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have done everything we can in the
Senate. It is now up to the House to ap-
point conferees. Once that is done, we
will move as quickly as possible to
solve the differences we have with the
House of Representatives and move for-
ward on this bill.

I yield my time back and urge we
move to the legislation. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. 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quorum call be rescinded.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.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2400 which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2400) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2005 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Services, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Graham of South Carolina amendment No.
3170, to provide for the treatment by the De-
partment of Energy of waste material.

Crapo amendment No. 3226 (to amendment
No. 3170), of a perfecting nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding,
under the order that is before the Sen-
ate, the first order of business would be
two voice votes on two amendments
pending. Is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
amendments were to be disposed of.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could
take a minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. In our conversations be-
fore the Senate was called back into
session, the Senator from Idaho indi-
cated he would like to speak for 5 min-
utes prior to those two voice votes and
that time would be credited against the
2 hours the majority has on the under-
lying Cantwell amendment. I under-
stand he is going to make that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed 5
minutes taken out of our side of the
time that is allocated during this
morning’s debate to discuss an issue
and make a unanimous consent re-
quest.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could be
heard, reserving the right to object, it
is my further understanding this would
have no bearing on our voting in 5 min-
utes on the two amendments. Is that
right?

Mr. CRAPO. That is correct, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I there-
fore ask unanimous consent that it be
made in order that I be allowed to
amend my amendment in the form of
amendments that are at the desk at
this time. The purpose of this request
is that there has been some question
raised in regard to the South Carolina
language, as to whether it creates any
precedential value in regard to other
States which are dealing with radio-
active materials and the handling of
them. We do not believe there is such a
precedential effect and we believe it is
very clear there is not, but because
some have raised that question, we
would like to simply amend the legisla-
tion that is before us today to make it
perfectly clear there is no precedential
effect of this language on any State
other than South Carolina.

For that reason, I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to amend my
own amendment, which is at the desk,
in the form of an amendment which we
have presented to the other side.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. REID. I ask for regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Has the 5 minutes been
used that the Senator requested for de-
bate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was an objection to the Senator’s 5-
minute request.

Mr. REID. Regular order.

Mr. CRAIG. I ask to speak for up to
2 minutes.

Mr. REID. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The question is
amendment No. 3226.

The amendment (No. 3226) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3170, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3170) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. It is now my under-
standing the Cantwell amendment will
be reported. It has not been reported
yet, is that true?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Washington, Ms. CANTWELL, is recog-
nized to offer her amendment.

on agreeing to
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AMENDMENT NO. 3261

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Ms. CANT-
WELL], for herself, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, and Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an
amendment numbered 3261.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure adequate funding for,

and the continuation of activities related

to, the treatment by the Department of

Energy of high level radioactive waste)

Beginning on page 384, strike line 3 and all
that follows through page 391, line 7, and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 3117. ANNUAL REPORT ON EXPENDITURES
FOR SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIRED.—Subtitle C
of title XLVII of the Atomic Energy Defense
Act (b0 U.S.C. 2771 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
“SEC. 4732. ANNUAL REPORT ON EXPENDITURES

FOR SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY.

““The Secretary of Energy shall submit to
Congress each year, in the budget justifica-
tion materials submitted to Congress in sup-
port of the budget of the President for the
fiscal year beginning in such year (as sub-
mitted under section 1105(a) of title 31,
United States Code), the following:

‘(1) A detailed description and accounting
of the proposed obligations and expenditures
by the Department of Energy for safeguards
and security in carrying out programs nec-
essary for the national security for the fiscal
year covered by such budget, including any
technologies on safeguards and security pro-
posed to be deployed or implemented during
such fiscal year.

‘“(2) With respect to the fiscal year ending
in the year before the year in which such
budget is submitted, a detailed description
and accounting of—

‘“(A) the policy on safeguards and security,
including any modifications in such policy
adopted or implemented during such fiscal
year;

‘“(B) any initiatives on safeguards and se-
curity in effect or implemented during such
fiscal year;

‘(C) the amount obligated and expended
for safeguards and security during such fis-
cal year, set forth by total amount, by
amount per program, and by amount per fa-
cility; and

‘(D) the technologies on safeguards and se-
curity deployed or implemented during such
fiscal year.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for that Act is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 4731 the
following new item:

‘“Sec. 4732. Annual report on expenditures for

safeguards and security.”.

SEC. 3118. AUTHORITY TO CONSOLIDATE COUN-
TERINTELLIGENCE OFFICES OF DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY AND NA-
TIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMIN-
ISTRATION WITHIN NATIONAL NU-
CLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Energy
may consolidate the counterintelligence pro-
grams and functions referred to in sub-
section (b) within the Office of Defense Nu-
clear Counterintelligence of the National
Nuclear Security Administration and pro-
vide for their discharge by that Office.
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(b) COVERED PROGRAMS AND FUNCTIONS.—
The programs and functions referred to in
this subsection are as follows:

(1) The functions and programs of the Of-
fice of Counterintelligence of the Depart-
ment of Energy under section 215 of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. T144b).

(2) The functions and programs of the Of-
fice of Defense Nuclear Counterintelligence
of the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration under section 3232 of the National
Nuclear Security Administration Act (50
U.S.C. 2422), including the counterintel-
ligence programs under section 3233 of that
Act (50 U.S.C. 2423).

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PoOLICY.—The Sec-
retary shall have the responsibility to estab-
lish policy for the discharge of the counter-
intelligence programs and functions consoli-
dated within the National Nuclear Security
Administration under subsection (a) as pro-
vided for under section 213 of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C.
7144).

(d) PRESERVATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE
CAPABILITY.—In consolidating counterintel-
ligence programs and functions within the
National Nuclear Security Administration
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall en-
sure that the counterintelligence capabili-
ties of the Department of Energy and the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration are
in no way degraded or compromised.

(e) REPORT ON EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY.—In
the event the Secretary exercises the author-
ity in subsection (a), the Secretary shall sub-
mit to the congressional defense committees
a report on the exercise of the authority.
The report shall include—

(1) a description of the manner in which
the counterintelligence programs and func-
tions referred to in subsection (b) shall be
consolidated within the Office of Defense Nu-
clear Counterintelligence of the National
Nuclear Security Administration and dis-
charged by that Office;

(2) a notice of the date on which that Office
shall commence the discharge of such pro-
grams and functions, as so consolidated; and

(3) a proposal for such legislative action as
the Secretary considers appropriate to effec-
tuate the discharge of such programs and
functions, as so consolidated, by that Office.

(f) DEADLINE FOR EXERCISE OF AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority in subsection (a) may be
exercised, if at all, not later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3119. ON-SITE TREATMENT AND STORAGE

OF WASTES FROM REPROCESSING
ACTIVITIES AND RELATED WASTE.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law the Department of Energy shall continue
all activities related to the storage, re-
trieval, treatment, and separation of tank
wastes currently managed as high level ra-
dioactive waste in accordance with treat-
ment and closure plans approved by the state
in which the activities are taking place as
part of a program to clean up and dispose of
waste from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel
at the sites referred to in subsection (c).

(b) TOf the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 3102(a)(1) for defense site
acceleration completion, $350,000,000 shall be
available for the activities to be undertaken
pursuant to subsection (a).”.

(c) SITES.—The sites referred to in this sub-
section are as follows:

(1) The Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory, Idaho.

(2) The Savannah River Site, Aiken, South
Carolina.

(3) The Hanford Site,
ington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 4

Richland, Wash-
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hours of debate equally divided on the
amendment.

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will take
but a few moments because the Sen-
ator from Washington is on the floor to
debate her amendment. It is an impor-
tant and serious amendment she
brings, but what she has refused to
allow Idaho to do this morning, by ob-
jecting to the unanimous consent re-
quest of Senator CRAPO, is to deny
Idaho and Washington the right to as-
sure that the legislation that was
passed is not precedent setting to the
agreements Idaho and Washington now
have.

In 1995, Idaho’s Governor Phil Batt,
with my assistance, negotiated a mile-
stone agreement with the Department
of Energy on the cleanup and removal
of nuclear waste in Idaho. After that
agreement was in place, I teamed with
the then-Senator, now Governor, Dirk
Kempthorne, to codify that agreement
into law as a provision in an annual
Department of Defense authorization.
What Senator GRAHAM of South Caro-
lina has done Idaho did in 1995. That
became the basis for Idaho to operate
and in large part then for Washington
to proceed to begin the cleanup of a
very serious problem the State of
Washington has at Hanford.

