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Please note from the attached fact sheet that
$81 million of the $123 million will come from
foreign customers.

ERDA has contacted Frank Horton and asked him to
withdraw from his position stated in the attached
"Dear Colleague" letter.

Attachment

cc: Jim Mitchell
Alan Kranowitz
Barry Roth



Fact Sheet

HR 13350 Title V

Pricing of Uranium Enriching Services

On June 24, 1975, ERDA submitted to Congress draft legislation to amend
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to revise the basis for
establishing prices for uranium enrichment services. This legislation
would permit ERDA to establish charges for enrichment ser&iceé which
would recover not less than the Gdvernment's costs over a reasonable
period of time, on an unsubsidized basis, and in the opinion of the ERDA
Acdministrator would not discourage the development of domestic sources

of supply independent of ERDA.
The legislative proposal supports two main objectives:

Enables ERDA to obtain a fair value for its enriching services sold

to domestic and foreign customers.

Eliminates or reduces the differential between the Government's charges‘
for enriching services and those of potential domestic private

enrichers.

Uranium enrichment is the only step in the production of nuclear fuel

that is not privately owned and priced on a commercial basis. Current
éharges for enrichiant services, based on recovery of the Government's
costs over a reasonable period of time, do not reflect the full range

of cost elements associated with a commercial-industrial activity,

such as provisions for taxes, insurance, and a return on equity. The
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" absence of these factors in the price essentially c..istitutes a subsidy -
to both domestic and foreign customers and results in a price
significantly lower than can be reasonably expected from any future

sources.

The increased revenues which would flow to the United States government
=

from foreign and domestic customers will tend to reduce the general tax

burden and minimize the impact of the Government's enrichment program

on the U.S. economy..

A comparison of prices for uranium enriching serVices under the proposed
present and revised legislation is as foilows:
TABLE 1

Pricing of Uranium Enriching Services for

Fixed Commitment Contracts

Present . Revised
Pricing Pricing

($ per SWU)
Price in effect as of :
July 1975 $53.35 $76.00

Price in effect as of {
April 1976 $59.05 $82.00

Estimated Price to be
Effective for FY 1977 $63.35 $90.00

The increases from July 1975 to FY 1977 reflect higher costs to be

recovered, principally for cascade power and plant modifications and

improvements (CIP/CUP).
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" The revised pricing would increase ERDA's Uranium turiching Revenues -
for FY 1977 from $539.1 million to $661.9 million, or an increase of
$122.8 million. Of these additional revenues, about $80.9 million

would be from foreign customers and about $41.9 million from domestic

customers.
»

Over the next five yesars, the proposed pricing would result in additional
revenues of about $1.1 billion as follows:
TABLE 2

Additional Revenues from Fixed Commitment Customers

Enrichment Customers

B E%ﬁ%%%gbns of 1977 Dg%%§%§%£
1977 81 42
1978 70 50
1979 10 : 90
1980 140 140
1981 170 200
5N | 2

Even with these higher prices, ERDA will spend about $610 million
more in FY 1977 for uranium enriching.activities than it will receive
from revenues. ERDA projections indicate that at the revised prices
it will be about 1982 before cumulative revenues @ffset cumulative
expenditures for enriching operations, not including any possible

oxpenditures for nev nlay ' A FOR



The higher price of nuclear fuel under the proposed legislation would
result in an increase of about 3.1 percent or .57 mills/KWH in the
cost of electricity generated from nuclear power as follows:
TABLE 3
~ Impact on Tofal

Bus-Bar Generation Cost
(mil1s/Kwh)

Basis Capital Fuel 0&M Total

New Legislation 14.18 3.87 1.00 19.05

01d Legislation 14.18 3.30 1.00 18.48 -
Increase _0.57 (3.1%)‘

When averaged over a:1 electric generaticn, this increase would
amount to a 0.07% and 0.13% increase in the cost of electric power
to the u:timate consumer in FY 1978 and FY 1981, respectively.

Averaged, this increase would add less than four cents to a monthly

electricity bill of $30.00.

The GAO reviewed the revised basis of pricing proposed by ERDA and
.concluded that the assumptions in developing the revised prices,
even though judgemsntal, were reasonable, The Joint Committee
modified the legislation to incarporate GAO's suggestion that any
change in the basic approach used by ERDA in arriving at its revised

pricing must be submitted for congressional approval.

iy



The Committee further modified the proposed legislation to provide for -

full and complete hearings to be held before the revised prices may

take effect.

Critics of nuclear power charge that the éaxpayer is subsidizing the
nuclear industry. The proposed LSgis1ation, 5 4 enacted,.wbu1d remove
any basis for charges of a Government subsidy to either foreign or
domestic utilities in the pricing of nuclear fuel. ERDA considers‘

this revised basis of pricing essential to-obtain a fair value for

enriching services.

L £ 4'-.
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¥ @ongress of the Elnitel States .
THouse of Wepresentatives

3 Wasyington, DL, 20315

'

May 12, 1976

H.R. 13350 - Pricing of Uranium Enrichment Services

Dzar Colleague:

He are writing you on an issue of grave concern to the Congress and consumers--
energy prices. ]

Thz Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has inserted a pravision in the ERDA authoriza-
tion which would parmit a substantial increase in the price of enriched uranimn;:the fuel
tnich powars our growing nunber of nuclear pover plants.

Present law provides that enrichment services are to be priced to recover "the .
Govarnment's costs over a reasonable period of time" (42 U.S.C. 82201 v.). In practhe,
thz government charges prices for these services which cover costs plus a 15 percent con~
tingency. This pricing formula is analogous to thz "just and reascnable” ‘ormulat1on
empioyad to regulate prices of other essential services and fuels.

By contrast Title V of H.R. 13350 would allow ERDA to set the price of uraniuvm
enrichmant services at a level which "will not discourage the development of domestic
sipply independent of” ERDA. This language would a2llow potential private enrichers to
set the price of government services on the basis of some vague "discouragement index".
The. pr1c=s established by this formula would be a dramatic concession of the public
interast to private power; and a drastic departure from traditional economic regulation
designed to balance tha achievement of aqequaue supply with just and reasonable prices.

The bottomline for consumers is increased energy prices. ERDA estimates that cumula-~
tive costs for the .ext five years would be $760 million. This estimate was basad upon a
proaect=d cnarga of $76 per Separative Hork Unit (SWU, a measure of the effort required to
separau a given quantity of uranium feed into two streams, one having a higher parcentage
of U-235). However, GAD interviews with potential enrichers indicated that a charga of
$100 par SHU would be required in order not ta discourage their entry into the industry.
Based on this figures, the economic 1mpact on consumers would be double that estimated by
ERDA. Even $76 represents a significant increase over present Gov=rnment prices of $53.

Ir»nlcalTy, T1t1e YV is not requ1red to encourage private uranium enrichment. All of
the coverament's enrichment capac1ty is :u]]y contracted for. Therefore, governoent com-
patition with private enrichers is not at issue.

Fer these reasons, we will offer a motion to strike Title V of H.R. 13350 when it
comes to the floor today. For these same reasons, Title V is opposed by the Edison
Electric Institute (representing investor-owned UtT]ILIES) the American Public Power
,550,1¢t10n the National Rural Electric Cocperative Association; Consumer Federation of
fmarica; AFL- CIO; and the former chairman of the JCAE, Chet Holifield. Some of their

e~t9dzagj;;fattached to this letter for your consideration. ;

L Yaoa-you will join vus in striking Title ¥ of H.R. 121350

“ /r/// /7 S
"Z::/’? e /Z ;
Irull\ il f\.‘u]l
bamhor of Canqgress

/ -
’ : -
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ANMERICAN PUBLIC POVWER ASSOCIATION

2600 VIRGINIA AVENUE RW WASHINGTYTON DC 20037 —202[333 3200
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Q7PICEAS. g i Uay 11, 191:5:,.——‘:‘\: By ,.'.J i
Proy2saUSTANGEY R CAST : ) gty o e
-3 CHARLES £ CUCKWORTH . 'fhe Honorable John Moss A S Vi r
Bt e s - " T.S. House of Represantatives e % .ﬂq"_ e
E NOATHCUTT LY e i ;
:::_:‘t::;"mmrh - 2356-.RayburnTHouse gx.rlce Bldg. % 35 = Mo

. Washington, D.C. 20515 R, 1 TR
d piREaroas . o ‘y e - y e
%Mwﬁ:im E Dea}: Mr. Mass: | A S i Hagoe ,
ALDO BENITETT e
‘ "”;:‘:‘::”; T uederstand that vhen the ERDA authorizat::ou bill, o

Lensing, Mickigan

VTAMAEY R, Cas3 .
. Fort Coiies, Calarxds

H.R.. 13350, comes to the flcoor this week, youw will offer za. ~-
a.anun..nt o strike Title ¥V of the bill which seeks to sub—

vt b coma, s - - stitute speculariva private prices for the existing statu~
ey :‘;,_,’W":: i~ -~ tory stamdard of Yrecovery of the government’s costs over .
' Austin, Minmessis - a reasconzbla seriod of time" in establishing charges for
R At Tane ot uranium enrichoment provided by Federal facilities. On
JoHM C. Engia & behalf of the Amsrican Public Power Assacciation, which -
- Handion, Ol e -
R me: ¥ repxresents 1,400 locz2l public power systers in 48 States, - .
t Hocatag lem I wish to express my support for your amendment. Title V
5 s et ~ should be striken for the following reasons: ]
Cacpreative, Jag < e & '
*  Biwmach, Liorth Dakste - P 5 ) & ‘ . i .
* cawvm R henzz - 1. It would significantly boast-consumers’ électriz -
. R 2 RELEL - o e - = 9 by - el i
e T hills 2t a time when high rates are already imposing 2
= = o = 5 - - - ]
Litalon, Massackuasits heavy inflatiorpary burden. ¢
PATRICK J. HESTEA g . e S e s
Fovalls Conlre, Bew Yok~ i K. N
FIASAZH D, HINCHEE & 2. It would decrease the competitive pressure of nuclear
Buchaak, Calilara & ) - » . i
o - 3 o T, . “
0.6, WKL % power in keeping down the cost of fossil. fuels.
PUD 221 of Sasghomish Coualy - - . -
Evsrolt, WasNieglan ; ’ 3 * ’ *
Vi, BERAY BUTCHiNGS 3. It would abandon 2 policy of setting Federal prices .
f:;":"“- “"; on the basis of actual costs and vse instead fictional costs
& . Jons - s
McMiznvills, Orazzn : based on private projections. o :
MAX E, Ki3ulz i s
oo Foves Pulliz Fawer Gicirict R e » & $ T w
Cefimadua, Kedrases 4, Xt would elimipate a yardstick against which to
R e reasure the charges of future private enrxichers and set.a .
DUIS L MULLOY floor for future chzrges. ¥ . =
Los Angsles, Calitaraiy B 4 i -
A. ) PESTER % . % 5
ol S .Lt.: would.dl courage fo*‘urn intexest Ia purchasing t
JOHN POLANCIC U.8. uranivm enrichzznk services. : e
Pockells, Minsis d i S
V. 0. SCOGGIN = s 5 s e
B2shiilla, Tenmessen Title V is not nacessary to resolve the pending question of
g b ;e who should build the n2xt increment of uraniuu cnrichoont
s suanzen capacity. As pointed cut by the Cen’ x2l Accounting Offic.:
. ;'f;;"”f;: "‘;mce the Gov‘,r'u_.;q._ s capacity is fully contracted foxr, its
S5t Cy T ron it CRYET e . - Dbl % o8 ey :
PiE=ins C2ize S
e Lo SRivel2 : . FO
BTN B, ULAIZH ® /96
S23U500, AthIDIad = 3 <
OIr-I5 VA FuTIE T urge that Title V bo deleted from M.R. 1335(]=x -
Catlurnia torecisal

T

A Lihiing Assccistion ' ©
Trrerty, Califomia i cI 1 :
A B oy | N
i e v clncerasd N

Lyt aten wn
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T’ne Edison Eléctric Institure, tha principsl national association
of iovestor-owmed electric utilities, iotoes that the Joint Co::ag.._._ea .on

-

’e are seciously concerned- aoou" Title V of the proposed bill which vould.

