Sciences. They are judged
to be the best experts as opposed to
those of us who obviously are not nec-
essarily specialists but generalists in
this area, although we have some ex-
pertise in legislation.

I also remind my colleagues that this
is the formal process of some 20 years
in evolution of addressing the proce-
dure to address the waste.

I am sensitive to the needs of my col-
leagues from Nevada who obviously do
not want the waste in their State, but
I remind my friend from Minnesota
that there are 835 metric tons of nu-
clear fuel stored in Minnesota in two
locations, and that Minnesota has
three nuclear units—Prairie Island 1
and 2 and Monticello.

As a consequence of the procedures
we have initiated, there appears to be
one of two solutions: We either proceed
and let the experts in the agencies ad-
dress a transportation plan in the se-
quence that has been laid out that fol-
lows after the licensing, or we are
going to be right back where we were
20 years ago on what to do with the
waste. I can assure my colleagues, no-
body wants it, but we have created it,
and we have an obligation to take care
of it.

I would like to identify, so we can
move along in sequence, those speakers
who have requested time on our side.
We have Senator BINGAMAN, who has
asked for 10 minutes; Senator THOMAS,
some 8 to 10 minutes; Senator CRAPO, 5
minutes; Senator KyL, 10 minutes. I
would like to reserve some time for
myself, about 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I will
say quickly that this document about
which my friend from Alaska refers is
not worth the paper on which it is writ-
ten. It talks about 4,300 shipments on
trains—they have no trains at Yucca
Mountain, 100 miles from any train.
This piece of trash—and that is what it
is—is typical of what the Department
of Energy has done. It is one big lie
after one big lie.

As indicated by anyone who looks at
it, there are 292 reports that they did
not even wait to see what the answers
would be. The General Accounting Of-
fice said that, not some radical envi-
ronmental group—the General Ac-
counting Office. So the statements of
my friend from Minnesota are directly
on point. This means nothing.
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Madam President, in keeping with
having some degree of preciseness on
the floor—I will be happy to yield some
time to my friend—I am going to yield
10 minutes in a minute to the Senator
from Minnesota and then it is my un-
derstanding the Senator from Alaska
will yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from New Mexico, and following that, I
will yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from California, Mrs. BOXER, who al-
most made it here this morning. Then
if the Senator from Alaska has some-
body who wishes to speak, that is fine;
otherwise, I will yield time to the Pre-
siding Officer, who will be out of the
chair at that time, just to give an idea
of how we are proceeding.

How much time does the Senator
from Minnesota wish before I yield to
his colleague?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to the Sen-
ator from Nevada, 1 minute.

Mr. REID. I yield my friend 2 min-
utes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague from Alaska, I
have over and over—my position is a
somewhat different position than the
Senator from Nevada—over and over I
have said do not separate Yucca Moun-
tain; you already put $7 billion into it.
Why not lay out a comprehensive plan
about how you are going to transport
this safely to Yucca Mountain? That
has been my issue over and over. I have
asked the Department of Energy when
will there be such a plan? Two years?
Three years? Four years? I think we
are now talking about several years in
the future.

I want to make it crystal clear to me
that to vote for Yucca Mountain with-
out those assurances, without the as-
surances about how it is going to be
done safely, without the input of local
communities, without the commitment
that people will be trained, without
any of those assurances whatsoever, it
seems to me to be not responsible.
That is my first point.

My second point is to one more time
say to my colleague and say to all col-
leagues, though there are those who
would have us believe Yucca Mountain
will eliminate Minnesota’s nuclear
waste, as a matter of fact, according to
the draft environmental impact state-
ment by the DOE, we still will have 111
and 344 metric tons of high-level nu-
clear waste in Minnesota onsite at
Monticello and Prairie Island.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, a little
simple math: 77,000 tons now exist.
They can move at most 3,000 tons to
someplace; let’s say Yucca Mountain.
These reactors produce over 2,000 tons.
I repeat, the math is not very much.
The big lie has been the fact that they
say they are going to have only one re-
pository. They are still going to have
131 repositories. That is the way it is
going to be. This is a big lie they have
perpetuated for many years now, and it
is absolutely false that they are going
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to have one repository. They will con-
tinue to have 131, plus the mobile
Chernobyls that will be all over Amer-
ica on trucks, barges, and trains.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I thank my very
distinguished colleague from Nevada
for granting me time. I join with my
senior colleague from the State of Min-
nesota who spoke very eloquently be-
fore me. I have come independently to
the same conclusion as he that I will
vote against designating Yucca Moun-
tain as a national nuclear waste reposi-
tory at this time.

