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global warming and issues such as 
that. This week in Beijing, U.S. Treas-
ury Secretary Tim Geithner followed 
the Pelosi model, remaining mute on 
human rights abuses that are going on 
today, and spoke only of environ-
mental issues. 

In 2005, I gave a series of speeches on 
the threat China poses to our Nation. 
Now, 4 years later, we are in a position 
where they are the largest holder of 
our national debt, and my concerns re-
garding China remain the same. 

I have spent many years in activity 
in Africa, primarily Sub-Saharan Afri-
ca, and right now we are competing 
with China for the energy that is there. 
China is doing a better job than we are. 
They are competitors of ours not just 
militarily but economically. It is of 
great concern to me that as we con-
tinue to grow in our relationship and 
our dependence on China, our U.S. Gov-
ernment officials seem to place more 
value on the Chinese Government’s 
treatment of the environment than the 
treatment of their own people and the 
threat they pose to our Nation. 

On the 20th anniversary of the 
Tiananmen Square massacre, Pelosi 
and Geithner’s omission is a disgrace 
to the memory of those who stood and 
many who died as they pleaded with 
the government to allow them basic 
freedoms that we as Americans possess 
and enjoy. 

Sadly, ignoring these issues is ex-
actly what the Government of Beijing 
wants. They would like nothing more 
than to erase the memory of the 
Tiananmen Square massacre from our 
minds and from the minds of all people 
around the world. The Chinese Govern-
ment would like us to forget that in 
June of 1989, they used lethal force of 
300,000 troops strong to crush peaceful 
protestors who were seeking greater 
freedoms. The Chinese Government 
would like the image of that coura-
geous man standing before the line of 
tanks to fade from our memory. How-
ever, we can’t forget the hundreds who 
were murdered, the thousands who 
were injured, and the more than 20,000 
people who were arrested and detained 
without trial due to the suspected in-
volvement in the protests, specifically 
in Tiananmen Square. 

We don’t know today where those 
people are. Most likely, they are still 
incarcerated someplace or they have 
been killed. The Communist govern-
ment is so bent on wanting us to forget 
these issues that they have shut down 
blogs, blocking access to individual 
news sources such as Twitter, and de-
nied access to popular sites such as 
YouTube. 

Since Tiananmen Square, China has 
continued to increase severe cultural 
suppression of ethnic minorities such 
as the Tibetans, the Uighurs; increase 
persecution of Chinese Christians, the 
Falun Gong, and other religious groups 
and other minorities; increase deten-
tion and harassment of dissidents and 
journalists; and has maintained tight 
controls on freedom of speech and ac-

cess to the Internet. We know journal-
ists who right now are still incarcer-
ated over there, but there is no trace of 
exactly where they are. 

Despite the promises to the contrary, 
China didn’t provide greater access to 
the international media during the 2008 
Olympic Games. Unlike the previous 
hosts of the past games, the Govern-
ment in Beijing blocked access to cer-
tain Internet sites and media outlets in 
an attempt to censor free speech. 

As China grows economically and 
continues to exert its influence glob-
ally and thus considers itself a signifi-
cant player on the world stage, I be-
lieve China should be held to a stand-
ard of political, religious, and ethical 
responsibility. 

Our country was founded by those 
who were seeking basic freedoms, and 
we have to stand for those who are 
doing the same in other countries. 
When basic freedoms can be practiced, 
countries thrive and prosper because 
people are allowed to choose a better 
way of life for themselves. We must 
also recognize the danger we place our-
selves in by becoming closer and more 
dependent upon nations that continue 
to silence their people, deny them ac-
cess to information and the ability to 
practice their cultures and beliefs. 
That is what is happening today. 

On the occasion of the 20th anniver-
sary of Tiananmen Square, my col-
league Senator BROWN and I have in-
troduced S. Res. 167 to remember the 
families and the victims who were 
killed in the June 1989 protest and to 
call on the Government of China to put 
an end to its continuing human rights 
violations. Our country must not re-
main silent, and many of my fellow 
colleagues in the Senate who are co-
sponsors of this resolution agree. 