suthorize commercial pxiciug of earichment ervices by ;;u;),\. P

-:’ © . o d * - .'- -

.'i-:-t,Lne Instltuze has strongly supporced passage of the nu..le.:u: Fuel §
Assurance Act, S.2033, which would pl.ovv"e for conmarcial pricing in-a .
_co:-.-_:se:ﬁ tive environmeat.  We take sirong issue, however, with a2rguzsnts
which have been azdvanced Iin favor of co—eercial pricing under coaditions - -
in which tha govern=zaat continves as the so

it is our understaadiecg thalt existing legisiation reguires the goverasment
to fully recover the cast of providiaz cnrichaeat services, and that prices
are now, aad have oeen, set accordimzly. Fu: ‘c"u.r, it is opr opianion thet -
enactoenk of the proposed legislation is not necessary to epcourages p'r:.\ re
coz=marcial eltermatives. - There are Ox.her.aJﬂllab"" courses um.cn. can -

rr
= Wn

3
2 source OF em:ichme“xt sexvices.-
¥ =

acco::plis‘n this objective at locwer cost, i. our vies. PARirL i
The electric util ity industry is acv..t""y aware of the iImpact of :
incrcased prices uporn consumers and its respsasibility to do everything :
possible to control costs. Our belief is thzt the proposed J.ng.slatlor
would uanzcessarxily Increasz the cost of. 2leciricity. 2 T
Ve respectfully recommend that the C\..__:.ttee agree to 2 Iloor : -
amendazat to delete Title V from the ERDA authorization bill.so thar the
electric utility industry may have an opportuaity to present its vieus .
on this most important matter at legislativa hzarings to be held at B e
Iazer date. : B

Sincarely yours,

L]

i TN AT

! F, e £ s e

s
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Atoaic Emergy has voted to re:;ort ozt the E22A Appropriatioss bili, S.3105.. b o
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EE C. WHITE, CHAIRMAN - - ELLEN BERMAN, DIRECTOR '_-
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=2 Represenfafiv;: ‘_1' ‘ 2 ' ‘; - -~

3 reported by The-JoinT Committea on Atomic Ensray, & lithis noticed provision in -
3=2. ERDA authorization bili reguires the ERDA Administroetor to set prices for ‘ i
adaral uranium enrichment servicss ati 2 level which will Pnot discourage® private
sncerns from moving intoe this field. The Energy Poiicy Task Force of Consumer -
aderation of America is vigorousiy cp posad +o This laanguage. :

a2 proposad amandmen? %e;?ha Atexic E rgy A=t would abandaw ths stalvtory stan—
z2rrd of Yrecovery of th2 G:vern",q? s casTs over & reasonzble periocd of tTims' and
mstitute hypotheticz! costs of pri vate companxes which might — - oF might not —
ater the enrichment field. e

" -

20A is currently charging prices Tor enrichment services which cover Iis costs
tus a 157 coatingency, so thera is no need fo boost prices To avoid subsidizalion.

ce tha Fedaral qovernr=n? is presus ably not in the businsss of nak:ng excess
fi?s oif tha services it sells 7o iis citizens, the addiiion of fictional costs’
> Faderal prices cen only bs regarded as zn ‘Unjustified, regressive, and discrim- °

Tory tax on consumers of powar produced by nuclear power planis.

i gher cHarg s vhich would result from this chance in Fedsra! policy would unrea-
anably inflate Tthe eleciric bills of consumers who are alrezdy sieggering under

ontinuing rounds of repid rate increassas,. - The govarnment's uranium 2nrichment e
zpa2city is fully contracted for and i+ is pointless to reiss pric 5 on axis?ing -
oniracis for the aliegsed purpoz2 of encourzaina nen-Federal earichren Congress

s not yol made a decisiocn on who should buiid fuiure insrements of.i adad uranium'
ir i chmant c°pacl.y, but The answzr To That gusstion does not swing on ERDA pricing -

N

Ffedaral facxlete y

= -
.

3§0 tion of the private pricing bpproaCh would effect ‘jvely c.xmsnaf» The role of
2 Federal government as a vardstick 1o meesurs the charges of private enrichers
'hich Congress may allow to perform this funciion in Tas fuivire. A- Ydi scouragzuant

ﬂd-::-t" pronared b rrlenta cormnanios wonld ke cubetitutod for- matun! raverpmen
e 1 id B
Fc:.vd @ now Fodaeal pries support onCHm Wiin B Tioor Lglurained by The benstbi-
eries =- poteniial or;vare “enrichers ~— and rati fied by ER2A.  This would be a g
lagran. cbundomirent of dhe goverameni's responsi riuny O provecy consumars, and
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veistd furthar fual contentions that Congress exhibits an unseeming willingness
+ta. relinguish its powers in favor of lazrge corperations.

Ve urga tha¥ the Title containing +his drastic modification of existing law ba
striken from the ERDA authorization bill when it comas to the flcor. 5

Sincerely,




AMENDMENTS TO HR 13350

ERDA AUTHORIZATION BILL

HOUSE ACTION -- MAY 18-19




BELLA S, ABZUG
20 DisTaikcT, New Yorx

WASHINGTON OFPICES
1507 LoncwowrH Orricz Bun.owe

Wasssnaron, 0.C. 20518
COMMITTELS:

202-223.5335

[ rovovums oo P ypoeonel of fhe Tnited States e

di

232-TTH Avaw

suse of Representatives new Yomse, Y. 10001

212-820-670%

Elashington, D.E, 20515 725 West 18157 STRzET

Mew Yore, NLY. 10033
212-880-6138

May 4, 1976 720 Cotumaus Avenus

$ i NEW Yome, NLY. 10023
. 2122301300 .
Dear (olleaque, - _

I am planning to introduce an amendwent £o-H.R. 13350 cn Thursday
to strike all funds for ‘nuclear weapons-activities! fram the ERDA
Fiscal Year 1977 authorization.

The purpcse of ny amendment is to strike the nuclear weapons
authorization so that we can debate it separately. The intention
is not necessarily to reduce ERCA's uitimate weapons authorization
but rather to enable Congress to consider important weapons issues
apart fram unrelated civilian enargy issues.

As you may recall, I offered a similar amendrent supportsd by more
than 100 Merbers to strike those finds designated for nuclear weapms
from the FY 1376 ERDA authorization. Some Members who voted against
the amendment did so to permit funds ‘o be available to ERDA during
FY 1576 but noted that they too favored the concept of separating the
weapons authorization from the rast of the bill.

Inportant changes in America's nuclear strategy have been taking

place. The basic strategy of "strategic detervent" is being

planted by "camterforoe" or first-sirike, Administration officials
have hinted that "tactical" nuclazar weapons are an option for policy-
makers to consider. For Fiscal Year 1677, the Committee has recommended
a 20% increase in nuclear wespars program operating expenses over

- last year.

Surely all these issues deserve the full and serious omsideration
attainable cnly through separate authorization proceedings rather
than under the five~minute rule. I will offer myv amendment to
provide Congress with that opportumity. It woculd be a tragedy if,
ancz again, we were told that it is "tco lata” to make the change
this year.

If you have any questions, please contact Alex Rnopp of my staff
at Ext. 55635.

s,
k-
- 4
‘ i/ M bl 3 .
."bm"’-;;i" 'V.- ‘}
BELIA-S. ASBZUG

e e s s S3
FEWDRT O Lngress

THIS STATIONZRY PRINTED ON PAFZR MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS

——————
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t To: ¥y, Graex
‘ ¥r. Culpepper <

Subjzct: AMNZIDMEST TD H.2. 13350, FY 19577 ERDA AGTEORIZATION 2ILL,
57 REP. BELLA AXITG

I padervstand that ¥s. Abzmg 15 2oiazx ro ofiasr a2 amendsent to the subject

$31} to rTesowves a3l Tuxnds ralatad to Feapons Activities 2od have the Weapons
Tuxds ivcluvded in a separaZe Antkorizaiica B411 wvotad on iw‘aoeadantly fron
B.R. 13330. -Speeifically; dasad on calls Irom Lea %3z, 02fjice of Congressional
Sala:ice.s, a.ad Alax Xoopo, Rep. Adzng’s oifi..e, asking me ro check the
figures,- ste Dropowass.the following:

Abzag ¢C
H.2. 13330 Azmavdaent Recozends
Pags 2, 1ine 13 $5,233,304,000 Eo change $4,013,155,0060
{Total Title IT) . -
Page 16, 1ine 11 3,371,675,000  §2,351,271,000¢  2,294,570,000% :
(Cperatiag) . :
Pags 18, line 18 63,400,000 o D 5
thro Pags 18, {111 specifically idenrified weapens activity proiects.) F
1ipa 14 }:ﬁ
Pagz 20, lize 13 74,610,000 54,110,000 34,330,000 "
{cF?) s %
Page 20, lice 17 276,348,000 203,268,000 . 203,263,000 %
{Eguipment) g
;
Changs
Oparatinz -1,020,405,000 -1,077,106,000 i
Equipmest ~ 73,103,000 - 73,100,000 §
Construcricn i
line Item ~  §9,400,000 -  $9,400,000 £
Totel 51’153;‘!’03’@3 sl, %G.lbog

¢
£
¥
£
%
3

g -}-",'rna gifference is $56,701,000 and represents the adjustment to get frem
. B8/0 o B/3A for weaptms in the Anthorizaricm Bill.

I bsve votified Waimrizht (ANS) zpd Groover (B¥A) of this reguest exd cer

recozmendations,
20z 1
> P
,é 7 o q-r?(;f 37 >
;';:' Fokert S. :zo"é, maf —

F aatimal Secoxiry Braoch
Office of the Con: o"ler

= e ottt e n ‘m ;&Q!’
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1. Striking the funds for nuclear weapon activities fiem HoR. 13350

's not necessary to bring alout separate debate, sor is scparate
authorization. Weapon program funding requirements are identificd
scparately in the ERDA budget request, and scparate justification is
provided for each element of the weapon program. It should be possible
to arrange for separate debate of the weapon program by some process &
short of new legislation.

2. Separate authorization for ERDA nuclear weapon activities would be
detrimental to both programs in that it would reduce flexibility for

reprogramming funding between weapon and energy programs in time of

emergency or when serious unanticipated changes in program resource

requircments occur. Zm-ﬂ-l-uaﬁeﬁen-ef—saér-e-aeed—occmzed-eeeenﬁy

e éaTizaﬁmr—t-hat—unless.ﬂmds_muld_he_EQL

grammed from nonweapon programs into weapons, the labs would be forced
to reduce manpower levels below the level which would be supported

in the transition quarter (when the supplemental funds were expected to
be available) and greatly below the planned FY1977 level. Since such a
temporary reduction in force would be very undesirable, it was decided
to reprogram funds from another area (in this case, happily, from greater

than anticipated uranium enrichment revenues). OB concurred and since

Congress merely had to be notified, $8M was promptly reprograrmmed, solving

the problem. Had the weapon program been funded under separate legis-

lation, a supplement would have been the only solution, and in view of

the fact that the FY1976 supplemental delay was causing the prohlem

there likely would have been no way i ine pe 3
reduction,. -
) e P %2 % 3 fiis"“ X vt e

-

5
.:
*
s
i
;




C, X f 5'_’ .
Arne’:?;!ment to H. R. 13350, As Régorted _ :

Offered by Ms. Abzug 5 i

T ¢
=
i pe-

Page 16, line 11, strike out "$3,371,676,000" 2nd insert
b s _Sr. & v
in lieu thereof "$2,351,271,000". e N

ey
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Amendment to H. R. 13350, As Reported

Offered by Ms. Abzug

‘Page 18, strike out line 18 and all that follows throﬁgh

page 19, line 14.
And redesignate the following paragraphs accordingly.

Fage 20, beginning on line 13, strike out “$74,610,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$54,110,000".

Page 20, line 17, strike out "$276,368,000" and insert
in lieu thereof "$203,268,000". gk
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UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

MAY ¢ 1975

Hororable Bella S. Abzug
House of Representatives

Dear Ms. Abzug: . .

I appreciate the interest expressed in your April 23, 1976 letter to
Mr. Cantus, the Director of ERDA's Congressional Liaison Office, to better
understand the Weapons programs which comprises a significant portion of
ERDA's FY 1977 budget request. Included in ERDA's total budget request
of $6.048 billion for budget authority (B/A) and $5.266 billion in budget
outlays (B/O) is funding for the Weapons program of $1.203 billion in B/A
and $1.154 billion in B/O. The following unclassified information will
provide some insight into the purpose znd objectives of the Weapons program
and the planned utilization of the funds being requested in FY 1977. 1
regret that the classified nature of this program does not pernit the

- release of a more detailed explanation. However, we have provided
additional classified details to our Authorization and Appropriations
Committees.