I do so because there are simply too
many unanswered questions, untested
designs, and unproven procedures to
approve a project that has such enor-
mous consequences.

Building a safe and secure storage
site at Yucca Mountain and then filling
it with some 77,000 tons of nuclear
waste will take the next 30 to 40 years.
That is the rest of my generation’s life-
time.

Throughout those three and four dec-
ades, the design, the construction, the
loading, the unloading, and the safe
transportation of over 150,000 pounds of
extremely poisonous nuclear waste
must all be done perfectly—at least al-
most perfectly. One accident, one rup-
ture, one attack would have dev-
astating effects on the lives of people
today and for generations to follow, as
one look at a victim of the Chernobyl
nuclear accident would confirm.

That is the easy part, those 30 to 40
years. Now those 150,000 pounds or as
much as 200,000 pounds of radioactive
waste has to be stored, contained, and
isolated perfectly—almost perfectly—
for thousands of years.

That it must be nearly perfect does
not mean it is unattainable or
unsustainable, but it does mean that
the standards for approval must be
very high. The standards of reliability,
of proven technology, of public safety
must be extraordinarily high. They
must be met and maintained with cer-
tainty, and that certainty must be
guaranteed to the American people.

This project is nowhere near that
standard today, not even close. That is
why we should not even be considering
the approval we are being required to
give or to deny today. This is not what
the law proscribes.

The law states, as it has for the last
20 years, that within 90 days after
Congress’s final approval, which will be
today if this body so decides, the De-
partment of Energy shall submit its
application to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

According to the Secretary of the De-
partment of Energy, the Department is
at least 2 years or more away from
being ready to submit that application.
According to the private project man-
ager, Bechtel Corporation, DOE is 4
years or more away from being able to
submit an acceptable application.
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I was not here in 1982 when the law
was passed, but clearly the lawmakers
intended, and I believe wisely so, that
Congress’s final review of this project
would be within 90 days, or very short-
ly before the Department of Energy
made its application to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission; in other
words, after all the testing and design
and evaluation had been completed.
Today we can do nothing more, if we
are so inclined, to say it looks OK or it
does not look OK. A lot more has to be
done.

As the Senator from Nevada pointed
out correctly, the Department of En-
ergy has still almost 200 tests and as-
sessments remaining that it agreed,
itself, with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission would have to be com-
pleted before the Department of En-
ergy could even submit an acceptable
application for site construction to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Just
to develop an acceptable application, it
has to complete some 200 more assess-
ments. Then the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has up to 4 years to re-
view. There is no one else who has the
expertise beyond ours and is associated
with this project who maintains it is
even ready to begin to be considered.
Why are we put in a position of acting
on it today? Why even consider approv-
ing it today?

Given those high standards that are
necessary, some of the recent critiques
of expert advisory boards and commis-
sions are truly alarming. A January 24
letter of this year to Congress by the
U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board stated:

The Board’s view is that the technical
basis for DOE’s repository performance esti-
mates is weak to moderate at this time.

Weak to moderate is a long ways
from perfect.

In a September 18, 2001, letter to the
Chairman of the U.S. Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, the Advisory Com-
mittee on Nuclear Waste documented
its review of the Department of Ener-
gy’s performance modeling called
TSTA-SR. The committee’s ‘“‘principal
findings are that this system does not
lead to a realistic risk-informed result
and does not inspire confidence in the
TSTA-SR process. In particular, the
TSTA-SR reflects the input and results
of models and assumptions that are not
founded on realistic assessment of the
evidence. The consequence is that
TSTA-SR does not provide a basis for
estimating margins of safety.”