This resolution calls on the Chinese 
Government to release all prisoners 
still in captivity as a result of their 
suspected involvement in Tiananmen 
Square protests and to release all oth-
ers who are currently being imprisoned 
without cause. This resolution puts the 
Senate on record, encouraging the Chi-
nese Government to allow freedom of 
speech and to access information, while 
ending the harassment, intimidation, 
and imprisonment practices the gov-
ernment has carried out against those 
who are minorities and who seek reli-
gious freedom. We also call on our gov-
ernment to uphold human rights in 
China. Our silence only dishonors those 
who lost their lives and freedoms in 
Tiananmen Square. 

We have this resolution right now. So 
far, we have cosponsors who have just 
found out about it and called in, in-
cluding, in addition to Senator BROWN 
and myself, Senators GRAHAM, 
LIEBERMAN, KYL, COBURN, VITTER, 
MENENDEZ, WEBB, and BROWNBACK. I 
encourage others to join in this mes-
sage that I believe is a very clear mes-
sage that should be sent by the United 
States. 

Today—this very day, this moment— 
there are 150,000 people who are pro-

testing in Hong Kong right now be-
cause of the problems we are address-
ing with this resolution. So I encour-
age my colleagues to join in this reso-
lution and get this message out loud 
and clear. 

f 

GUANTANAMO BAY 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, one of 

our colleagues from Illinois was talk-
ing about their desire to have these de-
tainees from Guantanamo Bay come 
into the United States for trial. Let me 
just suggest—I am not a lawyer, but I 
do know this: I have spent a lot of time 
down there. I know the situation. I 
know it is a resource that we have to 
have, that we have to keep. There is no 
justification at all for closing Guanta-
namo Bay. No justification. All we 
hear is: Well, this came at a time when 
there was suspected terrorism or tor-
ture of prisoners in other areas. But 
never at Gitmo. There hasn’t been a 
documented case of torture that went 
on there. This is a resource we need. 

My friend from Illinois suggests 
bringing them to this country. The 
rules of evidence are different. These 
are not criminals, these are detainees. 
The proper place for them to be adju-
dicated is in the tribunals. The only 
place available right now is the tri-
bunal that is set up in Gitmo. 

If we bring them to this country, 
under our laws, quite a few of those 
would actually be released. When they 
are released, they could be released 
into society. For those who say we 
need to use some 17 areas for incarcer-
ation in the United States, as opposed 
to using Gitmo, to incarcerate these 
people, that would become 17 magnets 
for terrorist activity in the United 
States. 

We have to get over this thing of ev-
erybody lining up and saying we have 
to close it. Guantanamo Bay is some-
thing we need, and we have to have it. 
There is not a pleasant alternative. It 
would cause the release of terrorists in 
the United States. If that is what the 
Senator from Illinois and the Demo-
crats and the President want, they are 
going to find that virtually all Ameri-
cans disagree with them. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
f 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 
Mr. VOINOVICH. As my colleagues 

know, supporting the development and 
expansion of the nuclear industry is 
something that has been one of my top 
priorities since I came to the Senate. I 
have been working to shape nuclear 
policy in this country for the past 8 
years as chairman or ranking member 
of the Clean Air and Nuclear Safety 
Subcommittee. I wish to recognize my 
colleague, Senator INHOFE, for the lead-
ership he provided before I became 
chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission committee. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first, I 
compliment the Senator from Ohio. 
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When he was Governor of Ohio, he had 
the reputation of being the most 
knowledgeable person on air issues. Of 
course, the primary concern we had at 
that time was that we had a crisis in 
energy, and the one thing that had to 
be in the mix to resolve that crisis was 
to do something with nuclear power. 
There is nobody who has carried that 
banner more forcefully than the Sen-
ator from Ohio. I appreciate our joint 
efforts to make that happen. I believe 
we will be successful with the number 
of applications that are there right 
now and the progress that has been 
made. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. I thank the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. President, I take pride in the fact 
that our committee has helped trans-
form NRC into one of the best and 
most respected regulatory agencies in 
the world. We have worked very hard 
on placing the right people on the Com-
mission and providing the Commission 
with the resources and tools necessary 
to do its job and holding them account-
able to the results. In fact, we have 
held more than 20 hearings involving 
the NRC in the past 8 years. So it is no 
accident that we have seen a dramatic 
improvement in both the safety record 
and the reliability of the 104 operating 
nuclear reactors today over the past 8 
years. Without the public confidence 
that these plants are safe and secure, 
there won’t be any nuclear renaissance. 

