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They looked all over the country and 
decided Idaho was the preferable loca-
tion based on their needs and their 
need to load their service area and be-
cause they thought the climate was ap-
propriate in Idaho. They studied it. 
They spent millions of dollars looking 
at that possibility. They determined 
this past week they would not move 
forward. Why? Because even under the 
most favorable conditions and in pos-
sibly the most favorable State, they 
found the uncertainty and the expense 
was still too great. 

Who is Mid-America? It is an asset of 
Berkshire Hathaway. It is an asset of 
Warren Buffett, probably one of the 
deepest pockets in the world. Yet they 
and their studies, with due diligence, 
determined they would not move for-
ward after millions of dollars were 
spent. 

It was all based on cost and uncer-
tainty, and part of that uncertainty 
rests right here in the Senate and with 
a Congress that will not in a clear, 
clean, decisive way say: We are going 
to deal with the issue of the waste 
stream as the rest of the component 
pieces that we put together to build a 
true nuclear renaissance in this coun-
try. It is critical we move forward. 
This legislation, S. 2551, speaks to that 
point. It speaks to that long-term im-
portance. 

I cosponsored legislation this past 
year that Senator DOMENICI and I in-
troduced that dealt with the kinds of 
issues that are dealt with in S. 2551. 
These two bills, the Domenici-Craig 
bill, now the Inhofe-Craig-and-others 
bill, would allow Yucca Mountain to 
open on a predictable timeline, replac-
ing, as I have said, the uncertainty. 
And it protects the citizens of Idaho, 
South Carolina, and 30 other States 
that are currently storing nuclear ma-
terials. 

Nuclear energy, nuclear power clear-
ly remains our best and brightest op-
tion in the near term as it relates to a 
sustainable, nonemitting source of en-
ergy for our country. Clearly, this Con-
gress should not, and to date has not, 
stood in the way of building that ren-
aissance from the policies passed in 
2005, to the guarantees we are offering, 
to the new licensing process the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission is now in 
the final stages of developing. The only 
piece left undone is the issue of waste 
stream, and it is critically important 
we deal with it. If we do not, if we were 
to put a blight on the potential growth 
of nuclear energy, here is what could 
happen. From 1995 to 2006, nuclear 
power helped us avoid emitting more 
than 8 million metric tons of carbon di-
oxide into the atmosphere. Many 
States have started to say no to coal 
and yes to nuclear power or other 
forms of clean energy. But other than 
nuclear power, they are limited, and 
clearly we should not be saying no. 

Our economy, our growth, future jobs 
for this country, the vitality of our 

economic leadership in the world is 
tied to available energy, abundant en-
ergy, and reasonable cost energy. We 
know today the one source of energy 
that answers all those charges is nu-
clear. 

Yucca Mountain remains a key piece 
of all of that picture. That is why Sen-
ator INHOFE has introduced the legisla-
tion, why I am a cosponsor of it. I cer-
tainly encourage all my colleagues to 
look through clear glasses at this issue 
because we have to deal with the waste 
stream in a responsible fashion. We 
need to do so in a way that is accept-
able to the industry and acceptable to 
the American people. 

The efforts that have been put forth 
from day one in the examination of the 
geology, the development of the core 
tunnel at Yucca Mountain—all those 
stages are there for the public to see. 
The licensing process is now underway, 
which is the next step. Let’s don’t arbi-
trarily and politically step into the 
middle of it and mess it up. 

I must tell you the frustration I have 
had listening to Presidential can-
didates out on the road. If you want 
the endorsement of a single State, you 
are against Yucca Mountain and that 
single State was Nevada. This is a na-
tional issue; it is not a local issue. This 
is Federal land properly handled, prop-
erly researched, and it can be properly 
developed in a safe way for all Ameri-
cans and for our future. That is what 
this legislation speaks to. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor with 
Senator INHOFE. He introduced it in a 
timely fashion. Clearly, in the course 
of this year, it is something that needs 
to be debated; it is something with 
which we need to deal. This adminis-
tration has moved forward as quickly 
and responsibly as they could, and the 
licensing process is certainly some-
thing that needs to be completed in the 
overall effort of the renaissance of nu-
clear power in our country and that 
form of generation as an important op-
tion in our mix of energy sources for 
this Nation for now and into the fu-
ture. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

f 

ECONOMIC STIMULUS 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I wished 
to rise to talk a little bit about the 
proposed stimulus package which is 
working its way through the Congress 
and has been agreed to between the 
President and the Speaker of the 
House. 