Certainly, the Senator from Wash-
ington and I, and my colleague from
Idaho, recognize the complexity and
the seriousness of this problem. That is
not in dispute. When DOE then asked
to change and modify some of those re-
lationships, a judge said, no, you can-
not do that without a rulemaking proc-
ess. DOE has determined to go ahead
with that, but up until then they have
said, their attorneys have said and the
attorneys at OMB have said, you do not
have a clear path forward to cleanup.
Idaho disagrees and Washington dis-
agrees.

At the same time, DOE does not plan
to spend the money, denying us the
cleanup we expect and we believe is
under the milestone agreement crafted
by Idaho, accepted by DOE, and accept-
ed by this Senate in 1995.

What the Senator from Idaho tried to
do, and the Senator from Washington
refused to allow him to do, which is
very frustrating to understand, is to
assure any action taken today that
South Carolina would want to take,
that their Governor, their attorney
general and their environmental agen-
cies want to take, is no way precedent
setting against the court agreement or
against the Idaho relationship and
agreement Governor Batt crafted and
that the State of Washington has.

Is that confusing to anyone? Well, it
should not be. There are fairly clear
lines out there. I do not understand
why we are not allowed to clarify that
at this moment. If we cannot, then we
will clarify it in other ways over the
course of the action on this bill.

There are a variety of vehicles we
can take because it is paramount that
we, as we think we have, assure our
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State agreement is in place, and most
importantly that DOE can move for-
ward in this fiscal year to spend some
$97 million in cleanup they are now
saying they cannot do because the ad-
vice from their attorneys and the ad-
vice from OMB is not to spend; they do
not have a clear path forward.

We believe the legislation offered by
Senator CRAPO offers that clear path
forward, and clearly that is the direc-
tion we want to go, to assure Idaho’s
agreement, to assure Washington is on
firm ground but, most importantly
that we do not lose 12 or 14 months of
cleanup and that the $97 million slated
to head to Idaho drifts off and is spent
somewhere else, along with the cleanup
money for Washington being spent
somewhere else.

We want it on the ground at Hanford.
We want it on the ground at the INEEL
in Idaho Falls doing what DOE and
Idaho and Washington are proceeding
to do. At the same time, I cannot, nor
will I, step in front of a State that has
worked its way through its process and
believes it is on safe ground to move
forward with its cleanup.

There are some five tanks in South
Carolina to be cleaned up. Others are
being cleaned up now. I am sure South
Carolina wants that process to go for-
ward. We all know in a rulemaking
process, and the vetting that goes for-
ward in a rulemaking process, we may
well be 24 months away from that kind
of a decision once the rule is made,
once it is tested, once it is aired in the
public and, I am quite confident, once
two or three lawsuits are filed against
it. Idaho does not have that kind of
time, nor does the State of Wash-
ington, nor does the State of South
Carolina. We want cleanup. We want
cleanup now. And we want it to meet
the standards under the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. We believe what we are
doing offers that, profoundly.

Now we are here to debate what the
Senator from Washington and I believe
is a disagreement between the two of
us. I don’t disagree with all of her bill.
I certainly support parts of it. But
what I do disagree with is that the
State of Washington or Idaho or South
Carolina or any one of the sovereign 50
States of our Nation cannot sit down
with a Federal agency, under Federal
law, and craft an agreement that gets
them to the appropriate cleanup, ac-
ceptable by the environmental commu-
nity in South Carolina, by their Gov-
ernor, by their attorney general. That
is exactly what Idaho did in 1995, ex-
actly what Idaho’s Senators, myself
and then-Senator Dirk Kempthorne,
brought to this Senate floor and
brought to the Defense authorization
bill—and this Senate passed it.

Why should we deny or refuse those
kinds of State relationships? Does the
Federal Government in all instances
totally dominate as long as the State
is within the construct of the law, the
Federal law that governs nuclear
waste, because that is within the sole
jurisdiction of the Federal Govern-
ment. We all understand that. I don’t
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think so. I think South Carolina did
what they felt they needed to do. DOE
agrees with them. Now, by action, a
voice vote of this Senate, the Senate
agrees with them. Let’s affirm that,
protect the State of Washington and
protect the State of Idaho, make sure
their agreements are what we want
them to be, and move forward. The
Idaho Governor and the Idaho congres-
sional delegation stand united in that
position and in that opinion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. The Senator
from Washington controls the time.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I am
going to start this debate on the Cant-
well amendment, which is the pending
amendment before us, and take 15 min-
utes or so, if the Chair will give me rec-
ognition of that time being up. Then,
depending on how we organize the de-
bate, I would like to defer to Senator
HoLLINGS of South Carolina because
this impacts him.

We are here today to talk about
whether we as a body want to change
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and rede-
fine high-level waste as something
other than waste that should be taken
out of tanks in Savannah River, out of
Washington State Hanford tanks to be
stored in a permanent repository, or
whether we are going to leave some of
that in the tanks in the ground and
have ground water continue to be con-
taminated.

What my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle have done is put into the
Defense authorization bill a change to
nuclear waste policy. It is a change in
30 years of science and policy in this
country that says that spent nuclear
fuel from reactors is highly radio-
active, high-level waste, and should be
reprocessed into glassified logs, vitri-
fied logs, and taken to a permanent
storage site.

DOE is now trying to say some of
that we can leave in the tanks. We
don’t know how much. We would like
to just say it is generally up to our dis-
cretion and leave some of that in the
tanks and thereby not be clear with
the Congress about what level. That is
a change to the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act in
1982 set the standard. If my colleagues
want to have a debate about changing
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, this
Senator is more than willing to have
that debate, have the proper hearings,
have the proper process, and have the
debate.

The actual jurisdiction for that is the
Energy Committee, and that is what
the Parliamentarian has ruled, that
the DOD authorization bill through the
Senate Armed Services Committee was
not the appropriate authority for
changing the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act, the language that conflicts with
that within the underlying Graham
amendment that we just modified—the
underlying bill language which was
just modified by the Graham amend-
ment.
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Why are we in this predicament? Why
are the American people waking up on
this day finding out that a national de-
bate is about to ensue about changing
the definition of high-level waste? And
that affects every State in this coun-
try. If you are going to allow one State
and the DOE to negotiate and change
the definition of high-level waste, why
not just change the definition of trans-
uranic waste or other kinds of waste
and then, obviously, have that defini-
tion apply to States on transportation
issues, on storage issues, and many
other issues?

Let’s review where we are and why I
am so concerned, because it impacts
Washington State. The Hanford Res-
ervation in Washington State has 50
million gallons of highly radioactive
nuclear waste that is already leaking
into the ground water. You can see the
Hanford Reservation site here, and the
Columbia River. Imagine my concern
about tanks leaking into the ground
and the fact that leakage contaminates
ground water, and that affects the Co-
lumbia River, a major tributary
through the Northwest. It affects the
vitality of our economy in many
ways—in fishing, in tourism, in energy
generation. No one in the region wants
to believe that somehow radionuclides
are now in the Columbia River—which,
in fact, they are—and that it is going
to grow to an amount where we cannot
protect humans, fish, and safe drinking
water. But that is where we are head-
ing if we don’t clean up this nuclear
waste.

What does it really look like at Han-
ford today? I point out to my col-
leagues, because the Hanford site,
which is on the map here—you can see
this is the entire Hanford site. This is
the picture showing the Columbia
River. This red spot here is the con-
taminated ground water that is already
leaking into the ground from tanks at
Hanford. It is an 80-square-mile area.
That is a plume of various chemicals
that have already leaked out of the
tank at Hanford. Similar leakage is
happening at Savannah river. How this
is going to be cleaned up given that the
leakage is already starting to affect
the Columbia River is a major issue for
the Northwest.

So we don’t take lightly the fact that
DOE has now snuck into the Defense
authorization bill a change in the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act that would re-
classify this waste and say some of it is
low level and we can simply grout it.
By that they mean they can pour ce-
ment and sand on top of it and say that
it is now fixed.

I ask the question of my colleagues,
If DOE and the State of South Carolina
had the authority to make a decision
on this and work together, why don’t
they just do it? If they are not trying
to change existing law, why don’t they
just come together and make an agree-
ment on cleanup? They are not because
they are trying to change existing law.
They are trying to change the defini-
tion of what is high-level waste. They
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are trying to do that without having
the proper hearings, without going
through the proper committees of ju-
risdiction, without giving people
enough time and enough notice on this
issue.