We have spent time and effort to 
make sure the NRC has the resources— 
particularly the human capital—it 
needs to make sure that our 104 nu-
clear plants are operating safely but 
also to ensure it can process multiple 
license renewal applications and com-
bined license applications for the new 
plants coming on board. We wanted to 
make sure the NRC doesn’t become the 
bottleneck. 

In 2005, we introduced three pieces of 
legislation as part of the 2005 Energy 
Policy Act to provide flexibility in hir-
ing and employee retention. As a re-
sult, the NRC was able to hire over 
1,000 highly qualified engineers and sci-
entists over the last 3 years to replace 
retiring workers and also bring on 
those new people who are going to be 
necessary to process the new applica-
tions coming in. I am also pleased to 
note that the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission has been rated as the best 
place to work among Federal agencies 
for 2 years in a row. They have a great 
workforce, and they are a top-notch or-
ganization. 

The good news is that the NRC now 
has 17 applications for 26 new power re-
actors under review. All indications are 
that NRC’s review of the applications 
is progressing on schedule. I haven’t 
heard a complaint from anybody who 
filed applications. We are expecting 
that these applications will be ap-
proved in late 2010 or in early 2011. Ob-
viously, it is not a done deal, but we 
have every reason to believe we are on 
the right track. As a matter of fact, 
five utility companies today—Southern 

in Georgia, SCANA in South Carolina, 
NRG in Texas, Constellation in Mary-
land, and Progress in Florida—have 
signed engineering-procurement-con-
struction contracts and are gearing up 
for construction pending NRC approval 
and loan guarantees from the DOE. In 
other words, we are starting to take off 
in terms of getting some air under our 
wings. 

Mr. President, I have an opinion 
piece I wrote in the Nuclear News mag-
azine last year, entitled ‘‘Making the 
Nuclear Renaissance a Reality.’’ This 
paper outlines the need to expand the 
use of nuclear energy in the carbon- 
constrained economy and provides a 
roadmap to overcome challenges faced 
by the nuclear industry. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to read this. Anybody interested can 
get it on my Web site, 
voinovich.senate.gov. 

As I watch the climate change debate 
unfold in this Congress, I rise to raise 
the same concern I raised last year 
during the debate on the Lieberman- 
Warner climate change bill: We cannot 
get there from here without nuclear. 

The Waxman-Markey bill that was 
reported out of the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee 2 weeks ago sets 
the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
cap at 80 percent by 2050, as did the 
Lieberman-Warner bill last year, but it 
continues to ignore the need for much 
wider use of emission-free nuclear en-
ergy in order to make this extremely 
aggressive goal. 

I pointed out then that one of the 
glaring holes in the Lieberman-Warner 
bill was its deafening silence on nu-
clear, while studies conducted by EPA, 
EIA, and others pointed to an incon-
venient truth for some people: More 
than doubling the number of nuclear 
plants would be required; that is, 
bringing online more than 100 new nu-
clear plants in the next 40 years, in 
order to meet the emission goals set in 
that legislation. Around the world, 
governments are reaching the same 
conclusion and are turning to nuclear 
energy as a safe, homegrown, cost-ef-
fective, and emission-free solution to 
increasing energy demand. 

This is true in Europe especially, 
where the nuclear renaissance is in full 
swing. In France, for example, almost 
80 percent of its electricity comes from 
nuclear power. In fact, France exports 
a good deal of its nuclear power-gen-
erated electricity to its neighboring 
countries, including Germany. Presi-
dent Sarkozy has announced plans to 
build five additional plants within the 
next 5 years, in addition to one cur-
rently under construction. 

Prime Minister Gordon Brown re-
cently signaled his intent to rebuild 
nuclear energy in the United Kingdom, 
saying: 

Whether we like it or not, we will not meet 
the challenges of climate change without the 
far wider use of nuclear power. 

He went on to note that the Inter-
national Energy Agency estimates that 
we are going to have to build 32 nuclear 

powerplants each year if we are going 
to halve greenhouse gas emissions by 
2050. That is more than 1,300 new reac-
tors. 

