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vestigations may develop significant
information regarding Pederal tax eva-
gion or fraud charges but do not devel-
op corresponding State charges. As a
result, financial investigative efforts
by local investigators may frequently
be cut short because the end local
result is not worth the additional local
effort.

Under current law, the Comprehen-
sive Forfeiture Act of 1%84 provides
that the Attorney General shall
ensure the equitable transfer of any
forfeited property to the appropriate
State or local enforcement agency to
reflect penerally the contribution of
any such agency participating directly
in any of the acts which lead to the
selzure or forfeiture of such property.
While this does much to compensale
State and local law enforcement agen-
cles for their contributions in joint in-
vestigations with Federal agencles, it
does not cover those Investigations
conducted by State and local agencies
that are referred to the IRS and sub-
sequently result in large tax assess-
ments. The proposed amendment cor-
rects this situation and enhances the
current forfeiture act, particularly
from the State and local perspective.

Mr. President, in my home State of
Washington, I compliment the efforts
of the State patrol and county and
city law enforcement agencies in their
exemplary efforts declaring war
against illegal drugs. Hopefully, this
legislation will help.e
& Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, today I
join the Senator from Florida, Mr.
CHILES, in introducing a bill that will
grant State and local law enforcement
agencles compensation when they help
the IRS find tax evaders.

The bill, 8. 2352, will require relm-
bursement to State and local tax en-
forcement agencies for costs incurred
in investipations that substantially
contribute to the recovery of Federal
taxes. This bill, already introduced in
the other body as H.R. 3136, will pro-
vide a well deserved reward to the
State or local authorities of no more
than 10 percent of the sum ultimately
recovered. These funds would help the
numerous local law enforcement au-
thorities financially, especially during
these belt-tightening times—all in rec-
ognition of the fact that their work
made a recovery possible.

Mr. President, when a State or local
law enforcement agency makes a nar-
cotles arrest, Federal authorities in-
variably [nitiate a tax investigation,
Such investigations have led to the
discovery of large sums of unreported
income, which in turn have led to the
assessment and collection of large tax
deficiencies.

And, Mr. President, while payments
made to State and local officials In
recognition of their assistance may be
called & reward, in many ways such
payments constitute simple compensa-
tlon for thelr assistance,
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Current law, Mr. President, author-
Izes the IRS to pay up to 10 percent of
the amount recovered in back taxes to
any person that assists in uncovering a
tax evader. The amount of the individ-
ual reward depends upon the extent of
the information provided. However,
there iz no authorization to provide
such payments to State or local law
enforcement agencies. Since they are
not considered persons, present regula-
tions do not allow them to be reward-
ed. Our hill will change this.

Mr. President, enactment of this leg-
islation will provide additional lncen-
tives for State and loecal police offi-
cials, for they will know that the costs
of successfully pursuing an investiga-
tion—particularly the high costs of un-
covering the illegal activities of orga-
nized crime—will be partially defrayed.
For example, in my State of Califor-
nia, where lllegal narcotic sales and
designer drug labs are a growing prob-
lem, this bill will have a major impact
and encourage State and loeal anthori-
ties to redouble their elforts against
the drug trade.

Mr. President, this legislation would
not be necessary if the RS would
adopt a new regulation making State
and local law enforcement agencies ell-
gible for a 10-percent recovery reward.
However, il is my understanding (hat
the IRS has rejected previous requests
to make such a change. I hope that
the Service will reconsider its position
in light of the bill we are introducing
today. However, should the IRS main-
tain its position, I urge the Finance
Committee Lo carefully review this bill
so that it might be considered by the
full Senate this vear. In either case, a
change is long overdue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter that I received from
Californla Governor Deukmejian in
support of this legislation be printed
In the REcoRD at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
REeconp, as follows:

STATE OF CALTFORNIA,
Governor's OFFICE,
Sacramento, January 28, 15886,
Hon. PETE WrLsoR,
L5, Senator,
Washinglon, DC.

Dear PerE: 1 am writing to express my
support for H.R. 3135, which would aulhor-
[ze the Internal Revenue Serviee Lo reim-
burse state and local governments for & por-
tlon of the cost of drug enforcement efforts.