Enclosure 1 provides dollar estimates of the Weapons program at the
subprogram and category levels of the Operating Expenses Appropriation
and the Plant and Capital Equipment Appropriation for FY 1975, FY 1976,
the FY 1976 Transition Period, and the FY 1977 budget request.

Enclosure 2 is justification for the Weapons program funding request as
contained in ERDA's FY 1977 Congressional budget submission.

Enclosure 3 lists each weapons system currently in the research,
development, and/or production phase a2s well as the advanced development
concepts which are to be supported by the FY 1977 budget request for
the Weapons program.

One of the principal foundations of ERDA is multi-program laboratories
and the scientific and management expertise inherited from the Atomic

. Energy Commission. As Weapons was one of AEC's larger programs, a
significant portion of the work performed at these laboratories was
directed toward nuclear weapons R&D. 7The expertise of these laboratories,
under AEC and now ERDA management, has enabled this Nation to stay ia
the forefront in nuclear Weapons design and availability. These same
laboratories have contributed significantly to the developrment and
commercial application of nuclear energy and many other important areas.

o\WTIoy
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Hpnorable Bella S. Abzug

. The success in the development of atomic energy for both military and
"civilian applications is attributable to having a single agency responsible.
for the management and funding of the entire program, and the existence of
an environment wherein weapons and energy R&D programs mutually share the
benefit of their individual advances. As just one example, significant ,
and dynamic programs are under way in the research and development of .-
laser and electron beam fusion technology with the goal of generating

~ electrical power by the fusion process. Other energy applications
being pursued at ERDA's multi-program laboratories include laser isotope
separation, geothermal power, solar energy, coal gasification, gas and
oil well stimulation, wind energy and energy conservation. -

I am hopeful the information provided herewith will enable you to better
understand the Weapons program and its role in the Energy Research

and Development Administration. If I can be of further assistance,
please contact me. . .

Sincerely,
P 6'. @M—- 3
e T
s 3 Tl i M. C. Greer
At ’fz ?Controller

Enclosures:
As stated : 4
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COMGRESS OF THE UNITEN STATES
House oF REPRESENTATIVES
HasHuineTon, D.C.

May 5, 1976
442 *PROPOSED AME, E/v'T JO ERDA AUTHORIZATION BILL--NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION****
Dear Colleague \/ :

”
#41
h?-!',' ?

'm;rty years ago, the only nation in the world with a nuclear bamb was the

U.S.

Today, at least six nations—the United States, Great Britain, France, the
Soviet Union, the Pecple's Republic of China, and India-—and reportedly a seventh—
Israel-—already have nuclear weapons.

Brazil, Argentina, Pakistan, South Africa, Turkey, Fqypt, and Indonesia are
on their way to getting nuclear barbs.

Irresponsible nuclear suppliers—notably France and Test Germany—-which are
licensed by U.S. firms for muclear technology and which depend largely on the
United States to fuel their om power reactors, are now exporting nuclear weapons
rotential. Providing a country with nuclear power gives it not only plutonium
(the substance needed to make a bamb) but also the scientific-engineering complex
needed to make the short step to producing nuclear weapons.

By 1990, reactors in the developing nations, many of them ruled by unstable
or wnfriendly dictators, will be generating 30,000 pounds of plutonium annually-—
the equivalent of 3,000 atomic bombs.

The responsibility for this horrifying proliferation which may possibly
lestroy this planet lies with this countrv alone. Thus, it is up to the United
jtates to use what leverage it has left (until the Furopeans have their awn
wclear fuel facilities) to curb proliferation.

As a f:.rst step in corbatting nuclear proliferation, I shall offer an arend-
neht to the Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDN) Authorization
SA11 aimed at{recuiring a country which receives nuclear techmolcay fram/the f
Jnited States to agree to place all its nuclear facilities under the nuclear safe-
Juards administered by the Internmational Atcmic Fnerayv 2cency. My amendrent also
urges the Moministration to seek the cooperaticn of other nuclear suppliers in
applying ‘this condition (and includes a presmmual waiver for national security).

Thus, my amendment is necessary to assert U.S. leadership in the struggle to
restrain the spread of nuclear weapons. I would welcame your support. If you
have any questions, please call Bill Anderson of my staff (x53061}.

Sincerely,

N ,@;2 OZ’rL

CLARFHCE-D.. IONG
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Comments on Mr. Long's Amendment to HR 13350

Section 123 requires a Presidential finding that any such agreement
will "promote'" the common defense and security. Thus, although the
language of the Long amendment is somewhat different than that of
Section 123, the end effect is similar: to require affirmative Presidential
certification of the need for such an agreement.

To the extent that this language places res£rictions upon the Exeéutive
Branch's ability to initiate negotiétion of executive agreements, it seems to
require a national security decision without knowledge of the content of the

final agreemeni. Moreover, such a limitation would be an unwarranted and

probably unconstitutional infringement of the Executive's aéthority to
conduct foreign relations. ‘

The US at present has 30 agreements‘for cooperation with individual
nations and 2 with groups of nations, EURATOM and IAEA, Characteristically,
these are permissive in nature; that is, they provide a framework rather
than a commitment for the export of nuclear materials or equipment.

Actual exports are made under general or specific licenses. Five new

oxr substantially revised agreements are now in negotiation of which Brazil,
Egypt and Israel would be affected by this amendment. As NPT parties,
Iran and Greece would not be affected.

We would also note that the amendment would affect all of a nation’'s
nuclear programs (and not omly the peaceful nuclear facilities of .
non-nuclear weapon countries which are not parties to the NPT). This is
inconsistent with the NPT which does not require any nation to place all . f

its military activities, e.g., naval propulsion, under IAEA safeguards.

The US considers it desirable in principle for all suppliers to

adopt the policy of exporting only to nations which have accepted IAEA



safeguards on their full fuel cycle by NPT membership or otherwise; and the
US has favored such an aépraach. If all suppliers adopted this policy, it
would probably have a significant effect in persuading non-NPT nations

to join NPT or accept IAEA safeguards on their full fuel cycle (although
some non-NPT nations might press development of indigenous capacity without
such safeguards). It is worth noting, in this connection, that the

IAEA Board of Governors, with US support, has recently approved a
resolution asking the Agency's Secretariat to prepare a document setting
forth the possible content of a safeguards agreement under which a nation
not farty to the NPT could accept IAEA safeguards over its full mmclear
fuel cycle, if it desired. The availability of such a document may be 2
useful step in support of nonproliferation objectives. At preseat,
however, other nuclear exporters are not prepared to make full-fuel-

cycle safeguards or NPT membership conditions of supply.

If the US alone.adopted this policy, non-NPT countries desiring nuclear
supplies could simply turn to suppliers which do not impose this requirement;
consequently, the intended effects from the nomproliferation viewpoint
would be lacking. Furthermore, the U5 ability as a supplier to influence
the nuclear programs and safeguards pslicies of non-NPT nations wouldbe
significantly diminished. Another pozsible result would be the breakdown
of supplier cooperation and a return o relatively uncontrolled

competition among other supplier coun:ries.




It must be recognized that unilateral.US actions such as this would

not lead to a cessation of nuclear power programs in the countries
affected. The US no longer has a monopoly in the nuclear area. There =
are other suppliers of nuclear materials, equ%pment, and technology.

Also, most non-nuclear countries can, if they are so determined, turn
theqselves into nuclear countries. The only way to try for the laudable
goal envisaged by this amendment is to attempt to coordinate with the

other supplier countries and to convince the recipient countries that

this goal is necessary and in their own best interest.
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION

May §, 1976

Prar Colleagwa:

This week the House is scheduled to consider H. R. 13350--the
ERDA authorization bill for ¥Y 1977.

Sections 108 and 306, which are identical, authoriza ERDA to
retain millions of dollars of receipts annually and to use the revenues
25 operating expanses to fund ERDA programs without further appropriation
by Congress. Normally such revenues are raquired by 31 U.S5.C. 484 to be
deposited into the treasury. I believe that this provision violates
Rule XXI, clause 5 of the House Rules which provides that ro bill
“carrying appropriations shall be reported by any committee not having
jurisdiction to report appropriations . . . ." Clearly, the Science and

Technology and Joint Atomic Energy Committees do not have such juris-
dictiono

This is the grossest form of backdoor financing. I plan to
offer an amendment to thesae sections reguiring such revenues to be
subject to annual appropriation}Ac:s.

- Sections 107 and 305-uf—the bill, which are identical, J;;thori*a ] \\\\\

ERDA to spend possibly millions for engineering design and construction

projects merely on the basis that ERDA has proposed a bill to authorize

such cogsttuction. Such a b1ill may never be enacted or even considered

by Congress. The Senate report (94-762) of the Joint Coznittee on the
kj companion bill (S. 3105) states (pp. 57-58):

""The authority is limited to permitting
ERDA to contract for advanced architect/
engineer services for construction projects
that are deemed by the Administrator to be
essential to meet the neseds of national
defense or the protection of life and property
or health and safety prior to Congressional
authoyrization.”

(3

However, this limitation is not a2 part of tha bill itself, X
think it should be. It is my intention to offer an amendment to inazyt
this limitation in these two sectlons so as to make it clzar that thiy
authority applies only in emergeuncy situations of this type,

B

I urge your support for both of tyrsegmendsents.

Sincerely yours,

John D. Dingell '
Hember of Congress -

ARSIV b ety s
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ACK EDWARDS
o AZABASIA
a5z OF REPRESENTATIVES

gnesiza, bley 5, 1976

EARDS of Alabama. L[r
.+ year I send my constitu-
¢ District of Alabarma a
_Saomaire to learn their
s rmajor issues with which we
=4 here in the Congress. I
=z cocspleted the compilation
ors and I would like to share
sou zrd the otber Diembers
o= DesrrTs—BAaLANces Frowral
e Sz Eave Pzoaart ~
w= pezzent of the approxtmately
s =ho returned my 1976 Legls-
som=ai-s szid they favor a bal-
= eve= if it means cutting back
==z some progranxy that thay

3

& 3
shetrtmy gpinion was compared
= == sald no to tbhe balapeed
eon. Question No. 1, and three
%ad o opinton.
co=g response indicates to me
wizemg of the First Congressional
£ahama undarstand that cots In
=2z have to be made if our gov-
==clal condition is to be brought
ok ‘Thzse cuts havs to come even
‘Mat eect us directly. ’

o WS

spsernent Spending each year

»=—any of our nation’s problems
=3 ‘¢ so many In Southwest
L2 basic fact.

aa N3, “Weat action or combi-
Zars 2t the federal level would
mefcia? to stimulating employ-
:sald that exmployment through
seczor was the best way to cure.
=2, Fifcy-on= percent wald they
mersasing tax incentives to pri-
7 In osdar to encourage expan-
2 ate szetar, and 33 percent sald
3 f2damal action is needed; the
==ld te 2llowed to take its own

el with 11 percert who sald
3 more faderal morey for pube
S8 rmight help and four percent
t2q5inz faderal spending to atim-
=20 mizht be the answer,

=2z revuen was Question No. 4,
3he future of the Soclal Secu-
=4. The qusstion read, “Soctal
Zorities have testified to Con~
7 the 1320°s there will nok be
'2x left iIn the Social Security
= coniinue the present level of

this situation, citizens were
= thz enswer closest to their
the possible solution. Forty-
=4 the Soclisl Security Trust
2 repisnished from general tax
¥=ceat said the fund should be
57 fncreasinz payroll taxes and
& baxeSts should be cut. Sev-
2-had varjous other suggestlons,
=22 Social Security over to pri-
Saamcompnaries, allowing only
5 + the fund to receive bene-
1;_ —fedicare out from under
¥ Siparvision,
=3 - who favor dipping into
! :; h=lp the Soclal Security
S2549t reclize that to do S0
7357 result $n an increase In
=% everzbody and would prob-
:E‘So::al Sacurtty Program an-~
¥ =2ndout by creating another
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political football. The general fund is already
6600 billlon in debt. While this might appear
10 be the answer at a guick glance, the long-
term ramifications would be lsastrous in
my opinion.

The answer to Question No, 5 came 2s &
bit of a surprise, Forty-nine percent of those
yeturning the questionnaire .sald present
laws should bs amended to prohibit .the
manufacturs aud sale of “Saturday Night
Specials” and other cheap handguns. An-~
other 20 percent sald they feel legislation
requiring the licensing snd registering of all
types of firearms should be passed. .