Italy, Finland, and Switzerland have 
all announced plans to build new reac-
tors after spending the past 25 years 
trying to phase out nuclear power. 
These European countries have come 
full circle in reembracing nuclear after 
two decades of trying to solve their en-
ergy and environmental challenges 
with conservation and renewables 
alone. That is significant. 

Unfortunately, many proponents of a 
cap-and-trade scheme, such as 
Lieberman-Warner or Waxman-Mar-
key, seem to be stuck on fantasies that 
we can achieve the emission reduction 
goals with just conservation, effi-
ciency, and renewables. Even those 
who believe nuclear has a role to play 
espouse policies that overwhelmingly 
favor renewables over nuclear. 

A case in point: Nuclear energy was 
conspicuously missing from the $787 
billion stimulus package, while ap-
proximately $40 billion in various tax 
credits went to energy efficiency, re-
newables, and transmission. I am not 
opposed to that, but why did they ig-
nore nuclear? 

So it was particularly discouraging 
when the Senate version of the legisla-
tive language providing an additional 
$50 billion in loan guarantee authority 
in the stimulus bill was stripped from 
the final package during conference. 
Who did it? Why? The same thing hap-
pened when the Senate version of the 
budget resolution was passed a few 
weeks ago. We had it in there. We know 
we have to increase the Loan Guar-
antee Program to at least $50 billion, 
and it got stripped out again. Instead, 
the majority added the taxpayer-paid 
$60 billion Loan Guarantee Program al-
located solely for renewables—wind, 
solar, and geothermal—and electric 
transmission systems to support re-
newable generation. 

If you can do a priority in spending 
big money, let’s do the grid. The grid is 
not what it should be. It has to be im-
proved so that we can use wind and 
solar and get energy out across this 
country. 

Unfortunately, many of the sup-
porters of green energy never mention 
that it is unrealistic to rely solely on 
wind and solar power. This is some-
thing that I think needs to be made 
clear to every person in the United 
States, particularly our children, who 
are being taught in school that wind-
mills and solar power are the way to 
the future in terms of the energy needs 
of America, and there is something 
wrong, and coal is bad, nuclear is bad. 
I hear it constantly from people when I 
go back to Ohio. Right now, 50 percent 
of our electricity is generated by coal; 
20 percent by nuclear; 19 percent by 
natural gas; 6 percent by hydro; 3 per-
cent by wind, solar, and geothermal; 
and 2 percent by oil. Given this current 
makeup of U.S. energy use, I don’t 
think these folks are leveling with the 
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American people about the reality of 
what is possible. 

They continually tout the need to in-
crease the renewable energies to solve 
our dependence on foreign sources of 
energy. They say we need to double our 
use of renewables. I tell you this: A 
doubling of the utilization of renew-
ables will bring us to 6 percent, and it 
would likely take at least 10 years or 
more to accomplish. Further, it is un-
likely that a doubling in renewables 
would lead to any significant decrease 
in the use of oil because oil only pro-
duces 2 percent of the electricity in the 
country today. 

Particularly, I think it is incredible 
that some policymakers, such as the 
newly appointed Chairman of FERC, 
suggest we can get our energy needs 
strictly from renewable sources of en-
ergy. Give me a break. At only 3 per-
cent of total U.S. electric generation, 
it is simply intellectually dishonest to 
suggest that these renewable sources 
can replace the 70 percent of the base- 
load electricity currently generated by 
coal and nuclear in this country. 

Don’t get me wrong, I do support ex-
panding the use of renewables such as 
solar and wind, and we see that indus-
try growing in my State. But to just 
say that is it and not to look at reality 
is intellectually dishonest. My point is 
that, realistically, we are not yet in a 
position to be able to rely upon them 
for base-load power generation. This is 
despite receiving government sub-
sidies. 

Here is another little statistic people 
are not aware of. Most Americans are 
not aware of the fact that, in 2007, nu-
clear energy only—this is according to 
the Energy Information Agency—re-
ceived a $1.59-per-megawatt-hour sub-
sidy while wind received $23.37 and 
solar received $24.34 per megawatt 
hour. 

Today, there is a huge energy gap be-
tween renewable electricity and the re-
liable, low-cost electricity we must 
have. We need to look at the way to get 
the job done. If we want to generate 
carbon-free electricity, nuclear needs 
to be a big part of it—I am not saying 
the only part, but it has to be a big 
part. 