We could continue this debate for
many days and not clearly give the
American people the insight to 30 years
of history of nuclear waste policy. But
let’s look at the various definitions of
nuclear waste because it is an immense
framework, that 50 years of disposal
law, and what is high-level waste and
its definition. It is under the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act. What is spent nu-
clear fuel? It is a definition under the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. That is
what this underlying bill tries to
change, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
definition of ‘‘nuclear high-level
waste’’ and how spent nuclear fuel can
be treated. That is being done without
a full debate and hearings in the proper
committees of jurisdiction. What DOE
and South Carolina are trying to do is
change that definition so they can
leave some of that storage in the
tanks.

My colleagues would like to say this
does not set a precedent. I can tell you
that is not the way it is being viewed
around the country. It certainly is set-
ting a precedent. In fact, the Min-
neapolis Star Tribune said this provi-
sion:

. . would also set a troubling precedent for
waste handling in other states. . . . If short-
cuts can be taken at Savannah River, why
not at Prairie Island?

In their site? Why not Idaho, in their
facility? Why not as you deal with
transuranic waste in New Mexico, in
Arizona, or in other States? Because if
you are going to give States and DOE
the ability to just negotiate definitions
and change them, why are we stopping
here with tank waste?

Why aren’t we considering other
things? This is an issue that needs the
full attention of this Congress. It needs
the full attention not only of the Mem-
bers who come from States where we
have ground water leaking and con-
tamination. Members should realize
this vote is about changing a Federal
policy that has been 30 years on the
books without the debate and without
the science. This is an inappropriate
time to be changing this policy.

What about the waste we have in
these States? One report I will read for
some of my colleagues before I turn it
over to the Senator from South Caro-
lina who wants to make a few points
about this, the ground water contami-
nation at Savannah River is just as se-
rious as it is in Washington State. Yes,
they have fewer tanks than we do in
Washington State, but it is some of the
most contaminated waste that exists.

I am very concerned that we actually
do something to clean up the ground
water. This report entitled ‘‘Nuclear
Dumps By The Riverside: Threats to
the Savannah River from Radioactive
Contamination at the Savannah River
Site,” which was done in March of this
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year, says that the contamination in
the ground water and surface water
often greatly exceeded safe drinking
water limits in both radioactive and
nonradioactive toxic materials. This
material threatens the Savannah River
and possibly other resources in the re-
gion and comes from the radioactive
hazardous waste being dumped in
trenches, contaminated soil, and from
the high-level waste tanks that are not
being retrieved.

This is a report saying it is leaking
into the ground water at Savannah
River, that it is causing an impact; it
is contaminating that ground water; it
is causing pollution in the Savannah
River. I find that very much a concern.

In Washington State, along the Co-
lumbia River, this stretch of the Co-
lumbia River has one of the largest
bedding grounds for salmon in our
State. Now those fish are being con-
taminated in a similar way if we do not
come up with an effective cleanup plan.

What is the tritium and drinking
water standard at Savannah River?
Water that is tritium-tainted is far
more dangerous to children and devel-
oping fetuses than to adults. Recent re-
search indicates the current safe drink-
ing water standards for tritium are not
adequate to protect developing fetuses
to the level comparable for that of non-
pregnant adults.

What are we saying to people at Sa-
vannah River? Do not go fishing in the
Savannah River? Do not provide some
sort of safety for consumers who are
depending on that?

The report goes on and talks about
subsistence fishing in the Savannah
River. We have many tribes in the
Northwest that fish out of the Colum-
bia River, too. We are not going to pro-
tect them because the level of contami-
nation that is already in the water now
is starting to show very dangerous
signs for both ground water standards
and subsistence fishing?

We need to do our job and clean this
up. For 30 years the policy has been to
take the waste out of the tanks, move
it, glassify it, and put it in a perma-
nent storage. We are changing that
with very little debate in the Senate

today.
Obviously, I urge my colleagues to
support the Cantwell amendment

which would strike this reclassification
and say to DOE: Here is the cleanup
money for the States of Washington,
Idaho, and for Georgia, and the money
should be spent on this cleanup effort.

It continues the process of cleaning
up the tanks that have been classified
as high-level waste, and it makes the
cleanup process continue to move for-
ward.

We took the language from Governor
Kempthorne. Governor Kempthorne
said to many people, including my col-
leagues from Idaho, that he had con-
cern with the current underlying bill.
In fact, Governor Kempthorne, like our
Governor in Washington, has had to
deal with this in a major way. This is
what he said about the legislation:
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[I1t would be a huge step backward, rein-
forcing public fears about our nation walk-
ing away from nuclear cleanup obligations.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed an article from the Idaho
Statesman in which former Governors
Cecil Andrus and Phil Batt said the
same thing, that to adopt this legisla-
tion could jeopardize the full imple-
mentation and agreement.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Idaho Statesman, June 3, 2004]

FORMER GOVERNORS RAISE CONCERN ABOUT
DOE BILL ON NUCLEAR WASTE

Two former Idaho governors urged Idaho’s
senators Wednesday to defend a 1995 nuclear
waste agreement as they vote today on two
Department of Energy issues.

Former Gov. Cecil Andrus and Phil Batt
raised concerns about an amendment to the
$450 billion annual defense budget bill, which
would allow DOE to leave some radioactive
waste in the ground in South Carolina.

Critics say the bill threatens the agree-
ment Batt negotiated for removal of nuclear
waste from the Idaho National Engineering
and Environmental Laboratory. Idaho’s two
Republican senators say it doesn’t.

‘“We caution our congressmen not to adopt
legislation which would in any way alter or
jeopardize the full implementation of the
agreement,” Andrus and Batt said in a joint
statement.

Idaho’s Republican U.S. Sens. Mike Crapo
and Larry Craig say they agree with Batt
and Andrus, but believe the bill doesn’t
threaten Batt’s agreement. They say a sec-
ond amendment they sponsor, which also is
up for a vote today, would restore $95 million
to the budget to ensure DOE keeps its com-
mitment to Idaho.

“We are working overtime now, not only
to honor those commitments, but to secure
the necessary monies to allow the cleanup to
continue at the INEEL,” Craig said.

Craig and Crapo find themselves at odds
with Idaho Gov. Dirk Kempthorne and Ida-
ho’s two Republican U.S. Reps. Mike Simp-
son and C.L. “Butch” Otter, who oppose the
plan to reclassify South Carolina’s nuclear
waste. They argue that passing the bill sets
a precedent threatening to undercut an
Idaho victory in federal court last year that
stopped DOE from reclassifying waste sludge
in buried tanks from high-level to low-level
waste.

““This legislation would be a huge step
backward, reinforcing public fears about our
nation walking away from nuclear cleanup
obligations,” Kempthorne said recently.

Crapo disagrees. DOE had tried to get he
and Craig and Washington senators to sign
on to the reclassified definition of waste,
which would allow the government to clean
up Cold-War era sites like the INEEL at far
lower costs. But they refused.

They agreed, however, with Republican
Sen. Lindsey O. Graham of South Carolina,
that states ought to be able to negotiate sep-
arate waste deals that would reclassify the
waste differently than elsewhere, Crapo said.

‘“Each state has different needs and cir-
cumstances,”’ Crapo said.

Democratic Sen. Maria Cantwell of Wash-
ington has introduced an amendment that
would pull Graham’s agreement out of the
defense bill. She has criticized Graham,
Crapo and Craig for proposing the reclassi-
fication in South Carolina without a public
hearing and national debate.

“If somebody thinks this is an issue that
affects the state of Washington, or affects
just Idaho, or affects South Carolina—it
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doesn’t,” she said. ‘“‘There are bodies of
water, with the potential of nuclear waste in
them, that flow through many parts of our
country.”

Crapo said he and Craig are willing to
strengthen the language in Graham’s amend-
ment to ensure it doesn’t threaten Idaho, if
necessary. Under the 1995 agreement, the fed-
eral government is required to remove spe-
cific nuclear waste at the INEEL to certain
specifications and under deadlines, or face
monetary penalties.

If DOE doesn’t respect the deal, shipment
of spent nuclear fuels to the INEEL from
Navy reactors would have to stop.

“All 'm saying is leave our agreement
alone,” Batt said.

Ms. CANTWELL. Obviously, we want
to move forward with the language
that Kempthorne’s office and others in
our State of Washington and others say
to DOE, to move ahead on your cleanup
plans under the current law, which
says that hazardous nuclear fuel, spent
nuclear fuel, needs to be taken out of
tanks, glassified, and put into a perma-
nent repository. That is what we have
been working toward.

This is not a debate we should be
having in one afternoon on the Senate
floor. It is far more complex than that.
This Senator certainly did not want to
have this complex debate on the Senate
floor. This Senator wanted this policy
to go through the normal channels for
discussion.