When drug trafficking invesilgations by
state and local law enforcement agencles
result in the collection of additional federal
tax dollars, I believe it 15 appropriale Lo
share a portion of this new revenue to help
offset the costs of law enforcemnent.

SBuch a policy would put additional fund-
ing Into the fight agalnst drug abuse and
provide an incentive for Increased enforce-
ment which can result in the collection of
more revenue for the federal treasury.

As vou may know, I strongly support the
efforts of law enforcement agencles In com-
batting drug trafficking. On behalf of the
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State of California, I urge your support of
H.R. 31386.
Most cordlally,
GEORGE DEVEMETIAN. @

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself,
Mr. PrOoxXMIRE, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. Rupman, Mr. DURENBERGER,
Mr., WarNer, Mr. TriaLE, and
Mr., KASTENY

5. 2354, A bill to amend the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 to provide
for the dizsposal of high-level radioac-
tive waste and spent nuclear fuel in &
single repository, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

HUCLEAH WASTE POLICY REFORM AMENDMENTS

ACT

@& Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to
amend the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982, I am pleased that Senator
ProxMire, Senator HuMPHREY, Sena-
tor RupmaN, Senator DURENBERGER,
Senator WarNer, Senator TrisLE, and
Senator KasTeN are joining me in this
effort.

For four decades, the United States
produced nuclear wastes as a byprod-
uct of the generation of electricity and
the maintenance of a defense capabil-
ity, without adequate consideration of
the need to properly and safely dis-
pose of this waste, Gradually, the need
for comprehensive disposal legislation
became more apparent.

Among the most important mile-
stones in the act are those which re-
quire the DOR, first, to sign contracts
with waste generators by June 30,
1983, to take title to the waste and,
second, to begin disposal of the waste
in the first repository by January 31,
1998, The first requirement has been
met, because a standard contract has
been promulgated by DOE and signed
by many, if not all, waste generators.

Progress toward siting the repository
In the Western part of the United
States 18 being made, Im the near
future, DOE will nominate three po-
tentially acceptable sites for charae-
terization to determine their suitabil-
ity to host a repository. These three
sites are expected to be In the States
of Mevada, Texas, and Washington,

After characterization is completed,
DOE will nominate a site to the Presi-
dent, who may accept or reject it. If he
rejects it, DXOE must go back and
select another site. If he accepts It, he
must submit the recommended site to
Congress by March 31, 1087, with a
possible 1-vear extension.

DOE now estimates that the Presi-
dent will make thiz recommendation
in 1991. Within 90 days of the Presi-
dent's submission to Congress, DOE [s
required to submit a construction au-
thorization application to NRC, which
must make & final decision on the ap-
plication within 3 years. DOE antieci-
pates that NRC licensing will be com-
plete by 1894, that construction of the
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repository will occur between 1994 and
1998 and the repository will begin op-
eration in 1958,

The 1982 act also requires DOE to
search for a site for second repository.
DOE i= considering crystalline rock—
granite—formations for a possible
second repository. In January of this
year, DOE published a draft area rec-
ommendation report [ARR] which
identified 12 areas—including two in
Malne—that DOE considered poten-
tially acceptable sites for a second re-
pository.

The other 10 sites under review by
DQE are in granite formations localed
in New Hampshire, Virginia, North
Carolina, Georgia, Wisconsin, and
Minnesota.

Those State governmentz and their
citizens were able to submit comments
on the site selection until April 16,
DOE will review the comments for 90
more days, or longer, depending on Lhe
number and detail ingcluded In the
comments, before issuing a final ARR
later this year.

At that time, DOE will begin to
make onsite field assessments of each
potentially acceptable site listed in the
final ARR. That area phase is expect-
ed Lo take until 1991. DOE will then
nominate five areas, and recommend
three for site characterization.

Characterization of those potential
sites for a possible repository would
take al least 5 years. At this point,
now estimated to be 1996, the process
will stop until Congress acts to author-
ize construction of a second site, be-
cause DOE has no such authority
under current law.

As can be seen, the process involving
4 possible second repository differs
from the first in two major respects:

First. Under current law a first re-
pository must be built, but a second re-
pository cannot be built.