The 104 nuclear powerplants we have 
operating today, which is 20 percent of 
the electricity generated, represent 
over 70 percent of the Nation’s emis-
sion-free portfolio. In other words, the 
20 percent coming from nuclear rep-
resents 70 percent of the emission-free 
electricity in this country. 

That means we are avoiding 700 mil-
lion tons of carbon dioxide each year 
because of nuclear—700 million tons. 

What does that mean to the ordinary 
citizen? That means 13 million tons is 
avoided by wind and solar today. That 
is compared with 700 million in terms 
of nuclear power. To put this in per-
spective, 700 million tons of annual car-
bon emission that is being avoided by 
our nuclear plants is more than what 
Canada collectively emits each year. In 
other words, nuclear nonemitting into 

the air is the equivalent of all of Can-
ada. In terms of something we may bet-
ter understand, it is the equivalent of 
130 million cars each year. That is 
what nuclear power is doing for us. In 
effect, it is the equivalent of reducing 
emissions of 130 million automobiles 
each year in this country. 

Nuclear power is the best source we 
have available to meet our energy 
needs while also curbing emissions of 
greenhouse gases. People are recog-
nizing the importance of nuclear en-
ergy because they understand the 
facts. 

Public opinion widely supports uti-
lizing nuclear energy. According to a 
recent Gallup poll, 59 percent of Ameri-
cans support it. We are not going to be 
able to turn around our economy, meet 
our energy needs, and enact some of 
the environmental policies being dis-
cussed today without expanding the 
use of nuclear energy. 

I look at nuclear as a three-fer. With-
out it, we will not reach our goal of re-
ducing carbon emissions. Without it, 
we are not going to be able to provide 
the baseload electricity we are going to 
need for our country. And without it, 
we are not going to be able to rebuild 
our manufacturing base in this coun-
try. 

At a time when we are struggling to 
regain our economic footing, nuclear 
energy offers thousands of well-paying 
jobs in all stages of development and 
production. Each new nuclear plant 
will require an average of 2,000 workers 
during construction, with peak em-
ployment at 2,500 workers. If the indus-
try were to construct 30 reactors that 
are currently planned, well over 60,000 
workers would be required during con-
struction. And once constructed, each 
plant will create 600 to 700 jobs to oper-
ate and maintain it. 

That is not to mention the ripple ef-
fect this undertaking would make in 
other areas of the economy. Aris 
Candris, CEO of Westinghouse Electric, 
and Mike Rencheck, president of 
AREVA, recently told me that about 
12,000 jobs will be created for each new 
nuclear plant if you include the manu-
facturing jobs. 

This means that more than 200,000 
manufacturing jobs will be created to 
supply the needed parts and compo-
nents for the 30 nuclear reactors that 
are currently planned. 

And that is not counting the jobs as-
sociated with export opportunities to 
Europe, China, and India. 

Organized labor understands expand-
ing nuclear power will create a lot of 
well-paying jobs. In fact, here is what 
John Sweeney said at a roundtable dis-
cussion on nuclear workforce issues I 
chaired last year: 

This isn’t a Republican issue. This isn’t a 
Democratic issue. It’s an American issue. 

I couldn’t agree with him more. 
I have met with Mark Ayers, Build-

ing and Construction Trades national 
president, a big union. He and his 
union members are actively supporting 
construction of new nuclear plants. 

They have also partnered with local 
community colleges and the nuclear 
industry in training workers. They are 
already training workers for the ren-
aissance. 

I have been working hard to get this 
message out in the past several years. 
Ohio and the surrounding Midwestern 
States have been the backbone of this 
Nation’s nuclear manufacturing base. 
Ohio’s small to medium-size enter-
prises are poised to lead the Nation’s 
transition back into this market. In 
fact, hundreds of manufacturing jobs 
are already in existence in Ohio to sup-
port the nuclear industry, and more 
are to come in light of two announce-
ments that are going to be coming up 
in the next couple of weeks that Ohio-
ans will be very happy about that 
again will increase the number of peo-
ple working in this industry. 