Others who have written and raised
similar questions and concerns. I be-
lieve we should say no to the Yucca
Mountain site today, not to remove it
from further consideration but we
should not commit ourselves to a deci-
sion that will affect the lives of mil-
lions of Americans today and for gen-
erations and generations to follow
based on insufficient evidence, inad-
equate testing, incomplete analyses,
undocumented strategies. In a sense,
the Senate would be put in a position
to make that attestation today which
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no one could responsibly make about
this project, particularly given this
level of assurance that the American
people deserve.

Finally, as to the citizens of Nevada,
they have been remarkably, extraor-
dinarily well served by the two Sen-
ators from that State, Senators REID
and ENSIGN. We preside in the Senate
in inverse proportion to our seniority,
which means I—being 100th in senior-
ity—spend as much time presiding as
anyone else; I therefore have a chance
to observe what is going on in the Sen-
ate. The senior Senator from Nevada,
Mr. REID, has been unbelievable in his
tireless pursuit of every Member of this
body to discuss and to reason and im-
plore their recognition of the facts as
he has so well articulated. Senator EN-
SIGN is in his first term and has en-
countered an enormous responsibility
to his State which he has also per-
formed remarkably well.

Regardless of the outcome of today’s
vote, I cannot imagine any two people
who could have possibly done more,
tried more, put more of themselves,
heart and soul, into doing what they
believe with all their fervor is the right
thing for the people of Nevada, and I
believe for the people of the United
States, including the people of Min-
nesota, which is to vote no against
Yucca Mountain as a site today.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
before I yield to the chairman of the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee 7 to 10 minutes, I point out that
for the past several decades we have
moved nuclear waste safely in this
country. We have had 2,700 shipments
in the past 30 years. We have shipped
1.7 million miles. We have not had a
single harmful release of radioactivity.
This is substantiated by the testimony
in the committee. Both the Regulatory
Commission and the Department of
Transportation, the agencies respon-
sible testified that the waste can be
““safely and securely transported.”

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
appreciate my colleague from Alaska
yielding me a few minutes to express
my views on this issue.

We are in a debate now about wheth-
er to proceed to consider S.J. Res. 34
which would approve President Bush’s
recommendation of Yucca Mountain as
the site for the development of a nu-
clear waste repository. The resolution
does not authorize construction of a re-
pository. Similarly, it does not author-
ize the transportation of nuclear waste
to Yucca Mountain. What the resolu-
tion does do is allow the Department of
Energy to apply to the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission for a license to
begin construction of the repository.
The Department of Energy still needs
to persuade the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission that the repository would
be safe before construction could begin
and before shipments to the repository
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could begin. Failure to approve the res-
olution that we are talking about, S.J.
Res. 34, would terminate the Nation’s
nuclear waste program.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982,
passed before I came to this Senate,
gave the Governor of Nevada the power
to veto the President’s site rec-
ommendation, and the Governor of Ne-
vada exercised that authority in April.
If the President does not join the
House of Representatives in voting to
override the Governor’s veto by the
27th of this month—this July—the Gov-
ernor’s veto stands. If the Governor’s
veto is sustained, either the waste will
stay where it is, in temporary above-
ground holding tanks at 72 nuclear
powerplant sites and 4 Department of
Energy nuclear weapons plants in 39
States, either it stays where it is in
those locations from now on, or Con-
gress will have to pass a new law to au-
thorize the Department of Energy to
search for a new site, leaving the waste
where it is safe enough in the short
run.

I am not one who is saying there is
an imminent health risk or safety risk
from leaving the waste where it cur-
rently is in the short run. However, it
is not an acceptable long-term solu-
tion. It would require constant moni-
toring where it now is and frequent re-
placement of the storage containers for
thousands of years, or the waste will
escape into the environment. That is
based on the expert testimony we re-
ceived in the committee hearings.