These two percentages were compared with
19 percent who said no further legislation is
reeded because present laws are satisfactory,
and 11 percent who said all gun laws are an
unconstitutional infringement on the right
to bear arms. woee * i :

Tabulations do not total 100 percent on
each question because soms chose not to
answer sorme guestions and in cases where
mare than one answer was Imarked to one.
question, none of the answers to that .one
question were counted. I sinceraly appreciate
those who took the tims to give mse their
opinion and I will be mindfwl of the collece
tive results when voting on these Issues in
the House of Representatives. _ &

Other questions and resulfs, not referred
to above, weret = ) .

2. With both inflation and unemployment
plaguing our econamy today, which would

- you rather see eliminated first: Inflatton, 80°

percent; unsmployment, 18 percent. ]

6. Legislation has been introduced in this
session of Congress which would require
courts to set & minimum sentence of five
years for any federal crims whers » Weapon
is used. Do you -support this spprosch as a
crime deterrent? Yes, 82 percent; no, 11 per-
cent; no opinion, 5 percent. |
© 7. Do you feel the activities and expendi-
tures of the CIA should be closely monlitored
by Congress? Yes, '47 percent; no, 49 per-
cent; ne opinion, 2 percent, B

8. Should these CIA Teports be released to
the public? Yes, 11 percent; no, 87 percent;
no opinion, 1 percent. . -

9: Do you think the United States finan-
cial contribution to the United Nations
(which currently runs about one-fourth of

the UN. budget) should be: Maintalned, 5 find ERDA programs without further- «
percent; Increased, 1 percent; reduced, 52 gppropriation by Congress. Normally =~

percent; terminated, 41 percent.

10. Do you favor the United States re-
talning the Panama Canal or relinguishing it
to the .Country of Panama? U.S. retentlon,
97 percent; relinquishing to Panama, 2 per-
cent.

11. Do you favor increasing trade between
the United States and Cammunist countries?
Favor, 56 percent: oppose, 43 percent.

12. Do you think the United States should
get involved in another country's affalrs to
prevent a Communist takeover? Yes, 47 per-
cent; no, 49 percent; no opluion, 2 percent

S

) RALPH ALTMAN

Bty

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER

OF WISCONSTN
IN THE IIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, MMay 5, 1976

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, an outstanding member of the
Federal civil service, Ralph Altman, has
retired this week. His valuable advice and
assistance will be sorely missed.

In my service on the Unemployment
Compensation Subcommittee I have had
the opportunity to work with Ralph
Altman on a number of occesions. His
understanding and familiarity with the

E 2315

totricate details, as well 2s the broader
policies underlying the Federal-State
unemployment compensation system
have made him an invaluable asseb.
‘This .month marks the 35th anniver-
sary of Ralph Altman’s service with the
Federal Government; he has served well
in his current capacity 2s Deputy Admin- -
istrator, Unemployment Insurance Sery--
ice at the Department of Labor, and has
provided the Unemployment Compen-.
sation Subcommitiee with a tremendous
amount of essistance. His easy manner.
has made him that much mare valuable .
to us in our deliberations. L . . . ..n
He has participated in the development -
of every unemployment compensation

legislative proposal put forward by the,-- :
_Department of Labor in the past 15 years -

and has served with great distinction
under both Democrat and Republican:
administrations. P :
" - I know that my colleagues on the Un-
employment Compensation Subcomprit= -

tee join with me in saying thank you to -

Ralph Altman and wishing him the very -
best—and a long and-enjoyable yetire--:
m SR ;

ERDA AUTHORIZATION FORB..
. FISCAL 1977 . .. ..

" HON. JOHN. D. DINGELL

OF MICHIGAN - °.°

I THE HOUSE OF REPEESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 5, 1976 « - .-

‘ Mr, DINGELYL. Mr. Speaker, this week -
the House.is- scheduled to copsider H.R.

13356—the ERDA authorization bill-for—.- ° =" &

fiscal year 1977.

Sections 108 and 306, which are identi- e

cal, authorize ERDA to retain miltions of
dollars of receipts annually and to use
the revenues as operating expenses to

such revennues are required by 31 US.C.
484 to be deposited into the Treasury. X.

believe that this provision violates rule -

XXT, clause 5 of the House Rules which

provides that no bill “carrying appro=: .~

priations shall be reported by any com=~-:

mittee not having jurisdiction to report .

appropriations., . . .” Clearly, the
Science and Technology and -Joinkt

Atomic Energy Committees do not have.-

- -

such jurisdiction. -

. "This is thé grossest form of backdoor
finaneing. I plan to offer an amendment
to these sections requiring such revenues -
to be subject to annual appropriatlon
acts. }

Sections 107 and 305 of the bill, which
are identical, authorize ERDA to spend
possibly millions for engineering desizn
and construction projects merely on the
basis that ERDA has proposed a bill to
a2uthorize such construction. Such a bill
may never be enacted or even considered
by Congress. The Senate report—9i-
762—of the Joint Committee on the com-
panion bill (S. 3103) siztes—pp. 57-58:

The authority is lmited to permitting
ERDA to contract for advsnced sarchitect/
engmeer services for construciion projects
that are deemed by the Admiristrator to be
essential to meet the needs of natlonal de-
fense or the protectio nof life and pr?perty

-
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02 heslth and safety prior to Congressional
authorization.
his limitation is not a pa.rt
e ritoelr. 1 think ft should be. It
I‘S/my intention to offer an amendment to
insert this limitation in these two sec-
tians so as to make 1t clear that this au-
thority applies only In emergency situa-

tions of thistype. - e

T wrge your.support tor both of these
amandments,

&

"IS!.T TO CAPITOL EILL BY 'I'HE
BONORABLE ALADN POEER

HON STEPHEN—J SDLARZ 2
s " or wxw m =

. IN THE HEOUSE OPMATIV!B
" .~ Wednesday, Moy §, 1976 -

“Mr, SOLARZ., Mr. Speaker, I am

pueued to announce that Congress will
kave the honor tomorrow ¢f hosking a
mrosé distinguised visitor, Mr, Alain Po-
hes, the President of the French Senate,.
who. will be here under the suspices of
the Cormmittee of Cmeern for- Syr!an
. JeWTY.
. Mr. Poher-has been President of the
Prench Senate since 1968, Ee previously
was elected President of the Eurapean
Community three " {lmes beginning in

ezl

lnaa.msrecords.sa.lada' of the Euro- .

pean Commmunity dates back to his'close -

* assoclation with Robert Schuman start-

Ing in-1946, his work with the European
-Coal angd Steel Commnumity and his key
- ¢ in the evolutionr of the Common

rket and the European Parliamen$. -

Mry. Poher was also an active figure in

- the Prench Resistance during World War
IL For his service, he was honored with
the Croix de Guerre and the Medal of the,
Resistance.

His willingness to fight for noble- -and-
Just causes is amply reffected in his cur-
rent work io help alleviate the uniortu-
nate plight of the Jewish community in
_Syria. Mr. Poher is the chairman of the
“International Conference for Deliverance
af the Jews in the Middle East. He has
chalred two international conlerences in
Paris, in 1970 and 1974, to consicder the
sttuation of the Jews in the Middle East.

In 1969, Mr. Poher began & systematic
end ultimately successful effort to get
Jews out of Iraq. In the last 3 or ¢ years,
he has concentrated on the Syrian Jew-
ish question. His close connection with

the Jews in Israel dates back long before _

1969. In fact, in 1961 he led a group of
European Parliamentarians to Israel.
Mr. Poher’s cancern for Jews in the
Middle East is based both on his deep hu-
manitarian concerns and his feelings for
the historical role of the Jewish people in
the world. His magnanimous woik is a
cause for celebration for us all. e
For a Syrian Jew to take up the cause

of the Syrian Jewish community is an

obligation.
For a Jew who is not of Syrian extrac-
.on to take up the cause of Syrian Jews
= to be expected.

-;a—_‘.‘
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cure the release of the Jewish commu-
nity in Syria can only be caiied a mitzvah,

In the best and mest profound sense
of the word, Mr. Alain Poher is a right-
eous gentile and he deserves the applause

and appreciation of men and women of

good will alt over the world.

.

TTALY'S FUTURE MUST BE OUR
-. .. -CONCERN

"HON. MARIO BIAGGI

; OF NEW YOXE = :
: m THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

"_Wednesday, May 5, 1976

1 '::;.-.,f Mr. BIAGGL Mr. Speaker, the recent
= collapse of the government of Premier
~*Aldo Moro has caused tremors of concern
.- ‘throughout the Western World. The col-

Japse coupled with the 2>nouncement of
elections on June 20 and 21 has given rise
to new fears of a Comurunist controned
government in Xtaly,

In ths months shead it is impecrative
that the Christian Democrat Party re-
establish jtself as the dominant political
.. party in Italy. They must begin by trying
to restore the confidence of the Italian
people, 285 well as work with the other
non-Communist parties in Iizaly to form
an effective coalition government.

The Italian people cannot be deceived

by the sugar coated promises of the- .

‘Italian Communist Party when they pro-
fess their dedication to the principles of
democracy. Communism and democracy
are as alien to one another as death and
life. I cannot envision the Italian Come
munist Party establishing a revolution-
ary new precedent, and adopting demo-
cratic principles in their ideology.

: Many are conceding tke June elections
to the Communists. X prefer to believe
thai the Italian electorate will demon-
strate their continued support of democ-
racy and not allow the Communists:to
gain control of their nation..

- An -editorial appeared in Tuesday’s

Baltimore Sun discussing the situation in
Italy. I offer it for the consideration of
Iny colieagues:.

ITALY AT TH= BaiN

The inabliity of Ifaly’s non-Communist
parties to agree on & basis for rule has precip-
itated the election they <dread. If the
momentum of recent elections !s maintaived,
the Communists should £xally surpass the
Christian Democrats 8 the largest single
party in Parliament with a bloc too large to
exclude from & rulieg coslition. They would
return to a role in Italy's. central govern-
ment after three decades’ exclusion,

Italy’s importance to NATO aznd to Western
strategies in the Medlterrenean cannot be
overstated. The Itallan Comrunilst party's
professed dedgcatlon to demccracy and even
to NATO, end its concomizant annoyance
fo Moscow are more ¢harminz than reassur-
ing. Several demoacratic governments have
survived Communist paTicipalion, Italy's
among them, but the ones in Zastern Europe
that vanished heard siren soxngs similar to
Enrico Berlinguer's mnationzl democratic
communism before they f=!l. Mioscow’s abil-
ity to pull the Itallan pas:='s strings is stil)

.. try and under any systsm. Power-

“very voters who put Communists into L2, e

left,2nd a tlnctufo of cormpum

tion among the Christlan m%’

scandals of poilltical Payments. by
%.-

:;.“‘*-v

tional defense and ol corporations
have come at a worst time.. .-

Yet possibly the despale haa-gome v
and the weaknesses in thalmuxm:b b"!
structure are misunderstood: A parcy
has ruled for three dacades as-thy c:,;m." ok
Democrats have must be expected: t@," X
artericaclerosis and corruption, in any -

absolute power atrophiss. - The-ltalixy ' > e
ness, in Etropsan terms, is the M
democratic left uturnsem mo'am“'f‘
with 9.6 per ceat of the vote In.1972 ang sy
‘Boclal Democrats, with Bt pe: cent are rep .
up to tha responsibility thad. GOIOCT I by
poses. The most to which either
& junior partnership, - with- tne: m e
capitalism and the Church, mmmm,,;:,
of dictatorship and suppression, ; -ﬁ,,.
Italian elections are IORE g
marginal shifts, not wid xw)np Even ,;,,,.._.
pettern induces fear that on®-moresCroee.. -
nunist gain will realign power:But Bivedy:- -
& new issus, the Commmunists thomdvar.n.—

':u

2

major city government rorth of Rmn&uac
for the first tims, considsr issues of

and democracy. The COmmnnm o

the vehicle of safe protest, aro on thadefyge.. .
slve. Moscow is hmmmgghm.m_ i
currency marksts are betting on.a Commexs::
ist plurality, but tho Itauan vom have-yiny . ]
to decme. £ : ]

,,LL.\l,
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0P NEBRASKA Je.)-_,‘ﬁ’“::f

" M Mccom.xsm T ?:*Spelkef.
‘Americans are bec more awarecf -
the tremendous potential of- theepb)‘ﬂ—'-
¢ally and mentally handicapped. We axw -
‘also aware that past policies of isolatiet
have not only worked a crizel and urnts:
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‘of léegislation appropriating funds for comstruction.