Second. The selection process for a
second repository is about 6 years
behind the first.

An analysis of the act, including a
history of its adoption and & review of
the Department of Energy's compli-
ance, present and anticipated, with the
act have led me to conclude that the
construction of more than one reposi-
tory would be unnecessary and unwise,

The legislation I am introducing
today terminates the crystalline repos-
itory project through which DOE is
currently undertaking itz search for
acceptable sives for a second deep geo-
logical repository.

In addition, it would remove the
volume limitation of the repository au-
thorized in the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act; limit the geclogic medium in
which a repository could be built and
operated by DOE; lmpose a moratori-
um on all high-level waste disposal ac-
tivities if DOE does not meet its Janu-
ary 1988 deadline for the acceptance
of high-level waste; and establish an
Independent sclentific commission to
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report to Congress upon deep geologic
disposal and avallable alternatives.

There is widespread concerm in
Meaine about the possibility that a na-
tional high-level waste repository
could be located in Maine, After care-
ful review of the available informa-
tion, I believe Maine is not suitable as
a site for such a repository. The gener-
al geology, geography, and hydrology
of the State are such that the people
of Maine cannot be assured that any
repository constructed in the State
would sufficiently protect the public
and the environment from radioactive
contamination. Whatever the condi-
tions in Maine, a second repository is
not needed.

A second repository cannot be oper-
ational In time for this country to
begin disposing of high-level nuclear
waste by the 1998 deadline for DOE to
take title to the waste. The necessary
scientific research on the sites for a
potential repository are several years
behind the search for the first reposi-
tory. It is impossible to accelerate that
rescarch to o degree which would
allow crystalline site to be the site for
a repository. Therefore, construction
of & second repository as a backup to a
first repository would not allow the
waste disposal program to meet the
underlying deadline of the Waste
Policy Act, which is disposal of waste
beginning January 31, 1998,

But, more importantly, a second re-
pository is not needed to dispose of
the country's high-level waste and
spent reactor fuel.

Current law limits the maximum
amount of waste that can be stored in
the repository Lo 70,000-metric tons.
There is no technical or scientific basis
for this limit. Its purpose was to
assure the State selected for the first
repository that it would not be the
only State having a high-level waste
repository.

Without this limit there would be no
need for a second repository. And it
was based on estimates of the total
amount of high-level waste that are
proving to be exaggerated.

DOEs latest estimate, included in
the December 1985 document, “Spent
Fuel and Radioactive Waste Invento-
ries, Projections, and Characteristics"
is that 126,000-metric tons of high-
level radioactive commercial spent fuel
will need to be disposed of in a high-
level waste repository. This estimate is
lower than previous estimates.

It is likely that the actual amount of
high-level waste will be even lower for
several reasons.

First, it s probable that no new com-
mercial nuclear power plants will be
ordered in this century. Many utilities
are extending the useful life of their
powerplants in order te avold having
to make capital investment in a new
facility,

Second, utilities are choosing to use
the fuel rods which make up & major
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portion of the high-level waste for a
longer time, thus producing less spent
fuel. The DOE estimates that spent
fuel burnup will increase at about 3.5
percent each year for the next several
Years.

Finally, some of the sites currently
under consideration by DOE for the
first repository may safely accommo-
date all the high-level waste expected
to be generated through the first
quarter of the next century.

There iz no compelling technical
reason for having two repositories, If a
second repository is not technically
necessary, there is no benefit to con-
structing one. In contrast, there are
compelling fiseal reasons for con-
structing only one.

While waste estimates have been de-
clining, the program’s cost estimates
have been increasing at a rate of $400
million per month.

As of January 1985, total program
costs, including total costs for two re-
positories, one monitored retrievable
storage facility, and transportation,
were estimated at about $26.7 billion.
In July 1983, just 1% wears earlier,
DOE had estimated these costs to be
£19.6 billion.

Thus the estimated cost of the pro-
gram increased by a third in less than
2 years, Each of these estimates is in
constant dollars, not taking into ac-
count inflation. If inflation and other
contingencies are factored in, the total
program could cost up to $150 billion,
according to the Director of the DOE
high-level waste program.