This Senator did not fill the amend-
ment tree last week with a process in
which this Senator had to object just
to get a vote. So now we are having a
debate which gets a time limit on my
amendment. But this Senator was not
the person who set this process in mo-
tion. I will stand here and debate the
policy that is before the Senate.

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. CANTWELL. I yield.

Mr. ALLARD. We did have a com-
mittee hearing on February 25, 2004. We
had the committee hearing and Mr.
Roberson testified in front of that com-
mittee. On March 23, 2004, there was a
committee hearing on the very same
issue. Those two previous committees
were within my subcommittee on
Armed Services. On March 31, 2004,
Senator DOMENICI in his committee had
this debate. It has been going on in the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee back to 2000. We have testimony
from there. There has already been a
lot of discussion about this subject and
the proper way of disposing it.

This is the same kind of procedure we
have used in Colorado to clean up
Rocky Flats where we have had an ex-
pedited procedure. The people of Colo-
rado are delighted because now we have
closure and we have it ahead of time
and under budget, so far. Hopefully, we
can get this to apply to other areas.

Ms. CANTWELL. Does the Senator
have a question? I don’t know that I
heard the question, but let me say the
underlying Graham language was never
debated by the Energy Committee. The
underlying Graham language was never
seen prior to the Energy Committee—
before this bill came out of the SASC
Committee. In fact, the ranking mem-
ber of the Energy Committee sent a
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letter saying that this SASC Com-
mittee did not have jurisdiction over
this issue.

So the Graham language in this bill
has not been before the Energy Com-
mittee regarding its exact language
and the impact of that language.

Now, broad concepts about whether
DOE has the right to reclassify waste,
yes, have been a big subject of debate.
In fact, that is why I believe the courts
basically said the Department of En-
ergy does not have jurisdiction over
this issue and that they have to change
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act if they
want to have this authority.

Mr. ALLARD. If the Senator will
yield, I would like to clarify that it
was not the Energy Committee, it was
the Appropriations Energy and Water
Development Subcommittee. Make
that clear for the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used her 15 minutes.

Ms. CANTWELL. I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
Washington, Senator CANTWELL, and
my colleague from Michigan, Senator
LEVIN. They have been carrying the
ball for a national policy particularly
as it affects my State of South Caro-
lina.

The truth is, I just heard that the
Appropriations Energy and Water De-
velopment Subcommittee, upon which
I serve, had hearings about Savannah
River. I had never heard of the hear-
ings. I know they did not have hearings
in the Armed Services Committee and
they did not consider it in the Armed
Services Committee.

Now, right to the distinguished re-
quest made by my wonderful colleague
from Idaho, they seem to think there is
sort of a States rights.

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will get through
my thought and I will yield.

They seem to think there is sort of a
States rights to high-level radioactive
nuclear waste. I can tell you, I have
the distinction of standing at the desk
of John C. Calhoun, the grandfather of
States rights. But there are no States
rights when it comes to high-level ra-
dioactive waste.

I am having a hard time getting a
logical grasp to this particular problem
because I want to be super cautious
and understanding of my colleague,
Senator GRAHAM. He is a wonderful
Senator. He and I work together on ev-
erything, but we differ on this one. It is
not a political difference; it is a matter
of policy.

I have been involved with nuclear
policy over some 50 years. Forty-nine
years ago, as Lieutenant Governor of
the State of South Carolina, I was
chairman of the Regional Advisory
Council on Nuclear Energy. It was a
compact of some 17 States. We were
talking about the high-level radioac-
tivity waste. At that particular time
we were cautioned by the experts in
nuclear fission that the Savannah
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River was not a place for permanent
storage, whatever, in that we had the
Tuscaloosa aquifer, which is the water
supply going into the Savannah River
that now furnishes Savannah, Augusta,
and other cities along that river their
water supply.

Otherwise, it is on the very edge of
an earthquake fault. The earthquake
fault comes right through from Cal-
houn County to Orangeburg County
over to Aiken County. I had hearings
about the San Andreas earthquake
fault out in California in the Com-
merce Committee some 30 years ago. I
know how dangerous this is.

We are all familiar about the dan-
gerous nature of trying to store high-
level radioactive waste in the Savan-
nah River site. We were told at that
time: Don’t worry they will only be
there for 2 years. And now, as I stand
on the Senate floor, the 2 years has be-
come 4, the 4 has become 8, the 8 has
become 16, the 16 has become 32; and
now it is almost 50-some years and we
are still dealing with this problem.

It is a complex problem, but it has
been dealt with nationally with the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982. They as-
cribed to the Department of Energy the
administration of high-level radio-
active waste.

Along came the State of Kentucky,
along with this so-called scheme that
is afoot—the Kentucky case against
the United States—and Kentucky tried
to redefine high-level radioactive
waste.

In the Kentucky decision, under the
exclusionary clause, the court found
they could not do that; that is, States
were only relegated to solid waste, not
radioactive or high-level waste.

So under that particular decision,
citing, of course, the Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act of 1976,
they said the States could, yes, deal
with the solid waste but not with the
high-level radioactive waste. And we
had subscribed. That is what is con-
fusing to this Senator and the Senators
from Idaho and California and the
State of Washington and everywhere
else, because under that exclusionary
clause of the 1954 Act, you cannot just
come around with a little State amend-
ment, and try to redefine high-level ra-
dioactive waste for the other 49 States
or the other 48 States.

That is why, if it were able to be han-
dled just at the State level, the Sen-
ators from Idaho or the Senators from
Georgia or the Senators from South
Carolina could handle it on their own.
It would just be handled on their own.
That is the dilemma we are in. Because
my distinguished colleague has not
only put in what the New York Times
has called a stealth amendment, with
no hearings and no consideration what-
soever, and gone around to his col-
leagues, obviously, over on the other
side of the aisle, because he has been
looking for assistance from Georgia
and Idaho and Washington and all the
other States that could be affected, and
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he said: Now this only affects my
State. My Governor is for it and I am
for it. I have talked to the Energy De-
partment, and this is how to get mov-
ing and accelerate the removal of this
waste. And what I am interested in is
the removal of this waste.

Well, T am interested in the removal
of the waste just as expeditiously and
as safely as possibly can be done. Let
me emphasize—and it will show in an
affidavit by David E. Wilson, the As-
sistant Bureau Chief for Land and
Waste Management of the Department
of Health and Environmental Control
of South Carolina. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the entire affidavit.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CASE NO. CV-01-413-S-BLW—AFFIDAVIT
OF DAVID E. WILSON, JR., P.E.

Carlisle Roberts, Jr., General Counsel;
Samuel L. Finklea, III, Chief Counsel for En-
vironmental Quality Control, Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, SC Department of Health and
Environmental Control, Columbia, SC.

United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Idaho, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc.; Snake River Alliance, Peti-
tioners, vs. Spencer Abraham, Secretary, De-
partment of Energy; United States of Amer-
ica, Respondents.

David E. Wilson, Jr., P.E., being duly
sworn upon oath deposes and says:

1. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
owns the Savannah River Site (SRS) located
in South Carolina.

2. Reprocessing of nuclear fuel at the Sa-
vannah River Site (SRS), reprocessing oc-
curred at the F and H-Area Chemical Separa-
tions Facilities, otherwise known as the F
and H-Area Canyons.

3. Each facility used different suites of
chemicals to derive preferred radioactive iso-
topes, including, but not limited to pluto-
nium, uranium, and neptunium.

4. Although different suits of chemicals
were used in reprocessing, the general proc-
ess was the same; irradiated nuclear fuel and
targets were first dissolved in corrosive
chemicals, then other chemicals were added
to separate the preferred radioactive iso-
topes from the fission and activation prod-
ucts in the fuel and targets.

5. The preferred isotopes were then used for
weapons manufacture and other uses, and
the separated fission and activation prod-
ucts, along with the chemicals they were
suspended in (first and second cycle raffinate
streams), were disposed of in under ground
tanks.

6. During the course of reprocessing at
SRS, approximately 37 million gallons of lig-
uid wastes were generated containing ap-
proximately 426 million curies of radioac-
tivity.

7. The waste placed in these tanks over the
years have settled and precipitated out solid
materials in a layer of sludge at the bottom
of the tanks.

8. There are 3 million gallons of this sludge
(8% of the volume) containing 226 million cu-
ries of radioactivity (656% of the curies).

9. The material above the sludge layer con-
sists of concentrated supernate liquids and
post-evaporation salt cake.

10. There are approximately 34 million gal-
lons (92% of the volume) of supernate and
salt cake containing 200 million curies of ra-
dioactivity (456% of the curies).