- In view of the procedures currently in effect controlling ERDA's use
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Sections 107, 209, and 305 of H.R. 13350, which are identical,

FACT SHEET

authorize ERDA to perform construction design services on projects which
have been included in a proposed authorization bill transmitted to

Congress, and which ERDA determines to be of such urgency that

-

construction of these projects should be initiated promptly upon enactment

Although notsstated in the bill, Congressional direction concerning
the use of this authorization limits the scope of this authority to permit
ERDA to contract for advance architect-engineering (A-E) services only
for such urgent projects that are essential to meet the needs of national
defense or the protection of life and property or health and safetyi"r_
Uses of this advance A-E authority are subject to review and approval
by Congressional committees having jufgsdiction ovef ERDA programs.
Furthexr, ERDA has written internal procedures setting forth the limitatiomns
for use of this authority with the express purpose of implementing the
cited Congressional direction. Therefore, while these additional

limitations are not so stated in the. authorization bill, ERDA considers

them to have the force of law in the use of this authority.

of this advance A-F authority and the requirement to obtain Congressional

approval, the inclusion of these provisions in the authorization bill may

not be required.




FACT -SHEET -~ DINGELL AMENDMENT

Sections 108, 210, and 306 of H.R. 13350

ERDA prepares its operating expensés budget request for annual

submission to Congress assuming the retention of revenues, particularly

those received tﬁrdugh the sale of enriched uranium production services.

‘Therefore, the operating expenses funding provided for in ERDA's

authorization and appropriation bills represent a net amount. Without

" the retention of revenues, the funding appropriated by Congress for

ERDA's budget would have to be increased by several hundred million
dollars. (For instance, in FY 1977,'the current revenue estimated is

$738 million.)

The inclusion of these cited sections in ERDA's authorization bill

is not intended to provide the Agency with "back-doozr™ financing: In

1975, the staff of the Public Works Subcormittee of the House Committee

.

 on Appropriations requested the Agency to review its appropriations

language to identify provisions which under the rules of the House of

Representatives would be subject to a point of order for lack of prior

. authorization. The provision to use revenues which was carried in the

eppropriations act at that time was found to lack such authorization.
In order to correct that omission, the language identical to that

currently found in sections 108, 210 and 306 of H.R. 13350 was added to

the FY 1975 Bill. ; .

L

In reviewing the language of the cited sections in H.R. 13350, while

it was not intendad, an interpretation could be made that it is appropria—

tion language. To obviate any ambiguity, it is vecommended that the

following phrase be inserted at the beginning of the language currently

)r;:p'wm“:":' o et By v
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contained in Section 108, "210, and 306

"Subject to appropriations Act by Congress....

"
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FORTNEY M. (PETEy STARK
91 DisTveY, CALIFORNIA

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

May 12, 1976

Dear Colleague,

Due to the volume of yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
my Extension of Remarks was not inserted. Please find
below the text of my statement.

ERDA AﬁthoffihtioﬁfAmendment‘

I intend to offer an amendment to the FY 1977 authorization
bill for the Energy Research and Development Administration.
The amendment is offered as a means to clarify a discon-
certing and inequitable situation at the Lawrence Livermore
Laboratory (LLL). LILL, located in my district, has for
some years labored under conflicting and overlapping |
employer-employee regulations. ERDA, thé State of Californial
the University of Califormia and the Lab itself all exert
authority at various times. On one hand employees are
confused about the multiplicity of grievance procedures and
on the other, the management of the Lab is burdened by
contending policies.

The Legislative Counsel for California in analyzing LLL
employer-eémployee relations concluded that Y...an employee
or employee organization does appear not to have any recourseg
concerning the umiversity's discretionary actions with
respect to employer-employee relations , unless the uni-
versity's action constitutes an abuse of discretion, in
which case the employee might seek judicial review by

writ of mandate.”" In normally accepted labor practices,

a grievance exists whenever an employee feels he or she"
has a work related problem. At LLL, salaries, merit
reviews, performance evaluations, working conditions,
harassment and classification ares not grievable. They are
subject only to administrative review and the Employee
Relations Manager is responsible for interpretation as

to those appeals which are grievable. This is much too
sensitive an area to be governed by so discretionary a
policy. Both the employees and management suffer in ap—7i;
attempt to choose the best course at a divided road of*
regulations. (=




— g

Page 2

While investigating this situation, I discovered that
out of 74 govermment-owned, contractor cperated (GO-CO)

~ ERDA facilities totalling more than 90,000 employees, the

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory is one of a handful of
facilities that does not comply with provisions of
Taft-Hartley. Most ERDA contractors including the
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory and Westinghouse's
Idaho Naval Reactors Facility adhere to Taft-Hartley

- rules. Their research, their tests, their experiments

)

operate under recognized labor practices. Only five
other contractors do not carry on their scientific
discoveries in this manner. The remainder of the
contracting facilities be they private universities,
corporations, or consortia of colleges, conform to these
standards because they fall under the broad umbrella of
the National Labor Relations Act. Since LLL receives

its contract through a political subdivision known as the
U.C. Board of Regents, it is exempted because of a.
technicality. The Lab employees and management are not
professors. They are not tenured or involved with
students or broad scale university academic endeavors.
Instead, these people work at a federally owned facility
over 30 miles away from the University of California
campus. My amendment is not design2d to single out
Livermore Lab employees for some sort of special treatment.
1ts intention is to cause the 5600 employees at LLL to
conform to the normzl labor praztices and grievance
structure available to over 80,000 GO-CO employees.

The contract between ERDA and the Lab's parent, the
University of California is set to expire on September 30,
1977. My amendment gives U.C. and ERDA until this time
to alter the contract to bring the Lawrence Livermore
Laboratory into the mainstrear of equitable labor
relations. We must stand opposed to a system of
intergovernmental, interdepartmentzl, and interpersonal
relationships that work against the employee and management.
U.C. and LLL have nothing to locose by granting these
employee rights. They can only gain by this infusion of
enlightenment into an otherwise embitted situation. Let's
give them a clear set of rules on which to base their
relations. I believe my amendment would establish this
base and create an enviromment where all would benefit,
all would gain. il
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The amendment introduced by Congressmar Stark would prchibit ERDA from
spending funds to support the Iawrence Liverrore Laboratory after
October 1, 1977 unless the operating contract requires the lLaboratory

to extend to its employees "the same rights as are guaranteed in Section 7
of the National Iabor Relations Act..."

This amendment is based upon an erraneous assumption as to the state
of labor relations at the Iaboratory. It is also legally umsound ard,
if passed, could not accamplish its purpose.

In his letter of explanation of this arerdment to Chairman Pastore of
the Joint Committee, Congressman Stark asserts that labor relations at
the Iaboratory are chaotic,with lnndreds of grievances, all resolved in
favor of management, and large amounts of employee wmrest.

The facts are these:

There are two formal grievance procedures available to ILaboratory
employees. The first, applicable to emplcyee concerns as to layoffs,
discipline, promotions and similar individual matters affecting employee
rights, consists of two steps after informal discussion with the super-
visor has not resolved the concern. The first step is to the Department
Head, the second to a hearing Panel or Cfficer appointed by the Laboratory
Director.

Before 1971 the Chancellor of the Berkeley cempus received appeals. In
1972 the procedure was supplemented by providing that the aggrieved ex-
ployee could have his case heard at seccrd step by an irmpartial arbitrator
selected through the American Arbitraticn Association.




The third step of the procedure is a ruling by the Iaboratory
Director, who has the power to overturn a Panel or arbitral decision..
‘This power has never been exercised.

In the ten years since 1966, a total of 81 cases have reached the
first step of the formal grievance process. Of these, 51 were appealed
to the second step, the others having been granted, compromised or
withdrawn. At the hearing stage, five of the 51 were granted (original
decision reversed), nine were withdrawn, two were compromised and one
is still pending. In only five cases did the grievent request appoint-
ment of an outside arbitrator.

: The second procedure, the Administrative Review Procedure, was
established in 1970. This procedure deals with such matters as

classification and wage rates. Through 1975, 218 appeals were filed

in this procedure. Two hundred of these cases involved only four issues,

18 involved separate issues. Thus, in six years, only 22 separate

management decisions have been appealed. In 2ll but one of these cases

the administrative decision was upheld.

The most striking thing about this record is that there have
been so few formal grievances. Just 8l grievances in ten years, and
22 issues as to ray and classification in six years, in a large, sophis-
ticated ard camplex industrial laboratory en;oioy'jng more than 5,000
workers of all types and classes, is not a poor record. It is mot a
record which supports the Congressman's allegation in his letter of
March 23.

Even if this were to cansidered a poor record, the proposed rider
won't do the job. This effort to externd the private sector rights
established by Section 7 of NIRA would, in two major respects, run

os
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head-long into California law.

Section 7 gives private employees the right to "engage in con-
certed activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or other
mitual aid or protection.” As is well known, striking is such a con-
certed activity except vhere specifically made unlawful by the Act's =
Section 8(b)(4+) or a no-strike provisior in an agreement.

Section 3536 of the California Government Code, read together with
Section 923 of the Code, explicitly denies public employees of California
the right to strike for any reason. Such strikes are illegal in

' California, and cannot be made legel by contract between ERDA and the
University.

This proposed amendment would be ineffective for another reason.
At the heart of the rights given by Section 7 is the right of employees
to select organizations which can claim exclusive bargaining rights in
an appropriate unit. Exclusive representation of defined units of
of public employees simply does not exist under the California Code.
Section 3528, which gives employees the "right to represent their
members in their employment relations," also preserves the right of
non-menbers to have a different represertative in their employment
relations and grievances with the State.

It is worth noting that the California legislature had the oppor-
tunity, in 1975, to create for University employees, substantially the
rights which this amendment seeks to give. This opportunity lay in the
"Moretti Bill", which died in committee.

The propriety of seeking to create such rights for some public
employees in California by an amendment to the ERDA authorization bill
is dubious, to say the least.
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If this amendrent should pass, Congressman Stark would have
succeeded only in putting 5,000 of his own constituents out of work.







JEROME A. AMBRO WASHINGTON OPFICT
L CutmeT, NEw Yonrx 1313 Lonowomrn Housx Crres Bunme
1 “WamaroTor, D.C. 20313
COMMITTZES: TaErnonsy (102) 2253868

wSNS . Congress of the Enited States B csoctr o

.SCIZNCZ AND TECHROLOGY %ﬂm Dt 3@: m &t!htﬁ \Vo::n; ,,::::m:m
AT ARG, OF CONGRESS ashington, B.E. 20515 P . b Veney TS
RS,
O e 12 may 1976 :

Dear Colleague:

With several solar-related amendments slated for introduction
during the ERDA authorization today, I wanted to restate the
function of the amendment I-will be offering.

As stated in my 5 May "Dear Colleague," the amendment assures
the timely development of the Solar Energy Research Instltute
by making it a line item in the ERDA FY1977 budget.

This action in no way adds to the final authorization figure
agreed to in Science and Technology markup, but only specifies
that this money will be directed to the Institute.

It should also be noted that ERDA official testimony was used
in arriving at thg budget figures used in-the amendment.

ry trul ours,

A
JEROME A. AMBRO
U.S. Congressman
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IS STLECT COMMITTEE

EMCONTINENTAL SHELF i
LIRMAN, CLASS OF '34 May 5, 1976

Dear qolleague,y//<

When the authorization bill for the Energy Research and
Development Administration comes to the House floor on Friday,
I will offer an amendment which will specifically direct that
1.5 million dollars, which has already been authorized for the
Solar Energy Research Institute for FY '77, be used by the
Administration for establishing and starting up the Solar Energy
Research Institute as a physical facility.

I will submit a second amendment which will provide that
4 million dollars of the 229 million dollars authorized for
Solar Energy Research Development and Demonstration be expended
for research at the Solar Energy Research Institute during
FY '77.

These amendments, if adopted, will assure that the
Administration will establish the Solar Energy Reséarch
Institute as a physical entity as intended by the Congress,
and do so during FY '77.

The figures in my amendment (1.5 million dolliars for
start up of the plant and 4 million dollars for actual resesarch
and development at the facility) are consistent with estimates
made by the Energy Research and Development Administration
during testimony before the Science and Technology Committee.
In other words, these are the ERDA estimates for what they
‘believe is a reasonable level of activity for start up of the
Solar Energy Research Institute.