Looking for another site, without al-
lowing the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission to consider Yucca Mountain,
to consider an application for a license
to use Yucca Mountain, is not a real-
istic course of action. We have spent 20
years; we spent $4 billion looking at
Yucca Mountain already. No one has
found a technical or scientific reason
that makes it unsuitable as yet. We are
not likely to find a better site next
time, but, of course, if the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission determines
that another site has to be found, then
we can take on that task.

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources, which I chair, of which
my colleague from Alaska is the rank-
ing member, carefully considered the
arguments against the repository that
have been raised by opponents of the
project. I am the first to admit that
not all of the questions that have been
raised by the opponents have yet been
adequately answered. They have not
been. Many of those are questions,
though, that are best answered by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in its
licensing procedures and nothing in the
record before us justifies a decision, in
my view, to terminate the program at
this stage.

The hearing record that we compiled
in the Energy Committee supports ap-
proval of the resolution and it supports
allowing the waste program to con-
tinue. While not prejudging whether it
will approve a license application for
Yucca Mountain, the Nuclear Regu-
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latory Commission itself—and we had
the Commission members there testi-
fying before our committee—testified
that they believed nuclear waste can be
safely transported and safely buried at
a repository. Not necessarily this one—
that will be a decision they will make
in the future—but at a repository.

The Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board testified that:

No individual technical or scientific factor
has been identified that would automatically
eliminate Yucca Mountain from consider-
ation.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy testified that the radiation protec-
tion standards that will apply to this
repository are ‘‘among the most strin-
gent in the world.” If the repository
complies with them it ‘“‘will be fully
protective of public health and the en-
vironment.”

That is “if”’ the repository complies
with these standards. As I say, that is
a decision the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission will make in the future.

In addition to these agencies of the
Federal Government, we also heard
from the U.S. Geological Survey. They
stated:

The scientific work performed to date sup-
ports a decision to recommend Yucca Moun-
tain for development of the nuclear waste re-
pository [and that] no feature or char-
acteristic of the site . . . would preclude rec-
ommending the site.

So based on this record, the com-
mittee found no reason to terminate
the program.

The National Academy of Sciences
has said:

[GJeological disposal remains the only sci-
entifically and technically credible long-
term solution available to meet the need for
safety without reliance on active manage-
ment.

We have a responsibility to dispose of
these wastes rather than leave them
for future generations to deal with. I
do not favor just kicking this can down
the road and leaving it for someone
else to act.

In sum, a vote for the motion to pro-
ceed on the resolution is not a final
vote to put nuclear waste in Yucca
Mountain. It is a vote to let the De-
partment of Energy apply for a license,
a vote to let the technical experts at
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
decide whether Yucca Mountain is, in
fact, safe.

A vote against the resolution is a
vote to stop the program in its tracks,
to leave the waste where it is with no
alternative strategy for finding an-
other site, and, frankly, with little or
no chance of putting together a polit-
ical consensus to find another site in
the foreseeable future.

On the basis of those reasons, I urge
my colleagues to approve the motion
to proceed and to approve the resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I will yield to my friend
from California in a minute, but this is
another one of the fallacies of this
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whole debate. Isn’t it too bad we have
worked on it all this time, and if it
doesn’t go through, what are we going
to do?

Chairman Meserve of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission said less than
a month ago:

If Yucca Mountain were to fail because of
congressional action, that does not mean all
of a sudden from a policy point of view that
the country is at a stalemate and is con-
fronting imminent disaster.

Of course he would say that. We have
nuclear reactors around the country
that are using their facilities to store
the stuff onsite—safely, in dry cask
storage containment. You don’t have
all the worries of transportation. It is
safer than trying to haul this stuff past
our schools and homes. This is an argu-
ment that is without foundation. It
would not mean the end of the nuclear
world at all.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from California who, I would state, is
the chair of the environmental task
force Senator DASCHLE has set up and
who has done an outstanding job point-
ing up the environmental problems we
have in America today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, it is
indeed an honor to stand with my
friend from Nevada on this issue be-
cause there can be no higher calling
that we have than to protect the health
and safety of the people we represent—
no higher calling.