The crystalline project still faces the
most expensive part of the siting proec-
ess, the so-called characterization of
three sites nominated in 1991, Charac-
terization s an expensive, Lime-con-
suming, detailed analysi=s of each site.

It is expected to cost between 2500
million and #1 billion for each site. It
will take 5 yvears, from 1991 to 1995,

Under this bill, the U.5. Department
of Energy is required to proceed in its
process to select a site for and to con-
struct and operate one high-level nu-
clear waste repository. But it would be
prohibited from proceeding with Its
presenl consideration of siles for a
possible second repository.

And if the Department is unable to
mect the 1998 deadline for operation
of & repository to accept the high-level
waste it has agreed to take title to,
this bill would halt all activity under
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act until
Congress has had an opportunity to
review the recommendations of an in-
dependent scientifie commission on
the avallable oplions for safe, perma-
nent disposal of the waste.

Does it make sense to spend tens of
billions of taxpayers' dollars for the
siting and characterization of crystal-
line sites when it is not necessary to do
50? The answer is clearly no.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be print-
ed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
Rrcorn, as follows;

5, 2354

Be il enacted by the Senqle and House of
Represeniatives of the Uniied States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

Thiz Act may be cited az the "Nuclear
Waste Policy Reform Amendments Act of
15888".

HEC 2, LIMITATION DN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WITH
RESPECT TO GEOLOGICAL REPOSI
TORIES.

(a) Im GENERAL—Subtitle A of title I of
the Muclear Waste Policy Acl of 1982 (42
U.B.C. 10131 et seq.) Iz amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sec-
tions:

UTERMINATION OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WITH

RESFECT TO SECOND REPOSITORY

Bec. 126, {a) Depariment of Energy.—The
Secretary may not carry out any activity
under thiz Act with respect to more than 1
repository. Any activity commenced or deci-
sion made by the Secrelary with respect to a
second or subsequent respository before the
date of the enactment of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Reformm Amendments Act of 1986
shall be terminaled or rescinded,

"(b) NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.—
The Commission may not authorize the con-
gtruction of more than 1 repository under
Lhis act.

“IMPOSITION OF MORATORIUM ON REPOSITORY
DEVELOFMENT

“Bec, 127, If the Secretary has not com-
menced the disposal of high-level radioac-
Live wasle and spent nuclear fuel under this
Act by January 31, 1998, as provided in sec-
tion 302(a) 5B}, the Secretary shall cease
all activities under this Act with respect to
any repository until—

(1} the Nuclear Waste Reposilory Review
Commission submits to the Congress the
report required in section 307(1); and

{2} the Congress by law, after review of
such report, specifically authorizes the con-
tinuation of such activities.”.

(b) CoNPORMING AMENDMERT.—Section 1 of
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (42
U.8.C. 10101 pree.) Is amended by inserting
after the item relating {o section 125 in the
Ltable of contents the following new ltems:
“8ec. 128. Termination of Federal activities

with respect to second reposi-
tory.
“See, 127. Imposition of meratorium on re-
pository program.'.
SEC. 3. REMOVAL OF DEADLINES FOR SECOND HE-
POSITORY,

{a) RECOMMENDATION OF CANDIDATE SITES
FOR Srre CHARACTERIZATION. —Section
112(b)1} of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of
1982 (42 U.5.C. 10132(b) 1)} is amended—

(1) by striking out subparagraph (C); and

{2} In subparagraph (D), by striking out
“subparagraphs (B} and (C)" and inserting
In leu thereof "subparagraph (B

(b} RECOMMENDATION OF SITE APPFROVAL.—
Sectlon 114(a¥2) of the Nuclear Wasie
Policy Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 10134(a){2}) is
amended—

(1) in subparsgraph (A}, by striking out
the second and fourth sentences; and

(2) In subparagraph (B)—

(A} by striking out “deadlines' and insert-
ing In leu thereof “deadline”; and
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(B} by striking out the following: "for the
first site, and March 31, 1889, for the second
site,".