11. The reprocessing wastes were placed in
51 underground tanks at SRS, ranging in size
from 750,000 gallons to over 1,300,000 gallons.
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12. Twenty-four (24) of the 51 tanks are con-
structed of carbon steel inside concrete con-
tainment vaults and do not have fully sec-
ondary containment.

13. The remainder of the tanks have full
secondary containment.

14. All 24 tanks that do not have full sec-
ondary containment tanks are well beyond
their design lives and 9 of the 24 have had
known leaks to their secondary contain-
ment.

15. Two of these tanks have been closed
through a process approved by the State of
South Carolina.

16. To date, the Defense Waste Processing
Facility (DWPF) has treated approximately
one million gallons of liquid waste con-
taining 30 million curies radioactivity.

Further your affiant sayeth naught. David
E. Wilson, Jr., P.E.

March 24, 2003, Columbia, SC.

SWORN TO before me this 24th day of
March, 2003.

Notary Public for South Carolina.

My commission expires 12/56/05.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Let me just state at
the outset that South Carolina has 70
percent of all of the Nation’s defense-
related radioactivity. Under section 8
of Mr. WILSON’s affidavit, there are 3
million gallons of this sludge con-
taining 226 million curies of radioac-
tivity, b5 percent of the curies. That is
over half of the radioactivity. You are
not dealing with just little remains and
harmless sludge that we can pour sand
over and then seal with concrete.

Incidentally, it is not going to leak
from the top. The only thing that leaks
from the top is the Ship of State. That
is the White House. We all know that.
These containers ship and leak from
the bottom. We have three types of
containers: the one single wall, the sec-
ond type is the single wall with a sau-
cer underneath, and then they made
the double wall.

We have found, from a recent report
by the Alliance for Nuclear Account-
ability, the type 1ls and 2s have leak
sites. The third type tank has small
amounts of ground water that have
leaked into the tanks, and so forth.

So we are dealing with fire, and we
are dealing with it on a national basis.
Heaven knows, I have worked with it
on an international basis.

In earlier years, they had a plane
that, unfortunately, let go of a hydro-
gen bomb into the Mediterranean. If
anybody wants to travel to the Cote
d’Azur or the Mediterranean, all they
have to do is come to Aiken, SC, be-
cause they loaded up the marsh and the
sand all where this bomb had been
dropped in the Mediterranean, put it in
5b-gallon drums, brought it across the
harbor there at Charleston, carried it
up and buried it in Aiken, SC.

I have worked with the 5-year com-
pacts, and that is why I was astounded
and aghast at this idea that somehow
this is a little problem for South Caro-
lina and it would be easily handled. It
is not that easily handled.

This is what the amendment says,
and this is, I think, the intent of the
distinguished colleague from South
Carolina, because we have to sign off
on it.

Well, under the Kentucky case, there
is not any signoff on it. Now, of course,
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the Department of Energy—and they
are all friendly with the distinguished
Secretary Abraham. But I do not trust
them—not honest-wise. I know Senator
Abraham is as honest as the day is
long, but I do not trust his disposition
with respect to nuclear. In fact, I had
to stand on the floor when he was try-
ing to abolish the Department of Com-
merce and Energy. President Bush’s
Secretary of Energy wanted to abolish
his Department before he became Sec-
retary.

This particular amendment has been
put on the Armed Services bill, with-
out hearings, without us knowing any-
thing about it, and certainly without
the Attorney General knowing about
it. I called two members of the South
Carolina Department of Health and En-
vironmental Control, and they did not
know anything about it.

They were appalled and aghast. It
says:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
Law with respect to materials stored at a
Department of Energy site at which activi-
ties are regulated by the State—

““At which activities are regulated by
the State.” Now, that goes to that 1976
act, which says that the States under
that particular provision regulate solid
waste but not radioactive. That is why
we have had this difference. One lawyer
would say, reading that: Why, it starts
off ‘““‘at which activities are regulated
by the State,” and that could only re-
late to solid waste, not radioactive
waste. It doesn’t amend the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1954 which exclu-
sively relegates to the Congress and to
all 50 States the designation of high-
level waste.

But then he goes on to add this lan-
guage:

High level radioactive waste does not in-
clude radioactive material resulting from
the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel that
the Secretary of Energy determines is in
deep geological repository and has, to the
maximum extent practical, in accordance
been removed.

And you get into these fancy words
“to the maximum extent practical.”
Now, why do I say what I do? On the
one hand, you know what the intent is.
The intent of Senator GRAHAM of South
Carolina is the same intent of Senator
HoOLLINGS of South Carolina: to protect
South Carolina from this high-level ra-
dioactive waste. But that doesn’t hap-
pen that way because of the Kentucky
case and everything else of that kind.

You can go and read the Kentucky
decision. I don’t want to take up all of
the time. In other words, it isn’t the
intent. And if I was seated as a judge
on a court saying, well, let’s try to find
out what the congressional intent was,
the congressional intent was not to re-
define high-level radioactive waste; it
was just to allow an agreement with
the State of South Carolina and the
Department of Energy to work out how
to remove that sludge. But it didn’t go
to the basic law. That would be one ar-
gument.

Another argument would say: Wait a
minute; with the State of South Caro-
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lina, we can do whatever we want, and
we could give permission to the De-
partment of Energy, the right to re-
classify high-level radioactive waste.

So you have this duplicity in this
particular amendment, particularly as
you see how it is drawn. Section D of
the amendment says: Defined in this
section, the term ‘‘State’” means the
State of South Carolina.

So all you have to do is run around to
the colleagues and work the amend-
ment and legislation in the same way.
I don’t fault my colleague, but I think
he is making a grievous error in the
sense that he is saying this just applies
to the State of South Carolina, and we
can protect the State.

The Governor of South Carolina,
Mark Sanford, has been strong on the
environment. I knew he wouldn’t ap-
prove it. Now I have his letter purport-
edly approving it.

I ask unanimous consent to print the
letter in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
Columbia, SC, May 20, 2004.
Hon. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM,
United States Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: I am writing to
support Section 3116, Defense Site Accelera-
tion Completion, in the FY 2005 Department
of Defense Authorization bill, S. 2400. More
specifically, this section of the bill will allow
for an accelerated clean up of the Savannah
River Site in South Carolina.

This Administration is concerned about
the prospect of long-term storage of radio-
active waste in aging tanks at the Savannah
River Site. Under the current Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, the cleanup process could leave
the waste in those storage tanks for an addi-
tional 30 years.

However, the amendment allows the U.S.
Department of Energy, working with the
South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control, to move more quick-
ly to clean up the Savannah River Site. In
fact, the estimated cleanup time will be re-
duced by 23 years, at a savings of $16 billion
to the taxpayers.

Most important is ensuring that the State
of South Carolina will be able to retain an
oversight role in the cleanup process. Ac-
cording to analysis by the South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental
Control, the state’s environmental regu-
latory agency, the clean up process will still
require an equal partnership with the State.

As you move through the legislative proc-
ess, we urge you and your colleagues to re-
tain two very important goals for South
Carolina: 1. allow for a more accelerated
clean up process, and 2. provide strong lan-
guage to protect the State’s sovereignty
within the process of accelerated cleanup.

Thank you for your leadership in the
United States. I look forward to working
with you on this and many other matters of
importance to our State.

Sincerely,
MARK SANFORD,
Governor.

Mr. HOLLINGS. This is on May 20.
He addresses it to Senator GRAHAM and
says: I am writing about this section to
allow an accelerated cleanup. The ad-
ministration is concerned—he is talk-
ing about the prospect of long-term
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storage at Savannah River. However,
the amendment allows the Department
of Energy, working with the State of
South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control, to move
more quickly to clean up the Savannah
River site.

He doesn’t say to reclassify high-
level waste. And in fact, the estimated
cleanup time will be reduced. Here is
the key paragraph of this particular
letter:

Most important is ensuring that the State
of South Carolina will be able to retain an
oversight to the cleanup process.

No. Under the exclusionary clause,
there is no oversight by the State of
South Carolina, the State of Idaho, the
State of Colorado, the State of Michi-
gan, the State of Washington. There is
no oversight to that particular provi-
sion because you have the categorical
law under the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act where the Congress alone defines it
and not by agreement between the
health and environmental department
of a particular State and the U.S. De-
partment of Energy.