First, I congratulate the Speaker, 
the Republican leader of the House, 
and the President, especially Secretary 
Paulson, for sitting down and trying to 
reach a bipartisan understanding as to 
how we move forward in what is obvi-
ously a very tentative economic time. 
We know in this Nation we are con-
fronting some very serious issues, most 
of them brought on by a bubble in the 
credit markets relative to lending for 
housing construction. As happens with 
a classic bubble—and this is a classic 
bubble—when it bursts, when, in other 
words, the underlying security and the 
people responsible for paying back the 
debt cannot do that because money has 
been lent to people who are not in a po-
sition to repay their loans and the se-
curity under that debt has not been 
able to be maintained to reinstate the 
value of that debt, when that happens, 
that not only affects the loans, the im-
mediate loans that are impacted, but it 
leads to a further contraction in the 
marketplace. 

I have been through this a number of 
times in my experience, and it always 
seems to happen the same way with 
loans which turned out to be not well 
made being called, and they are then 
followed by the people who lent the 
money and the capital markets having 
to contract in order to basically build 
back up their capital positions. So peo-
ple who actually have good loans find 
that they cannot get credit extended 
further and it feeds on itself and you 
start to see a slowdown. That appears 
to be the type of issue which we may be 
confronting as a Nation, where we 
know we have a huge subprime prob-
lem. It is very big. We know that may 
lead to a further contraction. In fact, 
we are already seeing that. 

We know also, ironically, in this 
market, what happened was a lot of 
those loans were syndicated out and 
then they were put in synthetic instru-
ments and actually multiplied their 
impact and we ended up with an in-
verted pyramid. We have one little 
loan with inadequate capital which 
can’t be paid back, and then you have 
a pyramid with the way that loan is 
chopped up and can’t be sold. So it is 
exaggerated in size. So this is a big 
issue for us as a nation. The question is 
how to address it. 

Well, first off, I congratulate the Fed 
because the Fed has stepped up. I wish 
they had stepped up earlier, but they 
have stepped up and reduced rates and, 
as a result, that should create more li-
quidity in the market. The second is 
fiscal policy, and that is where the 
President’s proposal, working with the 
Speaker of the House and the Repub-
lican leader, has come forward. It is 
called a stimulus package, the purpose 
of which, in an economic slowdown, is 
to pursue classic economic policy, 
which is to stimulate demand during a 
time of economic slowdown in order to 
stimulate the economy, generally. 
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That is a ‘‘black letter’’ rule of how 
you try to abate the economic slow-
down. The question is: Will it work? 
Will what has been put on the table 
make sense and will it work? 

Remember the last time we did this— 
with what is known as the tax rebate, 
which are not tax rebates because most 
of the people getting these don’t pay 
taxes, it is an income transfer—we 
were coming off a period of surplus, the 
only time of surplus in the last 30 years 
we have had as a Federal government. 
We had 3 years of surplus, and we felt 
we had cash in the till to rebate or to 
pay out. Now we don’t have the sur-
plus. In fact, we have a deficit. It is not 
a huge deficit but still a deficit. It has 
been coming down over the last few 
years, which is the good news. But it 
does mean any stimulus package we 
pursue is going to have a debt effect. 