(e APPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZA-
TION.—Section 1140dX1) of the Nuelear
Waste Policy Act of 1082 (42 U.B.C.
101340d)( 1Y) 1s amended by striking out the
following: “, for the [irst such application,
and January 1, 1992, for the second such ap-
plication",

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.—
Section 114(f} of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Acl of 1982 (42 US.C. 10134{F)} is amended
In the fifth sentence by striking out “and by

July 1, 19688,",
SEC 4. LIMITATION ON GEOLOGIC MEDIUM OF RE-
POSTTORY.

Bection 112 of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 10132} is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

"(g) LIMITATION ON GEOLOGIC MEDIUM OF
Rrerosrrory.—The Secretary may not nomi-
nale or recommend any erystalline rock site
for site characterizatlon under this section
for the repository to be developed under
this Aet.”.

SEC. b REMOVAL OF VOLUME LIMITATION OM RE-
PUSITORY

Section 114¢d) of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 18982 (42 US.C. 101340d)) s
amended by siriking oul Lhe last two sen-
tences.

SEC. & NUCLEAR WASTE REPOSITORY REVIEW
COMMISRION

(a) EsTapnisuMeNT.—Title III of the Nu-
clear Waste Polley Acl of 1982 (42 [.5.C.
10221 et zeq.) is amended by adding al the
end thereof the following new section:

NUCLEAR WAETE REFOSITORY REVIEW
COMMISSION

"Bec, 307. (a) EsTaBLISEMENT.—If a mora-
torium on repository development takes
effect under section 127, there shall be es-
Ltablished & commission to be known as the
Nuclear Waste Repository Review Commis-
BI0T.

"{b) PFumcrion.—The function of the
Review Commission shall be—

“{1) to review the avallable sefentifie In-
formation on the suitability of repositories
for the disposal of high-level radicactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel; and

“{2) to compare such disposal with alter-
native means and technologies for the per-
:nml‘wnt isolation of such waste and spent

uel.

“{cy MemBERSHIP.—The Review Commis-
slon shall be composed of T members ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, from
among individuals recommended for ap-
pointment to the Review Commission by
the President pro tempore of the Senate or
the Spesker of the House of Representa-
tHves—

“tA) 1 of whom shall be knowledgeable in
civil and mining engineering;

“{B) 1 of whom shall be knowledgeable in
hydrogeology;

“0C3 1 of whom shall be knowledgeable In
geology and geophiysics;

(D 1 of whom shall be knowledgesble in
public health;

“(E} 1 of whom shall be knowledgeable in
meteorology; and

“(F) 1 of whom shall be knowledgeabls in
nuclear physics.

“{2) No present or past employee of the
Department of Energy may sefve as B
member of the Review Commission.

“{3} The members of the Review Commiz-
slon shall receive a per diem compensation
for each day spent In meelings or other

April 29, 1986

work of the Review Commission, and ghall
be compensated for thelr necessary travel
and other expenses while engaged In the
work of the Review Commission.

"{4) 4 members shall constitute & quorum
of Lhe Review Commission.

"{5) The Review Commission shall desig-
nalte 1 of its members a5 chairperson, who
shall serve in such capacity through the re-
mainder of the term of such member.

"{8) The Review Commisgion shall meel at
the call of its chairperson or & majorily of
its members.

“{d) STaFP.—(1) Subjeet to such rules as
may be preseribed by the Review Commis-
sion, and without regard to section 5311(b)
of title 5, United States Code, the Review
Commission may appoint and fix the pay of
such peraonnel as it conslders appropriate,

"{2) The staff of the Review Commission
may be appointed without regard (o the
provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and may be paid without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter
III of chapter 53 of such Litle relating to
classification and General Schedule pay
rates.

"(3) Bubject to such rule as may be pre-
scribed by the Review Commlssion, the
Heview Commission may procurs temporary
and intermittent services under section
3109k of title &, TInited States Code,

“{4) Upon request of the Review Commis-
slon, the head of any Federal agency may
detall, on a reimbursable basis, any of the
personnel of such agency to the Review
Commission to assist the Review Commis-
sion in carrying out its duties under this sec-
tion.

“{e) Powers.—{1) The Review Commission
may, for the purpose of carrying out this
seelion, hold such hearings, sit and act at
sueh Limes and places, take such testimony,
and receive such evidence, as the Review
Commission considers appropriate, The
Review Commission may administer oaths
or affirmations to witnesses appearing
before it.