So you can see that the Governor
thinks he has something. But then he
cancels it out. It reminds me when we
had the reorganization of our insurance
department. The Capital Life Insurance
Company was reorganizing and looking
for a slogan. And the winning slogan
was by Sam B. King. He said: Fritz, do
you know what the new slogan is? Cap-
ital Life will surely pay if the small
print on the back don’t take it away.

So you have a similar kind of situa-
tion here in this amendment and in
this letter and in this understanding
and this intent. You have to go to con-
gressional intent. He says: It ensures
that the State of South Carolina will
be able to retain an oversight. You
don’t retain an oversight over the ex-
clusionary clause of the definition of
high-level waste by an agreement be-
tween a DEHC department and the De-
partment of Energy. Come on. That is
exactly what we have in play here.

The House of Representatives over on
the congressional side, they considered
this and said: Wait a minute; if we are
going to redefine high-level radioactive
waste in America, let’s go to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and get an
expert. Don’t listen to Senator HOL-
LINGS or Senator GRAHAM or any other
Senators or any other Secretary that is
trying to save money because they
have been engaged in this over the
years. Let’s go to the National Acad-
emy of Sciences. Let’s have hearings.
Let’s get the expert opinion. And if
there is a redefinition of high-level ra-
dioactive waste, we will have it. But
let’s not do it this way.

I have many an authority here with
respect to it, but the most recent au-
thority is the State itself. You can get
a letter from the Governor, but here is
the amicus brief in the National Re-
sources Defense Council v. Spencer
Abraham whereby in Idaho they have
already lost the case. The council
brought it in the State of Idaho. The
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State of Idaho joined with them and
everything else like that, and they lost
at the district level.

Then on appeal, we have a brief
signed by Samuel L. Finklea, the
South Carolina Department of Health
and Environmental Control, 2600 Bull
Street, Columbia, SC, dated 23 March.
So as of March 23, the State of South
Carolina on appeal said: No way; we are
with Idaho. We are with the decision.
We are not redefining high-level radio-
active waste.

And yet you have the State of South
Carolina’s Governor writing this letter
but saying, provided further that the
State has a sign-off, which legally it
can’t. You can’t designate to the State
under the exclusionary clause one
State sign off to the thing. That is
what has caused the confusion here and
the misunderstanding between the par-
ticular colleagues.

I am going to cut it short because I
know everybody wants to move today.
I think I have made our position clear.
I have letters here. I ask unanimous
consent that letters and citations from
the South Carolina Wildlife Federa-
tion, the Sierra Club, and various other
organizations that I will enumerate be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SOUTH CAROLINA
WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Columbia, SC, June 2, 2004.
Senator FRITZ HOLLINGS,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: Today I am writ-
ing you because we at the South Carolina
Wildlife Federation are concerned and ap-
palled at the effort to reclassify certain cat-
egories of nuclear waste at the Savannah
River Site (SRS). Merely changing the name
of the waste from high-level with the wave of
a magic wand does not make the risk to the
environment any less. On the contrary, it
means that an unnecessary and unacceptable
risk will be inflicted upon the citizens and
wildlife of South Carolina, Georgia and the
country as a whole.

The South Carolina Wildlife Federation op-
poses the proposed changes to the Defense
Authorization bill to reclassify these high-
level wastes as ‘‘incidental’”’ thereby low-
ering the standard for cleanup.

The 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act is spe-
cific in its policy regarding the disposal of
nuclear waste as it clearly states for this
waste to be buried deep underground in a re-
pository chosen for disposal of this waste.
The Department of Energy (DOE) has made
several attempts in the past to shirk its re-
sponsibility and the courts have soundly re-
jected its reclassification attempts.

Failing to clean up the tanks and remove
the waste can lead to serious long-lasting
pollution of the Savannah River and the
groundwater resources of South Carolina, re-
sources that provide water for drinking, in-
dustry, and agriculture. The Savannah River
is also an extremely important recreational
resource for boating and fishing, and it pro-
vides critical wildlife habitat for diverse
fishery, waterfowl and other species.

Thank you for once again coming to the
rescue of the environment through your co-
sponsorship of the Cantwell-Hollings Amend-
ment to the Defense Authorization Bill, S.
2400. Your amendment would remove the re-
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classification language from the Defense Au-
thorization bill. We fully support you in this
effort.

Such an important change in the nuclear
waste storage policy should only be given se-
rious consideration in a stand-alone bill
where it can be put forth for full debate in
the light of day, not bobtailed onto a spend-
ing bill. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
ANGELA VINEY,
Executive Director.
SIERRA CLUB
SOUTH CAROLINA CHAPTER,
Columbia, SC, June 2, 2004.
Re: S. 2400 Defense Authorization

Senator ERNEST HOLLINGS,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: The South Caro-
lina Chapter of the Sierra Club thanks you
for the Cantwell-Hollings Amendment to S.
2400, the Defense Authorization Bill.

Senator Lindsay Graham has decided that
the best way to eliminate an environmental
hazard is to redefine it. We find this unac-
ceptable.

When Department of Energy Secretary
Abraham visited the Savannah River Site
(SRS) recently he named SRS a national lab-
oratory specializing in nuclear waste clean-
up. For a moment we rejoiced in thinking
that both the environment and economic de-
velopment would benefit simultaneously.

That thought did not last long. Senator
Graham said we do not need to make every
effort to clean-up highly radioactive waste.
According to him it can be abandoned on the
site permanently with an amendment to the
Defense Authorization Bill.

Congress is needlessly debating whether to
lower our standards for protecting our water
supplies from radioactive waste leaking from
nuclear weapons production sites. We appre-
ciate you being on the right side of this
issue.

The SRS complex houses approximately 37
million gallons of high-level radioactive
waste, much of it in the form of liquid
sludge. That is enough radioactive waste to
fill every bathtub in Richland, Lexington
and Aiken counties in South Carolina.

When SRS was built in the 1950’s, the plan
was to move out the waste from nuclear
weapons production within 10 years. The
deadly waste is still there 50 years later. If
Graham’s amendment passes, South Carolina
will be stuck with it forever.

This dangerous waste is stored in old tanks
that have been known to leak. The tanks sit
in the water table in one of the largest and
most important watersheds in the South-
east. The Savannah River and the entire wa-
tershed serve agriculture, industry, fishing,
and recreational activities. Failing to clean
up the tanks will lead to a serious and long-
lasting pollution threat that is detrimental
to the entire nation.

Graham proposes mixing the radioactive
sludge with grout and using the tanks as per-
manent waste depositories. This action was
declared illegal by a federal judge in Idaho.
That is why Graham has introduced his
amendments, to make what is now illegal,
legal.

Before jumping into this risky method of
waste storage, most studies need to be done
on the potential for water supply contamina-
tion by waste leaching out of the grout. This
method of storing the waste may actually
make it more difficult to retrieve it in the
event of a leak.

State Attorney General Henry McMaster
has filed an amicus brief on behalf of South
Carolina agreeing with the National Re-
sources Defense Council, the environmental
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group that initiated the lawsuit, that the
waste not remain in its current location.

Another concern about Senator Graham’s
provision is that it would allow DOE sole dis-
cretion in deciding what constitutes high-
level radioactive waste in South Carolina,
severely limiting the state’s voice on such
matters. The state would no longer be the
final say on what defines high-level waste in
our own backyard and the state would have
limited or no power to halt DOE from aban-
doning this highly radioactive waste. So
much for ‘‘states rights” and ‘‘checks and
balances.”

The Sierra Club urges the deletion of sec-
tions 3116 and 3119 of the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. Please do not allow the abandon-
ment of high-level radioactive waste at SRS.

Again, Senator Fritz Hollings, thank you
for standing up for South Carolina and safe-
guarding the welfare of our future genera-
tions by opposing the Graham amendment.

Sincerely,
DELL ISHAM,
SC Chapter Director,
Sierra Club.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The South Carolina
Wildlife Federation; South Carolina Si-
erra Club; South Carolina Coastal Con-
servation League; Carolina Peace Re-
source Center; Environmentalists, Inc.;
the mayor of Savannah; Action For a
Clean Environment; Atlanta Women’s
Action for a New Direction; Center for
Environmental Justice; Coosa River
Basin Initiative; Georgia Conservation
Voters; Georgia Peace and Justice Coa-
lition; Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility in Atlanta; Southern Alliance for
Clean Energy; Alliance for Nuclear Ac-
countability; National Council of
Churches; Sierra Club; National Re-
sources Defense Council; Public Cit-
izen; Episcopal Church; United Meth-
odist Church; American Rivers; League
of Conservation Voters; Church Women
United; GreenPeace; a number of Na-
tive American tribes; and the Idaho
Conservation League.