In other words, we are going to have 
to borrow the money in order to pay it 
out to people through this tax rebate 
or basic payment process. So who ends 
up paying it? Well, our children are 
going to pay the cost of this stimulus 
package, and it is going to be because 
it is a debt-compounding event. In 
other words, if the package represented 
today is to be $150 billion in cost over 
its lifetime, which is supposedly con-
fined to this year, that debt that you 
have to borrow to pay the $150 billion 
will have interest earned on it. So after 
10 years, that becomes $200 billion in 
debt because it won’t be paid back over 
10 years and our children and our chil-
dren’s children will have to pay the 
burden of that. 

So basically we are saying to our 
children, some of whom haven’t even 
started earning money yet, we are 
going to give you a $200 billion bill for 
this stimulus package we are going to 
put in place over the next 6 months. So 
if we are going to do something such as 
that, which is fairly significant, we 
better make sure the stimulus package 
works; that it actually stimulates the 
economy; that it actually does retard 
the slowing of forces slowing down the 
economy and, hopefully, reenergize it. 

The proposals which we have on the 
table and came from the House break 
into two basic approaches: First is a 
pure consumption approach, where you 
basically give people of middle and low 
incomes in this country—I think it is 
$80,000 of individual or $175,000 of joint 
income—a tax rebate of $600 to $1,200. 
That is a payment. It is structured in a 
way that some people who don’t pay 
taxes will actually get the payment. 
The theory is they will take that 
money and they will go and spend the 
money and, as a result, the economy 
will see a boost. 

There are two problems with this 
theory we need to address, however. 
First, under the present structure of 
our Internal Revenue Service, the CBO, 
which is a fair arbiter—they do not 
have prejudice in this debate—the CBO 

has testified—the Congressional Budg-
et Office—that the IRS—and they have 
consulted with the IRS on this—the In-
ternal Revenue Service cannot get 
these checks out before midsummer, 
probably, or late June at the earliest. 

CBO has further testified that the ac-
tual economic impact of people spend-
ing this money, these rebates, these 
payments, will probably not occur 
until the late third quarter, early 
fourth quarter of this year. Interest-
ingly enough, Dr. Orsak, the head of 
CBO, has also testified—and again this 
is a fair arbiter—that the slow period, 
the period when you need stimulus, is 
the next two quarters or the next two- 
and-a-half quarters. And he has said, 
quite simply, that because of the limi-
tations within the IRS, this rebate 
probably would not help those quar-
ters. 

So that should be a concern to us. 
The money may not end up coming 
into people’s hands—taxpayers or non-
taxpayers—to be able to be used in the 
timeframe when it is going to be most 
needed. 

In fact, toward the third quarter of 
this year and into the fourth quarter of 
this year, it is again the testimony of 
the CBO Director that the cuts the Fed 
has put in place, the 3⁄4-percent prime 
cut, is going to cause the economy to 
react to that cut in a positive way, 
hopefully, and that will occur in the 
third and fourth quarter mostly. So 
you could actually end up with two 
events on top of each other acting as a 
stimulus at the same time when we no 
longer need a stimulus. So we need to 
be concerned about that. That is of 
concern. 

The second problem which this pro-
posal has—of taking a large amount of 
cash and putting it on the table for 
people—is that, again, it may not stim-
ulate our economy. In other words, if 
somebody goes out with their $600 re-
bate and they buy a television made in 
China or they buy an iPod made in 
Vietnam—I don’t know if that is where 
iPods are made—or if they buy a wash-
ing machine made somewhere else—if 
the product isn’t actually physically 
produced here—then, basically, you are 
not stimulating our economy, you are 
stimulating the economy where the 
product is produced. Since the assump-
tion is most of these dollars will be 
spent on consumable items or will be 
used to pay down credit cards, which 
has no stimulus effect at all—theoreti-
cally, if it is spent on consumable 
items and, for example, is apparel or 
consumable goods which are manufac-
tured overseas, then the stimulative ef-
fect for the United States is extremely 
limited, only at the margin. Again, 
this was testified to by the Director of 
CBO. 