“{2) Any member or agent of the Review
Commiszion may, if o authorized by the
Review Commiszsion, take any action the
Review Commission is authorized Lo take in
this section.

“{d} The Review Commisslon may secure
directly from the Department of Energy, or
from any other Federal agency, information
necessary to enable it to carry out this see-
tion. Upon request of the chairperson of the
Review Commlission, Lthe Seerctary, or the
head of such other agency, shall furmish
such information to the Review Commis-
sion.

*{4} The Review Commission may accept,
uzse, and dispose of gifts or donations or
sarvices of property.

"(5) The Review Commisslon may use the
Unlited States malls In the same manner and
under the same conditions as other Federal
agencies,

“{6) The Administrator of General Serv-
iees shall provide Lo the Review Commission
on & reimbursable basis such administrative
support services as the Review Commission
may request,

“f) ReporT—The Review Commission
ghall prepare and submit to the Congress,
by not later thah January 31, 1898, a report
setting forth the [lndings of the Review
Commieslon as a result of its activities
under subsection (b). Such report shall in-
clude any recommendations of the Review
Commisslon for legislation or agency action
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relating to the matters considered by the
Review Commission under such subsection.

(g} AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
expenditure from amounts in the Waste
Fund such sums B3 may be necessary to
carry ouf the provisions of this section.

“{h) TerMmiraTion.—The Review Commis-
slon shall terminate upon the submission of
its report under subsection ()",

{b} CONFORMING AMERDMENTS.—

(1) Bection 1 of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982 (42 U.8.C. 10101 prec.) I3 amend-
ed by inserting after the item relating to
section 306 in the table of conlents the fol-
lowing hew item:

“Bec. 307. Nuclear Waste Repository Review
Commission,".

(2) Section 2 of the Nuclear Waste Pollcy
Act of 1982 (42 U.5.C. 10101) is amended—

(A} by redesignating paragraphs (20}
through (28) as paragraphs (21} through
(30); and

(B} by inserting after paragraph (19) the
following new paragraph:

“(20y The term ‘Review Commission’
means the Nuclear Waste Repository
Review Commission established In section
307",

SEC. 7. REVISION OF MIBSION PLAN,

Section 301 of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982 (42 T7.5.C. 10221} is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“{o) Revision or MIission Pran.—The Sec-
retary shall make such revisions in the mis-
sion plan as may be necessary to carry out
the amendments made to this Acl by the
Nuclear Waste Policy Reform Amendments
Act of 1986, In making such revisions, the
Becretary shall comply with the procedures
established in subsection (b), except that—

“¢1} the draft of the revisions shall be sub-
milted in accordance with subsection (b 1)
not later than 6 months alter the date of
the enactment of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Reform Amendmenis Act of 1986, and

“(2) the revislonz shall be submitted in ac-
cordance with subsection (b)3) not later
than 8 months afler the date of the enact-
ment of the Nuclear Waste Pollcy Reform
Amendments Act of 1986.".@
® Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to join with my colleagues Sena-
tor MiTcHELL, Senator ProxMInE, and
Senator HuMrHREY In support of legis-
lation which would amend Public Law
87-425, the Nuclear Waste FPolicy Act
of 1982,

The act instructed the Department
of Energy to develop guidelines and an
agenda by which the Federal Govern-
ment would study, select, construct,
and operate a high level nuclear waste
repository that will safely hold radio-
active waste for 10,000 years or more.

Congress deliberated for 5 years on
this eritical issue before passage of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. The law au-
thorized the Department of Energy to
build a first repository site in either
salt basalt or tuff medium with & ca-
pacity for holding up to 70,000 metric
tons of radioactive waste. While the
law instructs DOE to recommend &
second repository to be located In crys-
talline rock, Congress did not author-
ize the construction of a second reposi-
tory site.
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The hill I have cosponsored today
would reguire DOE to proceed with
the selection of one repository site,
removes the 70,000-metric-ton cap on
the first repository sites storage capac-
ity, and prohibits DOE from consider-
ing a second unauthorized repository
site. In addition, the current law re-
quires the Federal Government to
take title to all commercial spent fuel
by 1988, If the DOE is unable to meet
the 1988 operational deadline for the
first repository site, all DOE activity
under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
would stop until an independent scien-
tific commission reviewed available op-
tions for the safe permanent disposal
of high level waste.