Incidentally, Mr. President, this par-
ticular editorial that appeared timely
this morning, ‘‘Shortcut on Nuclear
Waste,” in the New York Times, out-
lines the particular problem. It empha-
sizes why we don’t have States’ rights
with respect to high-level radioactive
waste. We are playing with fire here on
the Armed Services bill. This is a
stealth amendment with no hearings
and no consideration. I know my State
as well as anybody. In the majority of
the State, everybody is against this.

I ask unanimous consent that the
New York Times editorial be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SHORTCUT ON NUCLEAR WASTE

The Senate may consider today whether to
allow the Energy Department to reclassify
certain nuclear wastes at a weapons plant in
South Carolina so they can be disposed of
faster and cheaper than if the department
complied with current law. Although many
senators may be tempted to skim over this
issue as a matter of parochial concern to
South Carolina, they need to consider this
matter carefully lest they set a terrible
precedent. The Energy Department has a no-
toriously poor record in handling environ-
mental issues. It should not be granted such
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unbridled power to define its waste problems
away with the stroke of a pen.

The Savannah River site in South Carolina
has accumulated a huge inventory of radio-
active wastes left over from weapons produc-
tion, some 37 million gallons held in 51 un-
derground tanks. Under the 1982 Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, virtually all of this mate-
rial is deemed high-level waste, which must
be disposed of in a deep repository like the
one being built at Yucca Mountain in Ne-
vada.

For some years now, the Energy Depart-
ment has been hoping to separate its wastes
into two streams, reserving deep burial for
only the part with high radioactivity. In the
case of the South Carolina site, the depart-
ment is prepared to pump most of the waste
out of the tanks for disposal through deep
burial. But it wants to leave a hard-to-re-
move residue of sludge in the tanks and bury
it under grout.

Officials estimate that this approach could
save $16 billion and trim 23 years from the
lengthy cleanup process. But those plans
were stymied when a federal judge in Idaho
concluded that the scheme violated the
waste-policy act.

Now Senator Lindsey Graham, Republican
of South Carolina, has inserted language in a
defense authorization bill that would achieve
the same end. It would allow the department
to reclassify the wastes in South Carolina in
a way that would allow the disposal of some
material on the site. Mr. Graham notes that
the state’s governor and its health and envi-
ronmental regulators have signed off on the
plan, and he says the decisions on how to
handle each tank will be made collabo-
ratively by federal and state officials.

Senator Graham’s language is potentially
a highly significant change in nuclear waste
policy, yet it was inserted into a broad mili-
tary authorization bill behind closed doors,
without the benefit of hearings or open dis-
cussion. This is unacceptable, given that few
areas could have more potential impact on
public health for thousands of years into the
future.

The Energy Department is largely empow-
ered to set its own waste disposal policies,
with only minimal oversight from the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission. Before allow-
ing the department to reclassify its waste
products, the Senate should follow the lead
of the House and call for an in-depth study of
the approach by the National Academy of
Sciences. The decision should not be left to
an agency that is desperate to get past a
staggeringly difficult waste disposal prob-
lem.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
yield the floor and thank my distin-
guished colleague from Washington for
her leadership, and also Senator LEVIN
for alerting me to this particular dan-
ger. This is a highly dangerous matter.
We should not be running around with
a little legislative rider on the Armed
Services bill on a single State excep-
tion, even if it were legal. I don’t think
it is legal. But even if it were legal, it
would all of a sudden indirectly, and
without other States being involved,
redefine high-level radioactive waste.
We don’t want to do that. This is no
way to legislate, and no way to treat
this highly dangerous element.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAPO). Who yields time?

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. ALLARD. In a moment, I will
call on the junior Senator from South
Carolina.

(Mr.
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First of all, I want to clarify this for
the RECORD. We have had three hear-
ings this year on this very issue. Prior
to this year, we have had a number of
hearings dealing with the disposal of
nuclear waste. I know for a fact the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee had a hearing in 2000 on the dis-
posal of nuclear waste.

On February 25, 2004, the Strategic
Forces Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee held a hearing on
the development of an energy environ-
mental management program, and a
key witness was Jesse Roberson, and
we talked about this very issue.

On March 23, 2004, in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee hearing we had on the
Department of Energy programs, a key
witness in that particular hearing was
Secretary Spencer Abraham.

On March 31, 2004, at the Appropria-
tions Energy and Water Subcommittee

hearing on environmental manage-
ment, a key witness was Jesse
Roberson.

Having clarified that for the RECORD,
I yield 10 minutes to the junior Senator
from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from South Carolina is rec-
ognized.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, in terms of my senior Sen-
ator, who I respect greatly, there is no
doubt in my mind that he loves his
State. Secondly, this is not about who
loves South Carolina. We have a policy
disagreement about what is best for
our State. That happens on occasion in
politics. Senator HOLLINGS has been
more than gracious in terms of helping
me adjust to the Senate and coming to
my office, and I publicly acknowledge
that. I regret that we differ, but we do.

I assure my colleagues that I just did
not wake up one day, as the junior Sen-
ator from South Carolina, sneaking
around everybody to come up with an
amendment that would change the
whole national policy on nuclear waste
for the heck of it. I didn’t do that. I
have been in Congress now for 10 years
and in the Senate for a little over a
year and a half. In the House, I rep-
resented the Savannah River site, our
State’s largest employer. It is the facil-
ity that was intricately involved in
winning the cold war. We have over 50
tanks full of high-level liquid waste.

The Clinton administration and my-
self had a bumpy road. I think it is fair
to say I did not agree with the Clinton
administration a lot, but one thing
that we did find common ground about
in the 1997 timeframe and I think Sen-
ator ALLARD probably remembers
this—is that the Clinton administra-
tion came up with a new way of look-
ing at high-level waste, how you char-
acterize it.

There was a hearing about this in
2000 in the Senate before I got here.
During the Clinton administration, the
policy was—and before the Clinton ad-
ministration—that if the material
started out life as high-level liquid
waste, no matter what happened in the
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intervening time or whatever charac-
terization it had after being treated, it
would have to be considered high-level
waste—defense material, high-level
waste. The Clinton administration said
that is not very logical. What we need
to do is look at the characterization of
the waste at the end, not where it came
from. There was a hearing in May of
2000 about that concept. I supported
that concept then and I support it now.

In all due deference to my senior
Senator, there is mnothing in this
amendment that changes the definition
of high-level nuclear waste. The way
you look at high-level nuclear waste
and the way you characterize it was
changed in the Clinton administration
in a logical way. We have cleaned up
two tanks. That has been lost in this
debate. There are 50-plus tanks of high-
level liquid waste. Two of them have
been dried up and cleaned up. The pro-
cedures to clean up those tanks have
worked. That has been several years
ago. This amendment allows more
money to be put on the table to clean
up the rest of the tanks.

Here is what we have been able to do.
We have been able to strike an agree-
ment between the environmental regu-
lators in South Carolina and the De-
partment of Energy defining what
“clean” is in terms of those tanks. All
of the liquid waste will be taken out.
There will be about an inch and a quar-
ter of material left in the bottom of
the tank, like the other two tanks that
have already been closed. There will be
a process to treat that inch and a quar-
ter. The NRC has been consulted and
has blessed this project, saying what is
left in the bottom of the tank after it
is treated 1is waste incidental to
reposit.

About people and their opinions re-
garding what is best for the safety of
my State, my senior Senator has been
an advocate for my State for a very
long time. I respect him. I can assure
you I share his concerns about what is
best for the environment of this region.

I have some letters I would like to in-
troduce. I have a letter from the Gov-
ernor of South Carolina that I think he
has already introduced. Last week,
when we talked about this, Senator
HOLLINGS said he cannot believe the
Governor would support this. He has
been a great environmentalist.

Mark Sanford, our Governor, does
have a very good environmental record,
depending on what scorecard you want
to look at. But Mark comes from the
coast. I think most people would say he
has been environmentally sensitive.

The letter that Senator HOLLINGS
read, please do not misunderstand at
all, this is an absolute total endorse-
ment of this amendment by our Gov-
ernor. I am not the type of Senator
who would not tell our Governor what
we are doing. The Governor was given
the language a long time ago.

On April 27, we had a delegation
meeting about this language. I have
been shopping this language around for
weeks. We have been talking about how
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to clean up Idaho, Washington, and
South Carolina for years. We have had
hearings in Senator ALLARD’s com-
mittee about this very topic, where
DOE came in and talked about the plan
to clean up these tanks and talked
about the two tanks that had already
been cleaned up.