So these are two concerns with this 
idea of infusing money into the pack-
age. The second part of the package 
says: Well, we are going to do an inven-

tory of basically a business incentive 
event. We are going to allow people to 
expense capital purchases, versus de-
preciate, over a number of years. We 
are going to allow people bonus depre-
ciation. Both of those are probably 
good tax policies from the standpoint 
of strengthening our economy over the 
long run because they make the econ-
omy more efficient. It means some 
small businessperson will be able to go 
out and buy a machine which makes 
their business more efficient, and as a 
result of being more efficient, it makes 
the American economy stronger. So 
yes, that is good policy, but it will 
have very little stimulus effect on the 
underlying economy. 

So the concern is the House package 
may not have the stimulus it claims to 
have and may end up being a debt 
event which our children will have to 
repay. What concerns me even more, 
though, is what is being talked about 
in the Senate. We are talking about 
taking the House package and signifi-
cantly bidding it up. The House pack-
age bothers me to begin with, but to 
bid it up in the Senate is a mistake. 

We are talking about expanding the 
rebate to everybody. Now, that will 
have absolutely no stimulus effect, in 
my opinion. To say that high-income 
individuals or people with joint in-
comes over $100,000 should get a stim-
ulus, should get a $500 payment—first 
off, they probably don’t need it; and, 
secondly, they do not need it if we are 
going to borrow from their children; 
and, thirdly, they are probably going 
to save it, which is great in the long 
run but has no immediate stimulus ef-
fect. 

Secondly, there is a proposal to in-
clude an extension of unemployment 
compensation benefits—unemployment 
insurance. Well, that would make sense 
if we were in a recessionary event, but 
right now the national unemployment 
rate is about 5.1, 5.2 percent, which is 
deemed full employment. Anything be-
tween 5 and 5.5 percent is historically a 
full-employment situation. 

There are pockets of communities 
around this country which have higher 
unemployment, no question about it. 
But to put out a nationwide extension 
of unemployment insurance for an ad-
ditional year, which is what is being 
talked about, or for an additional 6 
months, which is also being talked 
about, that creates an incentive, in a 
full-employment economy, to not co-
operate, to not go out and find jobs. It 
has the opposite effect. It is intuitively 
obvious that has a perverse impact on 
what you want in the area of human re-
action, which is to go and find a job, if 
the jobs are available. Jobs in a 5-per-
cent economy are available. 

So any unemployment extension 
should be tied to a trigger, and that 
trigger should be set at what has been 
the historical levels of what is deemed 
to be recessionary, or a significant 
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slowdown, which is around 6 or 7 per-
cent, so you don’t extend unemploy-
ment insurance unless you hit that 
level of unemployment. You can also 
make it regional. If one region has 6 
percent unemployment, then you give 
them the extended unemployment in-
surance. If one region doesn’t have 6 
percent unemployment, you don’t give 
them the extended insurance. 

We are also talking about, on our 
side of the aisle, adding food stamps, 
adding FMAP, adding LIHEAP, adding 
infrastructure, and adding State and 
local tax deductibility. All this has 
been thrown out by other Members on 
our side of the aisle. State and local 
aid. It is making it a grab bag of 
everybody’s ideas of whom they want 
to take care of and whom they want to 
attract in terms of political support or 
what is important to say to supporters 
or a group of people they think are im-
portant as their constituencies. 

And that makes no sense at all. 
First, it is going to slow this package 
dramatically if you do that. Second, 
you are not going to improve stimulus 
activities around here by doing that. 
So I would hope we would not proceed 
that way. 

I have a lot of problems with the ini-
tial package. I do congratulate the 
White House. I do congratulate Speak-
er PELOSI and Congressman BOEHNER 
for putting together a package and for 
recognizing the need. 

I have big reservations as to whether 
it is the most useful package from the 
standpoint of stimulus, but it appears, 
in light of what the Senate is now talk-
ing about, to be the high watermark. 
Maybe we should take the House pack-
age and pass it and acknowledge the 
fact that we have done something. 