In 1882 the Department of Energy
projected that the accumulated
amount of spent fuel from commercial
nuclear powerplants would fotal
146,000 metric tons hy the year Z020.
DODE's latest estimate, included in the
December 1985 document, “Spent Fuel
and Radioactive Waste Inventories,
Projections, and Characteristics,” con-
cludes that the amount of commercial
spent fuel would be 126,000 metric
tons by the year 2020, We can already
see a substantial reduction in the esti-
mated amount of nuclear waste to be
generated in the next 35 years.

I believe we will see lower projec-

tions in the years to come for several
reasons. First, it seems highly unlikely
that new commercial nuclear power-
plants will be ordered in thizs century
due to their expense and the availabil-
ity of other energy rescurces. In 1985,
16 percent of electricity used in the
United States was generated by nucle-
ar powerplants. Second, utilities are
extending the use of their fuel rods,
thus produocing less spent fuel. Cur-
rent law limits the first repository's
storage capacity to 70,000 metric tons.
I believe technology can be developed
to safely store an increased capacity in
one repository with an increased ca-
pacity, while saving billlons of tax dol-
lars.
The future will demonstrate no need
for construction of a second repository
site. However, while our waste projec-
tions are declining, DOE expense for
the repository program is escalating
dramatically. The current projected
costs for developing two repositories is
approximately $26.7 billion, up 36 per-
cent from the July 1983, cost estimate
of $19.6 billion.

DOE's schedule for the crystalline
project, the siting of a second reposi-
tory in granite, would cost in the
range of 500 million to $1 billion for
each of 5 gites DOE will characterize
in detail between the years 1981-85.
Before five sites are selected, DOE will
spend up to $1 million on each of the
12 sites DOE is considering as poten-
tial candidates. It is quite illogical for
billions of taxpayers’ dollars to be in-
vested in the analysiz of & second re-
pository site when current data dem-
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onstrates that one repository may be
sufficient to hold all of the Nation's
nuclear waste projected at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I have serious doubts
about DOE's interpretation and imple-
mentation of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. I believe DOE has deprived
the State of New Hampshire of a
meaningful role in the siting process,
and has acted contrary to congression-
al intent as expressed in the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act. DOE's arbitrary de-
cision to choose 12 potentially accepta-
ble sites for a second repository site
when by its own analysiz the top 9
sites are clearly superior to the next 3
is an abuse of the agency discretion.
We are all very aware that the act re-
quired that the Federal Government
consult with affected States during
the siting process. This requirement is
supported by a rich legislative history
which make it abundantly clear that
Congress intended that the opportuni-
ty for public and State participation in
the siting process must be meaningful,
not merely theoretical, Because DOE
has failed to properly consider many
important factors in evaluating the ac-
ceptability of a second repository site,
the¢ agency has cast doubt on the
eredibility of the entire site selection
ProCESS.

The only way DOE can restore
public confidence in this process is for
Congress to swiftly put & halt to the
waste of millions of tax dollars in
siting & second repository. We should
instruet DOE to focus its energy and
personnel on one repository  site,
expand the capacity of that site, and
have an independent sclentific com-
mission evaluate DOE's Implementa-
tion of the guidelines set forth under
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

This legislation 15 not intended to
remove one State from the selection
process, It is to get the DOE program
back on track and within the intent of
Congress. We must be fizscally prudent
and careful to ensure the public's con-
fidence with DOE's repository pro-
gram. I believe it iz in the best interest
of the American public to revisit this
issue to ensure the safest and most
cost-effective disposal of our Nation's
high level radioactive waste.e
& Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I -
am pleased to join Senator MITCHELL.
and others in the introduction of legls-
lation that would make important
amendments to the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1982,

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act au-
thorized the construction of one geo-
logic repository for the disposal of nu-
clear waste to be built in this country
as well as the study and activities lead-
ing up to construction for a second re- -
pository. Actual construction of a
second repository, however, is not au-
thorized wunder present law. At
present, five sites in the West and
South are under consideration for lo-
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