I recently gave a speech at the Nu-
clear Manufacturing Infrastructure 
Council and had an opportunity to 
meet with several small manufacturing 
company executives. Their message 
was loud and clear: A clear policy 
statement from the administration and 
Congress is absolutely critical in ac-
knowledging that nuclear power gen-
eration will be a growing part of our 
Nation’s energy mix and investments 
in programs that will support the nu-
clear industry’s near-term implemen-
tation needs are absolutely vital. The 
No. 1 thing is getting that $50 billion 
loan guarantee so we can get more of 
these people off the ground. 

They all see the long-term potential 
growth in nuclear and they would like 
to invest in nuclear manufacturing, 
but they need a clear commitment 
from the government before they make 
those investments. 

I think what these people are saying 
is we need Presidential leadership to 
acknowledge what most of us and the 
rest of the world already know: We 
cannot get there from here without nu-
clear. 

I am convinced that nuclear power is 
the only real alternative we have today 
to produce enough low-cost, reliable, 
clean energy to remove harmful pollut-
ants from the air, prevent the harmful 
effects of global climate change, and 
keep jobs from going overseas. 

The biggest challenge remains the fi-
nancing, particularly in nonregulated 
States. The deepening global economic 
crisis is putting additional pressure on 
the nuclear industry and on utilities. 

As I mentioned, we have applications 
coming in, but right now DOE cur-
rently has 14 nuclear projects, rep-
resenting a total project cost of $188 
billion and loan guarantee requests of 
$122 billion. Basically what I am saying 
is that unless we can get this $50 bil-
lion loan guarantee taken care of, it is 
going to bring the progress we have 
been making to a halt. 

A very important point that often 
gets lost in this discussion is the fact 
that the loan guarantee program au-
thorized under the Energy Policy Act 
requires the borrowers to pay all the 
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required fees, including what is called 
a subsidy cost and, thus, there is no 
cost to the government. In other 
words, if they borrow $5 billion, they 
are going to have to come up with close 
to $1 billion to secure that loan so if 
things do not go well on the loan, we 
have something to turn to. 

The subsidy cost is levied on each 
loan guarantee, similar to a downpay-
ment on a mortgage, in case of a de-
fault. Any potential defaults are cov-
ered by fees paid by the applicants. 

In my hand, I have a copy of a recent 
MIT study on the future of nuclear 
power. The authors of this study in-
clude former Clinton administration 
officials John Deutch and Ernest 
Moniz. The central premise of the MIT 
study on the future of nuclear power is 
that in order to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and mitigate global warm-
ing, we must reevaluate the role nu-
clear power has as part of this coun-
try’s energy future. 

I wish to share the conclusions of 
this report because I believe it fits 
rather nicely with this speech: 

The current assistance program put into 
place by the 2005 Energy Policy Act has not 
been effective and needs to be improved. The 
sober warning is that if more is not done, nu-
clear power will diminish as a practical and 
timely option for deployment at a scale that 
would constitute a material contribution to 
climate change risk mitigation. 

I commend to my colleagues this 
MIT report on the future of nuclear 
power. 

Another issue that has plagued the 
nuclear industry for decades is the U.S. 
Government’s failure to meet its com-
mitment to assume responsibility for 
spent nuclear fuel. First, let’s set the 
record straight. I have talked with 
many experts and policy people, in-
cluding Secretary Chu and NRC Chair-
man Klein. They all assured me—it is 
important that everyone understands 
this—that the current spent nuclear 
that is being stored today in dry casks 
and pools are safe—are safe—and are 
secure for at least 100 years. That is 
very important because folks are say-
ing you cannot go forward with this be-
cause we don’t know what to do with 
the waste; we would like to do some-
thing more permanent than what we 
are doing. 

But the fact is that with the dry 
casks we have, we are in good shape for 
at least 100 years. The lack of a reposi-
tory at Yucca should not be something 
that inhibits us from licensing new re-
actors. 

That being said, we must pursue a 
long-term solution now. If Yucca is not 
going to materialize, then we owe the 
American people a viable alternative. 
The 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act es-
tablished a nuclear waste fund, a fee 
paid by utilities to create a fund to 
deal with nuclear waste. Since its be-
ginning, it has collected $29 billion. So 
everyone understands this, since that 
act went into effect, we have collected 
$29 billion from ratepayers in this 
country. Unfortunately, the fund is on 

budget and only about $9 billion was 
used to deal with waste. The rest of the 
$20 billion amounts to little more than 
an IOU to U.S. ratepayers. Even if the 
administration decided to proceed with 
Yucca, we don’t have the money to 
build a repository. We spent the money 
on other things. We will have to borrow 
over $20 billion to replenish the fund. 