My amendment is not intended to infer block grants
directly for the Institute. The 4 million dollars provided
in my amendment will be part of the money already authorized
by the Committee for use by the ERDA for solar energy research,
development and demonstration and is completely consistent with
ERDA's announced intent and program level.

The Solar Energy Research Institute will provide a focus

for solar energy research, development and demonstration Pl

carried ocut under the direction of the ERDA. It's purpose is /.=
* provide a critical mass of scientific and engineering brain |

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS
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power and competence along with the equipment required for

most types of solar energy research, development and demonstration.
I believe that SERI is so important that we must insist on its

physical start up during FY '77. My amendment would do this and
I urge your support.

Very truly yours,

JEROME A. AMBRO
U.S. Congressman



Comments on Amendment to ERDA authorization bill by Rep. Jerome
A. Ambro concerning funding. for the Solar Energy Research

 Institute (SERI)
Inasmuch as the exact text of the Ambro Amendment is not avail-

able, comment can only be made on the description of the amend-
ment, not its substance.

Mr. Ambro proposes to direct that $1.5 million of the Solar
Energy Program authorization be expended for establishing and

'starting up SERI as a physical facility. He also proposes to

direct that $4 million of the authorization be expended for

' research at SERI during FY 1977.

The proposed Ambro amendment (s) appear to be redundant. They
specify that ERDA do what it already has stated it will do
within existing authorization categories. Such amendment (s)

could hamper ERDA's flexibility in allocation of solar energy
funds.

It appears that no useful purpose would be met by the Ambro
amendments and we recommend that they not be adopted.
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It is my intention to offer an amendment to Title I (Non-nueclear
Programs Section) of the FY 1977 Energy Research and Development . -
Administration, (ERDA) Authoxization Bill. This-amendment wounld alter
the—eonservation-suhsection which includes—Research—and-Development
funds—fer—improved conversion efficiency,in—the-tanguage—of—the-Bill.

My proposal would amend the authorizing language so that:

) /,FIEEETTEB million would be earmarked for the operating budget

authority<for ERDA's Office of Waste Systems Utilization for FY 1977;
~"8econd,~The Office of Wastes Systems Utilization would be granted

the _discTetionary authority to obligate' a total of no more than $7

. million in multi-year projects.

The President's Budget Message of last January announces this
Administration's intention to allocate only $1.2 million to the former
‘category and only $1.65 million to the latter category. This allocatio
of funds would be woefully inadequate. Indeed. ERDA's Office of Waste
Systems Utilization has said that such funding not only would not permi
even their present modest program to continue at its current snail's
pace, but also would require the office actually to slow down work in
progress, and to forego any further investigation into other technologi

For the past thirty years, we have taken the easy route for the
disposal of our solid wastes by using so called "sanitary land £fills”
and by the burning of wastes. The time for such heedless ard simplisti
answers has/ended. Each year this nation will produce 135 million tons
of urban wastes which could be processed to recover millions of tonms
of metals, glass, paper, oil, and gas.

Just consider the waste inherent in the disposal of aluminum: 41 b
of oil are required to produce a ton of new aluminum, but it only takes
one bbl of oil to produce that same ton if it comes from recycled
aluminum. Smallexr, but still significant savings can be derived from
the recycling of copper, zinc and 2 host of other minerals.

In addition, we must also consider the savings we derive in our
balance of payments by not having to import these minerals or the oil
needed to produce these metals. gt e
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EPA has estimated in its publication, "Energy Conservation
Through Improved Solid Waste Management,"” that about 70% to 80%
of residential and commercial wastes are combustable and contain
ari energy content equivilent to approximately 522,000 bbls/day
of oil, or 190 million bbls/year.

It is absurd to continue the misgquided policy of so-called
"sanltary land fills” which, due to leaching of pollutants, cause
the contamination of drinklng water supplies and the contamination
qf wetlands - the breeding ground of fish, crustations, and birds.
The dumps which surround our nation’s airports not only foster the
hreedlng of disease carrying rats, but also attract seagulls that
have repeatedly caused damage to 1ncoming and out901ng aircraft
and pose a serious safety hazard to air travel.

} Solid waste recovery is a new and potentially beneficial
technology which can simultaneously improve our environment and
provide us with recycled materials and that most precious of
resources, energy. ERDA should have the resources it needs to
continue and expand its programs of resource recovery and the
production of o0il and gas through the decomposition of solid waste.
My amendment is an opportunlty for the Congress to insure that
ERDA will use its funds in both an environmentally and energy con-
structxve manner.

With every warm best wish.
Yours,
L,
JAMES H. SCHEUER, ‘M.C.

A ] o *,
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Dear Coileagﬁef

Last week, I wrote you concerning an amendment to
Title I (Non-nuclear Programs 3ection) of the FY 1977
Energy Research and Development {(3ZRDA) Auchorization
Bill. My amendment would alter sub-section 8, the
conservation sub-seetion which includes research and
development funds for conservation in buildings.

: My propozal would amend the authorizing language so
that: (15 §7 million would be earmarked for the operating
budget authority for ERDA's Office of Waste Systems
Utilization; and (2) $6 million would be earmarked for
budgetary ocutlays for fiscal year 1977, ' i

Let me re-emphasize that this amendment would not
increase the authorization for ERDA by one single dollar--
it is simply an earmarking amendment,

Since I last wrote to you, my amendment has received
endorsements from a number of public interest groups and
individual lobby groups here in Washington. Groups
endorsing tlie amendment so far include: Energy Policy
Task Force of the Consumer Federation of America; Rural
Electrification Corporation; Friends of the Earth;
National Governmor's Conference; Citizens for Cizan
Air; National Association of Counties; National League
of Cities; the National Taxpayers Union: and the Natiomal
Clean Air Coalitiom.

; I have taken the liberty of enclosing copies of the
endorsements and look forward to your support on the Floor
(: of the House. %YThe ERDA Authorization Bill is scheduled for
' Floor dzbate tomorrow, Wednesday, with & small possibility
that it could bhe delaved to Thursday.

With every warm best wisa,

Ycurs,A

i}

( Vg

JAMES H. SCHEUER

THIS SYATICHIIY PRINTES ON PATPER MADE WITH FECYCLLD FIBERS
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1012 14th STREET, N.W. « SUITE 901 - WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 - (202) 737-3732
LEE C. \X/HITE, CHAIRMAN ELLEN BERMAN, DIRECTOR

May 11, 1976 '

Dear Representative:

When the FY 1977 Energy Research anéd Development Administration
Authorization Bill comes before the House, an amendment will be offered by
Rep. James Scheuer to designate funds for ERDA's Office of Waste Systems
Utilization. The Energy Policy Task Force of the Consumer Federation of
America urges your support of the Scheuer amendment.

The Scheuer ameandment authorires $6 million in direct outlays for
the Office of Waste Systems Utilization for FY 1977 and up to $7 million in
-obligations for special projects extending beyond FY 1977.

It becomes increasingly clear each day that the energy crisis is far
from over, and that proven msthods of preserving our natural resources must be
explored and new methods must be developed.. Solid-waste management is a
step towards a sound, efficient, rational and environmentally sounrd solution to
one of the most pressing problems facing the Nation today. Recent studies have
already indicated that waste recovery techaiques can produce monumental savings
in energy resourcee. Effective solid waste recovery can produce the energy
equivalent of over half a million barzels of oil 2 day.

The funds for the Cffice of Solid V/.ste Utilization recommended in
the Presidert's January Budget Message are only a fraction of those requested
in ths Scheuer amendmen? and would have required a drastic reduction in the
current programs undertaken by the Office of Waste Systems Utilization.

- The Scheuer amendment will ailow the Office to continue its present
efforts and to explore new technologies, and we urge you to sugport the

amendment,

3incerely,

At

Lee C. White
Chzairman
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1150 Seventeenth Street N.W. Suite 600

¥* Washington, D.C. 20036
(202)785-5600

Honorable James H. Scheuer
Unilted States House of Representative
Washington, D. C. 20515 e

! Des:_;.Congressman Scheuer:

. 'The. NGC supports expasnded research activities in the field of
energy production from solid waste recovery systems. This is de-
tailed in the enclosed policy resolution D18, "Solid Waste Manage-—
ment,” as updated at the Winter Meeting of the Governors on
February 22-24, 1976.

‘f f!:n fact, the Governors strongly support increased efforts by
ERDA and other federal agencies in all matters of emergy conmserva-
tion, as the only relief to the energy shortage in the short range.

Sincerely,
2 David W. Johnson

Staff Director
Commlittee on Natuxal Rescurces
end Environmental Mainagement

Enclosure



May 6, 1976

The Honorable James H. Scheuer
‘House of Representatives

2438 Rayburn House Office Buillding
Hashington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Scheuver:

* We are taking this opportunity to let you know of our .
strong support for an amendment that you will be offering to
H.R., 13350, the ERDA authorizing legislation. Your amendment
would require that $7 million in budget suthority be specifi-
cally set aside within ERDA for solid waste related research and
development. The program would be administered by ERDA's office
of waste systems utilizetion and would compliment the limited

'so0lid waste program currently under the Environmental Protection
Agency.

The issue of s0lid waste management is critical for all local
governments throughout the country. Recent projections indicate
that over one~half of the nation's localities will rum out of land-
£111 capacity within the next two years. Depletion of our natural
resources 1s a problem with profound political, econcmic and en-
vironmental ramifications. All these factors comprise a compelling
case for expanding the role of federal goveranment in the solid waste
area. One way in which the federal government can increase it's
involvement in this activity is by funding research and development
projects aimed at recovering the resources we currently dispose of
throughout the country.

Your amendment would be a first step in accomplishing the over-
all objective of resource recovery.

We appreciate your leadership in this area and bope your col-
leagues will join us in support for this important amendment.

f\ Singftely yours,

( i

Donald A.'S a:er Ral abor

Direczor of the Office Director of Federzl Affairs

of Federal Relations National Association of Counties
National League of

Cities

DLS/RLT/lac
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CONGRESSMAN JAMES SCHEUER A
RAYBORN HOUSE OFFICE BLOG

WASHINGTON DC 20515

4

THIS I8 70 INDICATE OUR SUPPORT OF YOUR AMENDMENT TO THE FY1977 ERDA

-AUTHORIZATICON BILL EARMARKING FUNDS FOR THE CONTINUATION OF WORK IN

THE OFFICE OF WASTE SYSTEM UTILIZATION (CONSERVATION RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT SECTION OF THE BILL),

AS YOU ARE AWARE URBAN WASTE MANAGEMENT SOON WILL OVERWHELM THIS AND
OTHER MAJOR CITIES IN THE VERY NEAR FUTURE UNLESS WE FIND AN EFFECTIVE
WaY OF RECLAIMING MATERIAL AND ENERGY ASSETS AVAILABLE IN TMIS
1ESOURCE. YOUR AMENDENT SHOULD SPEED THIS DEVELOPMENT,

THE ENVIRONMENTAL COMMUNITY LOOKS FORWARD TO YOUR ACTIVE SUPPORT OF
TOUGH 'AUTO EMISSION STANDARDS WHEN THE CLEAN AIR AMENDMENTS REACH THE
HOUSE FLOOR LATER THIS MONTH,

BRIAN KETCHAM PE

VICE PRESIDENT CITIZENS FOR CLEAN AIR INC
25 BROAD ST

NEW YORK NY 10004

. 22314 EST
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The Hongorable Ray J. Madden
Member of Congress

2409 Rayburn House Qffice Buillding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman:

Congressman James H. Scheuer of New York has proposed amendments to H.,R., 13350
that would provide funds for the office of waste systems utilizations and for
their solid waste recycling program. As you are perhaps aware, this Is a part
of ERDA authorization title 1 non-nuclear program, section 101, sub-section 8.

It is our feeling this program is not only good from an environmental stand-
point, but research of this nature will no doubt lead to a more useful dis-
posal of waste in the rural areas of America.