There have been negotiations going
on between Idaho, Washington, and
South Carolina, independent of each
other, with the DOE to try to find a
common ground in those States as to
how to clean up this high-level liquid
waste.

To my colleague in Washington, who
truly is a friend, and I am sorry we got
so off stripped on this, we will get over
it and work together for the common
good when this is over.

On January 26, 2004, Congressman
HASTINGS, Senator MURRAY, and Sen-
ator CANTWELL sent a letter to Gov-
ernor Locke and Secretary Abraham
and asked them to work together to re-
solve the ongoing dispute over waste
classification. They did a very good
thing in that regard. I ask unanimous
consent to print that letter in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 26, 2004.

Hon. GARY LOCKE,
Governor, State of Washington,
Olympia, WA.
Hon. SPENCER ABRAHAM,
Secretary, Department of Energy,
Washington, DC.

DEAR GOVERNOR LOCKE AND SECRETARY
ABRAHAM: We have become increasingly con-
cerned about the lack of an agreement be-
tween the State of Washington and the De-
partment of Energy to resolve the ongoing
dispute pertaining to the classification of
High Level Waste.

Our primary and overriding concern is the
safe and timely cleanup of the Hanford site.
We know that we share this goal with both
the State of Washington and the United
States Department of Energy.

We are calling on you to take the initia-
tive to establish immediate high level dis-
cussions between the State of Washington
and the Department of Energy to resolve
this issue. We would like to see a commit-
ment to continue the dialogue until such
time as a mutually acceptable agreement
can be reached.

We know the parties have legitimate dis-
agreements. We would ask that such con-
versations take place without preconditions
being set, which could serve to hinder suc-
cessful negotiations.

The stakes are incredibly high and the
price of failure is the continued exposure of
the people and the environment to unneces-
sary risks, by potentially slowing the pace of
cleanup activities.

We know you share our commitment to
making our communities safe. We ask for
your leadership to create momentum for a
successful resolution of this issue.

In the past when seemingly intractable
problems have faced cleanup obstacles, they
have been solved by your common commit-
ment to rise above the obstacles to reach
shared objectives. We are confident that
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working together this outcome can be
reached.
Sincerely,
Congressman DOC HASTINGS,
Senator PATTY MURRAY,
Senator MARIA CANTWELL.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, the letter was an effort by
the legislative delegation in the State
of Washington to get the DOE to come
up with some classification system for
Hanford.

Our distinguished Presiding Officer
from the State of Idaho has been work-
ing for months now for his State to see
if they could come up with a classifica-
tion system for the State of Idaho. In
February 2004, the Governor of Wash-
ington indicated he would designate
someone to enter into discussion on be-
half of the State of Washington. Gov-
ernor Locke’s chief of staff called the
Deputy Secretary to indicate he was
the Governor’s designee to hold discus-
sions with the Department of Energy.
Shortly thereafter, the Department of
Energy shared draft language with the
State of Washington.

What has been going on here for a
very long time is a collaborative proc-
ess between the three States and the
Department of Energy to remediate the
environment when it comes to high-
level waste in a manner acceptable to
the State. That is the process. That has
always been the process, and that must
be the process.

But here is what we do not want to
do as we negotiate individually. We do
not want to, as my senior Senator said,
have a State have the ability to define
high-level waste because it is a na-
tional concern and a national issue. So
we have been jealously guarding that
concept. This amendment does not give
the State of South Carolina the ability
to define high-level waste because we
would have 50 different versions. What
it does do is it requires a collaborative
process. We have already closed two
tanks, and before those two tanks
could be closed, South Carolina had to
issue a permit saying: Yes, they are
able to be closed. This amendment
gives the State of South Carolina per-
mitting authority over tank closure.
That is exactly what Washington and
Idaho are trying to pursue.

Governor Locke has been working
with DOE. The difference is South
Carolina has gotten there, and to my
friend from Washington, there will
come a day—soon, I hope—where you
can negotiate classification of waste
with DOE satisfactory to Washington.
And there will come a day when the
Governor of Washington, whoever that
may be, will say: That is a good deal.
And the regulators in the State will
say: That is a good classification with
which we can live.

The truth is, if that day ever arrives,
because of the way the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act is written, you are going to
need legislative language to bless that
agreement.

Washington has a severe problem
with tank leakage. I want to tell my
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friends from Washington, if that day
arrives to where you can find a stand-
ard acceptable to your State—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
ask for 5 more minutes.

Mr. ALLARD. I yield an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. If
that day ever arrives, the Senator from
Washington is going to come to this
body, and I am going to help her. I say
the same to my friend from Idaho.
That day has arrived in South Caro-
lina. We have vetted this proposal with
everybody I know.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the Speaker of the South
Carolina House, David Wilkins, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SOUTH CAROLINA
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Columbia, SC, May 27, 2004.
Hon. LINDSEY GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: It has come to my
attention that you have included language in
the FY 2005 Department of Defense Author-
ization bill, S. 2400, which would allow for
accelerated cleanup of the Savannah River
Site. I write today to express my support of
Section 3116.

I understand that the South Carolina De-
partment of Health and Environmental Con-
trol has worked with you since August of
last year to craft legislation that gives
South Carolina ‘‘a seat at the table’” when
determining what radioactive materials will
remain in South Carolina. I support that
goal and the expedited cleanup of the radio-
active waste tanks at the Savannah River
Site.

South Carolina and the Department of En-
ergy have had a good working relationship
over the years. It is my sincere hope that
your legislation will allow this partnership
to continue in a mutually beneficial way
which cleans up SRS more expeditiously and
in a fiscally prudent manner.

I concur with Governor Sanford. This lan-
guage will allow for a more accelerated
cleanup process and will help protect the
State’s sovereignty with respect to the ac-
celerated cleanup.

Thank you for your service to the State. I
look forward to working with you on this
and other issues of importance to the State
and Nation.

Sincerely,
DAVID H. WILKINS,
Speaker of the House.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that a letter from the deputy commis-
sioner of the South Carolina Environ-
mental Quality Control, Robert King,
Jr., be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CON-
TROL,

Columbia, SC, May 18, 2004.
Hon. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Re: Sec. 3116. Defense Site Acceleration Com-
pletion

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: The Department

has reviewed the above referenced language
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proposed to be added to the S. 2400 National
Defense Authorization Act for FY 2005. As
you are aware, the Department considers the
storage of high-level radioactive waste in
aging tanks at the Savannah River Site to be
the single most potentially hazardous condi-
tion to the environment and people of South
Carolina. In fact, the Department has
worked closely with the Department of En-
ergy (DOE) to safely close two of the original
fifty-one storage tanks.

It is the Department’s position that the
above referenced language will provide a
process to close the remaining storage tanks
in a similar manner. This will include re-
moving highly radioactive radionuclides to
the maximum extent possible and will also
provide for public participation in the deci-
sion-making process.

As always, alternative language could be
developed; however, this proposed language
allows DOE to move forward with the impor-
tant task of removing the high-level radio-
active waste from the storage tanks while
providing a decision-making framework in
which the State is included.

If you have any questions or need any fur-
ther information, please have your staff con-
tact David Wilson at (803) 896-4004.

Sincerely,
ROBERT W. KING, JR.,
Deputy Commissioner, Environmental
Quality Control.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, this letter to me says that
the agreement they have achieved with
DOE is environmentally sound for
South Carolina; we would like to move
forward with tank cleanup. Here is why
this is so important to my State: It
will allow $88 million to be put on the
table. It will allow these tanks, now
that we have reached an agreement to
become dry and safe and secure and
closed up, to be closed 23 years ahead of
schedule. I invite everybody in this
body to come to Aiken, SC, and the
surrounding community to enjoy golf,
leisure, and fishing. I will take you
fishing in the Savannah River, if you
would like to go.

I do not want 23 years to go by and
the chance of the tanks leaking to
grow. I do not want the problem that
Washington has. I want Washington to
be able to fix their problem, and I will
help the State of Washington. But I
have a chance to do something in my
State that we have not had a chance to
do in 10 years. The origin of this being
done started in the Clinton administra-
tion, and we are building on what hap-
pened then.

This amendment is focused only on
the agreement in South Carolina. Sen-
ator CRAPO, Senator CRAIG, and Sen-
ator ALEXANDER have an amendment to
make it absolutely certain. I think it
already is, but I am not here to put any
other State in a bad situation. I am not
here to make Washington do what we
are doing in South Carolina or to prej-
udice Idaho at all. I am just simply
asking this body to listen to the people
who are responsible for the ground
water who tell me this is a good agree-
ment, it will help my State if we move
forward