The Federal courts have ruled in 
favor of utilities. This is something 
else of which most people are not 
aware. And thus far we have paid utili-
ties $550 million in damages because we 
have not come up with a permanent re-
pository for nuclear waste. I am sure if 
we keep going the way we are, it is 
going to be in the billions. 

I recently met with Secretary Chu, 
and he told me he would convene a blue 
ribbon panel to study Yucca. Unfortu-
nately, I believe this is just kicking 
the can down the road for a couple of 
years. We have been studying this for 
more than four decades. We need to 
provide clear direction and certainty 
on this issue. The time for studying op-
tions is over, and the Federal Govern-
ment must meet its legal obligations 
and start taking care of the spent fuel 
problem sooner rather than later. 

If the administration is pulling the 
plug on Yucca without having a viable 
alternative long-term solution, then I 
think we owe it to the American people 
to refund their fees and stop levying 
fees. 

I introduced the U.S. Nuclear Fuel 
Management Corporation Establish-
ment Act of 2008 in the last Congress, 
together with Senators Domenici, Mur-
kowski, Alexander, and Dole, to create 
an independent government corpora-
tion to manage the back end of the nu-
clear fuel cycle. The bill will also take 
the nuclear waste fund off budget and 
give it directly to this corporation 
without the budget/appropriations 
process. I am planning to reintroduce 
that bill with Senators Murkowski, Al-
exander, and Burr, and I hope we can 
get additional cosponsors on the bill. It 
is about time we get serious about 
mapping out a future course for our 
Nation. 

I firmly believe that utilizing nuclear 
energy as a key part of a mixed bag of 
energy sources offers us the best oppor-
tunity to truly harmonize our energy, 
the environment, and economic needs. 

As I said before, nuclear energy offers 
thousands of well-paying jobs in all 
stages of development at a time when 
we are struggling to regain our eco-
nomic footing. It is worth repeating— 
12,000 well-paying jobs will be created 
with each new nuclear powerplant. 
That is 360,000 jobs for the 30 nuclear 
reactors that are currently planned. 

The American people get it, manu-
facturing gets it, the labor unions get 
it, and the international community— 
I have been to London, I have been to 
Paris, I have been to Austria. I have 
been around. All of them understand. 
In fact, I was on a climate change 
panel about a month ago that was 
sponsored by the German Marshall 

Fund when we met in Brussels. I was 
amazed at the number of people who 
said: Mr. Senator, we are never going 
to meet the Kyoto or Copenhagen goals 
for reducing our emissions without the 
use of nuclear power. 

It is time President Obama and this 
Congress get it. We have to launch a 
nuclear renaissance in this country. We 
just cannot get there from here with-
out nuclear. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-

mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
morning business be extended until 2:15 
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

The Senator from Florida. 
f 

THE STIMULUS 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, the question that has been pos-
tured before the Senate is, What has 
the stimulus bill done? It has some 
fancy name—the recovery act—but, in 
effect, it is known as the stimulus bill. 
It was an expensive bill. With the coun-
try in the economic doldrums that we 
have been in, it was hoped it was going 
to get money out there into the econ-
omy and provide a kind of electric 
shock therapy and stimulate the econ-
omy to get it moving again; that it 
would turn the engine of the economy 
and, therefore, as those dollars in the 
stimulus bill got injected into the 
economy and it turned over, it was 
going to create jobs. 

Indeed, the number of jobs that it 
was expected the stimulus was going to 
create was something like 21⁄2 million. 
So the question is, Is it stimulating the 
economy? Well, a few minutes ago, the 
CEO of the Shands Health Care Center 
at the University of Florida was in my 
office. He told me the story of how the 
Shands Hospital in Jacksonville—there 
are a number of these Shands Hos-
pitals; it is a true medical center com-
plex over several cities—was short 
some $35 million, and he didn’t know 
what he was going to do and how that 
was going to affect their operation— 
possibly the shutdown of major por-
tions of that hospital. 

Remember that one part of the stim-
ulus bill is that we were putting out 
money into Medicaid to help the 
States, and there were States that had 
not been doing their part on Medicaid, 
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