Congressman Scheuer has supported the REMC program on many occasions during
his years in the Congress. After a study of the above amendments, it would
be greatly appreciated if you would support them,

Sincerely,

ERNEST P, HOWE
Director
Congressional Relations

EPH/pw

3 . Philip R.
ent to:Hon. Andrew Jacobs, Jr., Hon. Lee H. Hamilton, Hon. P
Lgtters Sy . Sh:rp, Hon. Elwood’H. Hi]lis, Hon. Philip H, Hayes, Hon. J.T.Myt
Hon. David W. Evans, Hon. Floyd Fithian, Hon. John Brademas,
Hon. Ray J. Madden and Hon. J. Edward Roush

Indiiina Statowide Rural Electne Cooperahve i
P.O Box 24517 - 720 North High Schonl Road, indianapolis, Ina:una 46224 « Phone {317) 248-9453






FOR  MEMBER'S TMIEDIATE ATTENTION PLEASE

Congress of the Enited States
Pouge of Repregentatives
TWashington, B.L. 20515

lay 11, 1976
Dear Colleague:

Action on the Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA)
Authorization bill, once agaln affords us the opportunity to combat
excessive Federal intervention into the private lives and buslnesses
of our U.S. citizens. I 1ntend to offer twoe major amendments
targetting unnecessary rules and regulations and impersonal changes

of admlnistrative hearing venue as imposed by regulatory agency
fiat.

The one amendment wi1ll require that all of ERDA's rules and
regulations receive a Congressional OK prior to implementation,

in language similar to that of the Regulatory Reform Act. Thanks

to the majority of my colleagues who were present durling the pro-
ceedings on the EPA's R & D bill, we successfully amended the

R & D bill to require that any proposed EPA R & D regulation be
subject to Conpgressional oversight and review. This 1s a case where
the plece-meal approach 1is the best; where an omnibus bill tackling
all regulatory agencles 1s sure to run into serious roadblocks. If
vie mean to have regulatory reform, if we mean to fulfill our role as
overseers of the all-~tovo-independent agencies we have created, this
is the perfect vehicle with which to act.

The other amendment 1s strictly a people’s amendment and that deals
with hearings. Oftentimes a proposal is made affecting any pollitical
subdivision of the Government, whether it be city, county, municlpa-
lity, or what have you, and those individuals lack the ability for
any input because the hearings are never held where the people are.
ly amendment will make it a statute requirement that the
Administrator of ERDA prescribe and implement rules ensuring that

a public hearing or hearings will be held at the location of the

area affected. In this way, all interested persons will be afforgded
ample opportunity to present their vieuws.

I look forward to your support for both of these long-overdue
measures. Thank you.

Sincerely,

VILLIAM M. KETCHUIZ
lMember of Congress

thiK:kas







e : Longress of the Enited Stateg
BHouse of Vepresentaties

Qiaghipatag, BiE, ;20515

Dear Colleacue.

On Wednesday, the House is scheduled to consider the ERDA Authoriza-

" tion foxr FY 1977, H.R. 13350. We intend to offer an amendment to &he
section of the bill authorizing the Clinch River Breeder Reactor, the
demonstration plant for the liguid metal fast breeder program (LIFFBR).

Our amendment is a simple one. It would require that a determination
be made vhen the construction license for the Clinch River plant is
issued that its operation will "provide adecuate protection to the
health and safety of the public." Under existing law, such a finding
need not be made until after the plant has been built and is ready
to operate. Given the special circumstances surrounding this
particular plant, we are convinced that this safety determination
needs to be made at the first stage in the licensing process..

Serious cquestions have been raised about risks posed by this new
technology. A Harch 13 report by a senior Huclear Regulatory Commis-
sion technical expert, Dr. Stephen E. Hanauer, noted that present
designs for the LITBR do not make adecuate provision for human error,
sabotage, safe siting, ox the potential of a runaway reaction within
the xeactor core. We've attached a February 15 New York Times
article on Dr. Hanauer's report as well as an endorsement of our
amendnent by lir. Robert Pollard. a former NRC Project lianager.

We would also like to refer you to a statement in the May 7 Congres-
sional Record, Page E 2443. It outlines Justices Douglas and Black's
dissent to a 1S51 Supreme Court decision allowing the Atomic Enexgy
Comnission to crant a construction permit to the Enrico Fermi breader
reactor without first making an adecuate safety determination. The
Fermi plant suffered a partial core melt-dowm in 1955, the rost

(; serious accident to date in the history of nuclear power development.

The change we are proposing in the licensing procedure is necessary
if we are going to safeguard our investment in nuclear power tech-
nology. If adopted, our amendment may provide the margin of safety
we need to strengthen public confidence in our nuclear power
development effort.

We hope that we can count on your support for our amendment.

'E § o gt Sincerely, ‘____,- '// _JJ;N\

. " \v"\ - ~ - - /’ ..
Donald . Fraser ’ Teno Z{ana]_].o

s T



May £, 1576

Congressman Donald M, Fraser
lLl- House Dffice Building

S A s‘n.n,tvn. D.C. 208515

.Dear cCongressnan Fraser:
Thi.s i3 'in response %o your letter of April 30. i976.

The current licensing practices of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (KRC) are such that a finding of "adequate protection *-
+o the health and safety of the public" may be postponed until
a2fter construction of a nuclear plant is substantially complete.

In Lect, construction permits are routinely issued even when
nejither the KRC staff nor the applicant knows the design details

of the nuclear plant to be constructed. The theory is that if
design modifications are needed to provide adequate safety, such
modifications can be ordered during the evaluation of the appli-
cation for an operating license. Unfortunately, once coastruction

is substantially complete, the cost of modifications is so high that
they are frequently not ordered.

Based con my experience on the NRC staff, I believe that one of
the most needed reforms is to require a finding of adequate pxo-
tection to the health and safety of the public prior to grapting

a construction permit. Such a change in the licensing process
would requlre a thorough evaluation of the safety aspects of a
prcposed nuclear power plant when any necessary design changes

can be made at the least cost. Since it appears that most of the
cost overruns on the Clinch River fast breeder reactor project
will be born dirzctly by the taxpayers, it certainly seems logical
for the Congress to attempt to keep those costs as low as possible
by enacting the amendment you and Mr. Roncalio intend to offer.

In addition to holding down costs, I also believe that the amend-
ment would enhance the level of safety. I have seen firsthand the
effects of economic pressures to accept "as built" designs that
prcbably would nct have been accepted if only design drawings
rather than actual equipment had to be changed. In addition, once
a design has been accepted, the quasi-judicial nature of the NRC
licensing process is a very effective barrier to future design
changes that could provide adequate safety because an admission of
inadeguate safety of previously approved designs is seldom, if
ever, forthcoming f£rom the NRC.

In addition to reducing costs and increasing safety, the intended
amendment to the Clinch River appropriation could also, in the
long run, speed up the licensing process. If a finding of adequate
protection to the health and safety of the public were required
orior t5 granting a consiruction pexrmit and that finding was based
on an evaluation of the actual design proposed rather than on only
proposed design criteria, then the operating ;1cen=e review would
he simply a matter of verifying thet the plant had been construcgﬁgf
E

in accordance with the design approved at the construction permi

atagco {
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Congres3aman Fraser-
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T have often heard the counter argument that to require approval
of design details prior to granting a construction permit would -
orevent the incorporation of design improvements developed during
the years of plant construction. Although superficially appealing,
~*his argument is without substantive merit becausz the current

-ules provide for applications for amendwents to construction
permits.

I hope that my assessment of your intended amendment is helpful.

Tnis assessment is based on my experience on the NRC staff and
+ne knowledge of the nuclear licensing process I gained during

rhat time. A copy of my letter and reports to the formexr Chairman
>f the Nuclear Regulatory Commission are enclosed. Since I was
not assigned responsibilities directly related to the Clinch River
project, my assessment of the intended amendment is based on my
experiences with other projects as detailed in the enclosures.

Sincerely,

S8 ol

Robert D. Pollard

Union of Concerned Scientists
c/o Roisman, Kessler & Cashdan
1712 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

202~ 833-9070

Enclosures:

1. Letter to William A. Anders, dated February 6, 1976

2. Report on the Nuclear Regqulatory Commission Reactor Safety
Review process, February 6, 1976

3. Report on Obstacles to Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff
Communications with Top Management, February 6, 1976
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critical stage. Newly revised negotiat-
texts from the session which ends to-

( ay are expected to show that significant
progress has been achieved and that the

»rld may well be moving closer toward
__ fair and equitable regime for the
oceans. A final session of the conference
will be held in New ¥ork City in August.
President Ford has asked Secrefary Kis-
sivger to lead the American delegation
to thls session. .

I believe that the American delega-
tion to the conference should be given
every possible opportunity to negotiate
a treaty which protects American in-
terests and, at the same time, advances
international economic cooperation.
‘There is a strong possibility that legis-
lation which authorizes unilateral ex-
ploitation of the deep seabed by U.S.
corporations could endanger the diplo-

matic process. It would be a signal to -

other nations that we are unwilling to
work qut an international agreement. If

the conference were to break down, the:

result could well be new cartels of min-
eral producers and new tensions on the
hizh seas. Military confrontation over

fishing rights, boundaries and access to-

the. mineral-rich seabeds could be the
‘price to pay if diplomacy fails. -
. Perhaps the biggest loss of all would
be the missed opportunity to arrive at a
common_agreement to turn the ideal of
"thie seas as “the common heritage of hu-
manity” into a political and economic
reality. Failure to achieve an equitable
“aw of the Sea Treaty would endanger
3t only the marine environment but
would pollute the diplomatic environ-
‘ment as well, The United States is the
unguestioned world leader in deep sea-
Jed mining. By working for an interna-
tional agreement instead..of beginning

unilateral exploitation, we could become-

an unquestioned leader in promoting
Just diplomatic solutions as well.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it would be in the best interests of
the United States to see whether or not
an acceptable treaty emerges from the
-conference before we take any unilateral
action. The interdational community
has waited 10 years for this treaty.
Surely we can wait for a few more
months.

TWO HUNDRED YEARS AGO TODAY
HON. CHARLES E. WIGGINS

OF CALIFORNIA
( IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, 3ay 7, 1976

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr, Speaker, 200 years
ago ' today, continuing its effort to
strengthen the military situation in the
Southern colonies, on May 7, 1776, the
_ct:ntmental Congress took the following
steps: s

Ordered that a battalion, to be paid
for by the United Colonies, be raised by
“Torth Carolina in addition to the five

ready on hand for the defense of that
_~—colony; E,
Ordered the Secret Committee to send

12 fleld pieces and 3 tons of gunpowder
to the troops in North Carolina;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

Ordered the Committee on Qualifica-
tions to purchase medicine and medical
instruments and send them to each of
the six hattalions in North Carolina; and

Appointed a deputy quartermaster
general for the southern department, to
be employed in North Carolina.

CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR
AMENDMENT TO ERDA AUTHORI-
ZATION

HON. DONALD" M. FRASER

OF MIDNNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, May 7, 1976

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, next week
I will offer an amendment to the Energy
Research and Development Authoriza-
tion, H.R. 13350. 'The amendment I will
offer would affect the care and safety
with which the Clinch River breeder
reactor demonstration plant is built.
The Clinch River breeder reactor is the
sole demonstration plant for the liquid
metal fast breeder reactor program-——
LMFBR. Y .

The amendment is a simple one. It
would require that a determination be
made before the issuance of a construc-
tion permit to insure that the Clinch
River plant’s operation will provide
adequate proteetion’ to the health and
safety of the public.

The text of the amendment follows:

Amendment to H.R. 13350, as reported.
Offered- by Mr. Frassz, page 24, immedi-
ately after line 13, insert the following:

(6) adding at the end of section 106(a)
the following: “Prior to the Issulng of any
permit authorizing the commencement of
construction of the Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Demonstration Plant, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission shall find that the
operation of this facility will be in accord
with the common defense and securfty and
will- provide adequate protection to the
health and safety of the public.”;

Serious questions .have been raised
abouts risks posed by this new tech-.
nology. A March 13.report by senior
Nuclear Regulatory Commission tech-
nical expert, Dr. Stephen H. Hanauer,
noted that. present designs for the
LMFBR do not make adequate provision
for human error, sabotage, safe siting,
or the petential of a runaway reaction
within the reactor core.

Although this amendment was re-
jected by the Joint Economic Committee
on the grounds of redundancy, a 1961
Supreme Court decision indicates other-
wise. In that case, several labor unions
challenged the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion’s decision to grant a construction
permit to the Enrico Fermi breeder re-
actor without first making an -adequate
safety determination. The AEC argued
that this determination could wait
until the plant was built and ready to
operate. The Court of Appeals ruled in
favor of the labor unions, but the Su-
preme Court reversed the lower court’s
decision, finding that the AEC was
justified in its decision. Justice William
O. Douglas and Hugo Black dissented,

The Supreme Court decision turned
on the legislative intent of the 19854

E 2443

Atomic Energy Act, particularly sec-
tions 182a and 185 which provide for the
issuance of operating and construction
licenses in two stages. The Justices’
opinions were based on the legislative
history of the act, each side interestingly
enough basing its conclusions on dif-

.ferent interpretations of an amend-

ment similar to the one I am offering,
offered during the Senate debate in
1954- by Senator HumrmrEY and then
withdrawn.