It seems to me very interesting that,
as we are about to address a very im-
portant subject of corporate irrespon-
sibility and try to fix the mess that is
happening on Wall Street, we would be
disrupted from that task to go to an
issue such as this, which is so very
harmful to our people. I am going to
take some time to explain it.

My State of California is one of the
most affected by the Yucca Mountain
project because Yucca Mountain is
only 17 miles from the California bor-
der and from Death Valley National
Park. Scientific studies have shown
that the regional ground water aquifer
surrounding Yucca Mountain dis-
charges into Death Valley because
Death Valley is down gradient from
Yucca Mountain. If the ground water is
contaminated, that will mean the de-
mise of the park and the surrounding
communities.

The tests that have been done on the
site are not what we would want to see.
We see leakage; we do not see dryness.
We see problems with Yucca Mountain
that would lead most people to assume
there will be a problem with leakage
into the ground water. It is an absolute
travesty waiting to happen to my
State.

The long-term viability of the fish,
the wildlife, and the human population
is dependent on this aquifer. Water is
life in the desert. Water quality must
be preserved. Given the threat posed by
Yucca Mountain, I have opposed it, and
that was before 9-11.
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Since 9-11, we have a whole other
area of concern and that is taking this
waste from all over the country and
putting it on trucks or trains and ship-
ping it across this country. It is an ab-
solute disaster waiting to happen. This
is so hot that it has to be cooled for—
I say to my friend from Nevada, Sen-
ator REID, am I correct in saying that
waste is so hot that it has to be cooled?
And for how long does it have to be
cooled?

Mr. REID. I will respond to my friend
from California. National Geographic
this month has a wonderful article on
nuclear waste. Among other things, it
confirms what we have known for a
long time. The nuclear reactors in
America and around the world are 97
percent inefficient. That means you
put in a fuel rod in a nuclear reactor
and when they take it out, it still has
97 percent of its radioactivity. It has
only used 3 percent.

The nuclear reactors are so ineffi-
cient they have to take them out of the
reactors and put them in water. You
cannot take them out of the water for
at least b years for them to cool down.

Mrs. BOXER. Five years.

Mr. REID. Five years for them to
cool down. So I say to my friend from
California, all this talk about we need
to have one site, we don’t need to have
131 sites—the fact is, they are always
going to have spent fuel at the sites of
the power-generating facilities.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend. I
knew this waste was so hot that it
would have to be cooled down, but I
wasn’t aware that it was for 5 years.

Post 9-11, you would think this ad-
ministration would think twice, or
three times, or six times, before they
would go ahead and give the order for
this waste to move. We have given the
airlines billions of dollars. We are
spending so much to make airports safe
and here we have this administration,
the one that tells us we are in a war—
there is not a speech this President
makes that he doesn’t remind us that
we are in a war—is ready to put this
kind of material on our roads.

I am just incredulous. The only thing
I can come up with is, who is really be-
hind all of this?

I have a list of some of the people
who are pushing for this. Let us put
that on the floor since we are talking
about corporate power this week.

We have the Nuclear Energy Insti-
tute. There are 260 companies in the
Nuclear Energy Institute pushing this.
They include Enron, First Energy,
Bechtel, Duke Energy, and General
Electric, to name a few. There are a lot
of special interests—260, to be exact—
pushing this.

But where are the people? The people
will be living in fear, I guarantee you,
when this starts.

Let me show you a map which I
think my colleague must have shown
before. Let me show you a map first of
just one area, Sacramento. The red
area is within 1 mile of one of the pro-
posed routes. The yellow area is within
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3 miles of the proposed route, and the
light yellow is within 5 miles.

If you look at all of this, you see
these little arrows. They are actually
schoolhouses. These are the schools lo-
cated so close to this traffic. The H’s
are the ho