The biggest impact of this event is 
very obvious; it is psychological. It is a 
big price to pay for a psychological 
event, $150 billion, which adds up to 
$200 billion over 10 years to our chil-
dren. That is the big impact, that the 
American people and the world can see 
the Congress and the President can 
work together to address what we see 
as an economic slowdown, even though 
what we are proposing probably will 
not have the effects we hope it will 
have in the short term. 

But we should not aggravate this 
problem by significantly increasing the 
lack of focus of the package by throw-
ing in all these other ideas, by expand-
ing the rebate to high-income individ-
uals, by extending unemployment in-
surance in areas where there is basi-
cally full employment. Literally, the 
House package becomes the high wa-
termark. I thought I would never say 
that, but that is the way it looks right 
now from the Senate activity. 

So I wished to make those points be-
cause I think we may have to have an 
open discussion of what goes on around 
here, but we also have to have expe-
dited activity. I do not want to slow it 
down. 

I do want to make the points that if 
we start throwing all this baggage 
under the bill, we will probably set the 
train in the wrong direction. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the Chair 
and I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:32 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER). 

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

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the period 
for morning business be extended for 2 
hours, with the time equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that any 
quorum time be equally divided. 

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are in a period of morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, we 
are, for roughly 2 hours. 

f 

STIMULUS PACKAGE 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 
thought I would take a few moments to 
talk about this stimulus package that 
is sort of maybe making its way 
through the Congress. 

I was in my home State of Iowa this 
weekend, and a lot of people came up 
to me, from various walks of life, ques-
tioning whether we had lost all our 
sanity around here in terms of this 
stimulus bill. 

Well, as I probed and asked ques-
tions, it seemed everyone thought this 
idea of just sending a check out to ev-
erybody—when we are borrowing the 
money from our kids and grandkids—to 
do it did not seem to make much sense, 
especially if some of that so-called 
stimulus money is used to buy a flat- 
screen TV made in China. 

So we borrow money from China, we 
go into more debt to them—which our 
kids and grandkids and great- 
grandkids and on and on will have to 
pay for—so that people here can buy a 
consumer good made in China, and 
send the money to China. So whose 
stimulus is this? Is it for our country 
or is it for China? So people really 
rightfully question it. 

Now, they have heard that maybe we 
are going to send a check to everybody 
regardless of income, that Bill Gates— 
and God bless him; he is always the 
foil, I guess, for the wealthiest in our 
country—and people of that magnitude 
of income would actually get a check. 

I have to believe people are beyond 
laughing about this now. I have to be-
lieve the citizens of this country are 
scratching their heads and wondering 
just what are we doing. 

What I heard from my constituents 
in Iowa is that if you really want to do 
something in terms of the economy, 
first of all, you take care of those who 
are hurt the most, those at the bottom, 
and then you take and you invest 
money in the economic well-being of 
this country. 

So the more I talked to people about 
this issue, it became very clear to me 
that what we should be focusing on in 
the stimulus package—not what the 
White House has said and not even 
what the House said. I was not part of 
that agreement. I was not invited to 
those talks or anything else. It was 
only done by the Speaker of the House, 
I guess, and the minority leader of the 
House and the President. Well, there 
are 100 Senators here, too, and we rep-
resent people. It would seem to me we 
should have some input into what this 
‘‘stimulus package’’ is. 

So it is clear to me that just taking 
a bunch of money we borrowed from 
China—which our kids and grandkids 
have to pay back—and giving it in a 
check to everyone, just throwing it out 
there, is just throwing money at the 
problem. How many times have we 
heard around here: Don’t just throw 
money at the problem. So if we have an 
economic slowdown, let’s target—let’s 
target—what it is we are going to put 
our money into. 

Now, first, you want to ask the le-
gitimate question of, if you are going 
to spend a dollar, what gives you the 
most economic activity? What rolls 
around the most in the economy? What 
has the largest multiplier effect? Well, 
the Economic Research Service, the 
Moody’s have all said that the biggest 
bang for the buck we could get is in 
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