The change I am proposing in the
licensing procedure is necessary if we
are going to safeguard our investment
in nuclear power technology. If adopted,
this amendment may provide the hargin.
of safely we need to strengthen public
confidence in our nuclear power develop-
ment effort.

I thought it might be useful for Meme.
bers to have the opportunity to review
the dissent in ‘the case, Power -Reactor
Development Co. against International
Union of Electrical, Radio & Machin
Workers, AFL-CIO.

The text of the dissent follows:
[Dissent, PRDC ». 1 VEW, 367 U.S. 398, 418

' _(19e1)})- *
Douctas, J., DISSENTING

Mr. Justice Douglas, with whom Mr, Jus=
tice Black concurs, dissenting.

The only requirement in the Act for a find-
ing: that the facilties involved here “will
provide adequate protection to the health
and safety of the public” is found-in § 182
which 1s headed “License Applications.”* By
the terms of § 185 s construction permit is,
apart ‘from the requirements of - §135,
“deemed to be a ‘licénse’*™R Section 185
governs applications for construction per-
mits. It has no separate or independent
standards for satety,gm specific requirement
for s finding on “safety.” If the facility.is
finished and will operate “in conformity
with” the Act, the license issues “in the ab-
sence of any good cause being shown to the
Commission why the granting of & licenss
would not be in sccordsnce with the provi-
sions of” the Act. As the Committee Report
stated, “Section 185 . . . requires the issuance
of a license if the construction is carried out
in accordance .with the terms of the ¢on-

struction permit.” 3 In other words, the find- -

ing on “safety,” if it is to be made (as it as-
suredly must be), must be made at the time
the construction permit is issued or not at
all. i

While in the present case the Commission
“finds reasonable assurance in the record, for
the purposes of this provisional construc-
tlon permit,” that the faclilty can be op-
erated “without undue risk to the health.
and safety of the public,” it also finds that.
“It has not been positively established” that
s facility of this character “can be operated
without a credible possibility of releasing
significant gquantities of fission products to .
the environment.” The Commission added
that there was “reasonable assurance” be-
fore the -date when the faclliity went into
operation that research and Investi
would definitely establish *“‘whether or not
the reactor proposed by Applicant can be so
operated.”

Plainly these are not findings that the
“safety” standerds have been met. They pre-
suppose—contrary to the premiss of the
Act—that “safety” findings can be made afier
construction is finished. But when that point
is reached, when millions have been invested,
the momentum is on the side of the appli-
cant, not on the side of the publlc. The
momentum is not ‘only generated by the de-
sire to salvage an lnvestm%mo agency

Footnotes at end of article, o~

£
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- wants to be the architect of a “white ele-
pbant.® Congress could design an Act that
would give a completed structure that mo-
mentum. But it is clear to me it did not do

£0.

Yhen this measure was before the Senate,
Senator Humphrey proposed an amendment
that read, “no construction permits shall be
issued by the Commission until afier the

completion of the procedures established by
gection 182 for the consideration of appli-
cations for licenses under this act.”¢ That
amendment would plainly have made the
present findings inadequate, for they leave
the issue of “safety” wholly in conjecture and
unresolved.

Senator Eumphrey uplalned his amend-
foent as follows: &

“The purpose of the amendment when it
was prepared was to make sure that the con-
struction of a facility was not permitted prior
to the authorization of a license, because had
that been done what it would have amounted
to would be getting an investment of a sub-
stantial amount ‘of capital, which surely
would have been prejudicial in terms of the
Commission jssuing the license. In other
words, if the Commission had granted the
<onstruction permit for some form of nuclear
veactor, and then the question of a license
was not fully resolved, surely there would
have been considerable pressure, and justifi-

—ably so, for the Commission to have author-
2zed the license once it had-authorized the
permit for construction.

“The chairman of the committee tells me
he hes modified certain sections by the
commitiee amendments to the bill, of which
at that time I was not aware."The chairman
indicates to me that under the terms of the
bill, as amended, the construction permit is
equivalent to a license. In other words, as I
understand, under the bill a construction
permit cannot be interpreted in any other
way than beirg equal to or a part of the
lcensing procedure, Is that correct?”

His question weas. answered by Senator
Eickenlooper, who was in charge of the bill: ¢

“A license and a construction permit are
equivalent, They are the same thing, and
one . cannot operate until the other is
granted. .

- ¥ eThe same §s true with reference to hear-

ings. Therefore, we believe, and we assure
. the Senator, that the amendment is not es-
sential to the problem which he is attempting
Senator Humphrey then asked if § 182 ap-
plied “directly to construction permits”¢®

Senator Hickenlooper replied “Yes.”* Sen-’

ator Humphrey, accordingly withdrew his
amendment?®
~ This legislative hislory makes clear that
the time when the issue of “safety” must.be
zssolved is before the Commission issues a
construction permit. The construction given
the Act by the Comumission.(and today ap-
proved) is, with all deference, a light-hearted
to the most awesome, the most
deuuv. the most ‘dangerous process that man
bas ever conceived.® =
APPENDIX 70O OPINION OF MR JUSTICE DOUGLAS

Section 182a provides in relevant part
= “LICENSE APPLICATIONS.—

“a. Each spplication for & lleeme here-
under shall be in writing and shall specifi~
<ally state such information as the Commis-
sion, by rule or regulation, may determine
$0 be necessary to decide such of the techni-
cal and financial qualifications of the appli-
cant, the character of the spplicant, the
citizenship of the applicant, or sny other

© qualifications of the applicant as the Com-

mission may deem appropriate for the license,
In connection with applications for licenses
to operate productlon or utilization facilities,
the applicant shall state such technical
specifications, including information of the
amount, kind, and source of special nuclear
msierial required, the place of the use, the
specific characteristics of the facility, and

AY
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such other information es the Commission
may, by rule or regulation, deem necessary in
order to enable it to find that the utilization
or production of special nuclear material will
be in accord with the common defense and
security and will provide adequate protec-
tion {o the health and safety of the public.
Such technical specifications shall be a part
of any license issued.”

Section 185 provides:

“CONSTRUCTION, Preyrrs.—All epplicants
for licenses to construct or modify produc-
tion or utilization facilities shsll, if the ap-
plication is otherwise acceptable to the
Commission, be initially granted a construc-
tion permit. The construction permit shall
state the earliest and latest dates for the
completion of the construction or modifica~
tion. Unless the construction or modification
of the facility is completed by the completion
date, the construction permit shall expire,
and all rights thereunder be forfeited, unless
upon good cause shown, the Commission ex-
tends the completion date. Upon the comple~
‘tion of the construction or modification of
the facility, upon the filing of any additional
information needed to bring. the original
application up to date, and upon finding
that the facility authorized bhas been con-
structed and will operate in conformity with
the application as amended and in conform-
ity with the provisions. of this Act
and of the rules and regulations of the Com-
mission, and in the absence of any good cause
being shown to the Commission -why_the
granting of a license would not be in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act, the
Commission shall thereupon fssue s license
to the. applicant. For all other purposes of
this Act, a construction permit is deemed to
be a ‘license.’ "

3 See Appendix to this opinion, post p. 419,

21did.

~31 Leg. Hist. 1024 (Emphasis added.)
. 48 Leg. Hist. 3759,

5 1bid.

* Ibid.

s Ivid.

» 8ee Biological and Environmental Ef-
fects of Nuclear War, -Ansiyais of
‘Hesarings, June 22-26, 1859, Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, 86th Cong., 1st Sess.; Fall-
out From Nuclear Wespons Tests, Summary-
Analysis of Hearings, May §-8, 1959, Joint
‘Comunittee on Atomic Energy, 86th Cong.,
1st Sess. For an analysis of the administras
tive law techmniques used by the Commis-
‘sion In this case, see Jalet, A Study In Ad-
min!s‘l:n(9 > uvehw.t'leeurgelmmh.a.ﬂ

1958).

DISAPPROVAL OF NOMINATION OF
8. JOHN-BYINGTON

-HON. ROBERT F. DRINAN

OF MASSACHUSEITS
1IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
3 " FPriday, May 7, 1976 .

" Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, this week
the Senate Commerce Committee voted
to disapprove the nomination of 8. John
Byington to a 7-year term as & Com-
_missioner of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission. It was understood
that if the Senate had confirmed Mr,
Byington as a Commissioner President
Ford would have appointed him as
chairman of the Commission.

Following the action of the commit-
tee, President Ford, to the shock of those
concerned about protecting American
consumers from death and injury from

' ‘Chairman of the

May 7, 1970

-unsafe products, resubmitted Mr. Bying.
ton’s name to the committee this time
as the nominee for a 235-year term on
the Commission. Again, it is understoeq
that if the Senate confirms Mr. Bying-
ton as a Commissioner the President wil
appoint him as chairman

There is no question tbat. if Mr. By-

~ingbonisunﬁttochalrthe00mms.ion

for 7 years he is unfit to chair it for 2!,
years.

Every important consumer group has
opposed Mr. Byington. Cong'rssman
Jorx E. Moss has opposed him. The
AFL-CIO and the TUAW have. opposed

I have wntten 8 letter to the Senate
Commerce Committee to express my
strong opposition to the new nomina-
tion. The committee is scheduled to vote
on the nomination Tuesday morning,
May 11. I call upon my colleagues in the
House to communicate with the com-
mittee prior to that time to urge the
disapproval of the nominatiocn. )

I am at this point In the Rzcorn in-
cluding & copy of the Jetter I am send-
ing to the Senate Commmerce Commit-

tee: . £
- - Max %, 1970.

Hon, WazreN G. mazmsox.

Chairman, Commities on commc.'u, tmtte«
States Senate, Dirksen Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C. "

DEAR CHAIRMAN MAGKTSON AND Mratmens
or TEE CommIITEE: I comxmend your Com-
mittee for its vote on May 4 to disapprove
the nomination of S. John Byingioa to a
seven year term as & Commissioner of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission.

I commend you in cular because it
was understood that if the Senate bpd con-
firmed Mr. Byington as & Commissioner Pres-
fdent Pord would have appointed bim as

on_ ", -

‘Nevertheless, ¥ am wvery distressed that
President Ford has resubmitted Mr. Bying-
ton’s name to the Committee, this ticre s
the nominee for a two and one balf year
term on the Commission. Again, it i un-
derstood that if the Senate confirms BMr,
Byington &s a Commissioner the President
will appoint him as Chairman.

There is no question that if Mr. Byington
i3~unfit to chair the Commission for sevea
years he is unfit to chalr it for two and one
half years. I therefore urge you to disapprotve
his nomination to0 become a Commissfoner.
I delieve that I am jolned in urging disap-
provel by every one of the twenty-seven
Members of who, with me, sent you
the Rfarch 15 letter that Opposed the orig-
inal nomination.. _

Mr. Byington has been opposed by the
Consumer Federation of America, Ralph
Nader's Public Citizen, the Nationsl Con-
sumers Lesgue, various other consumer or-
ganizations, the AFL~CIO, snd the United
Auto Workers.

The Consumer Product Bafety Com:mis-
sion, since its 1973 sctivation, has thus far
falled to fulfill §ts potential to subsiantizl-
1y reduce product-related injuries”In testi~
mony before your Committee, the Virgiaia
Citizens Consumer Council stated, “The | per-
formance of the Consumer Product Sefety
Commission during its first three years of
operation bas been spotty. No standards un-
der the Consumer Product Sare:y Act Rave
yet become operational. . . *°

The Commission bas jurisdiction over a-

field that bas literal life-snd-death eect

on Americans. According to testimony befora
your Committee, conisumer products umu:-!-
ly are associated with 20 million injuries &

the Tnited Sta&‘%gg ﬁ‘k mquﬁ @L@ persons hc.
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ctiy applicadble to counseling studants for
«vilian occupations.

r The evident obfuscation of the connection
..etween ASVAB pod military recrutting ef-

Tha storage and use of test scores and per-
“gonal data obtained in the ASVARB program.

Mosher presented his findings and recom=
mandations to the Defense Department last
December, in & personal letter to Secretary
Pumsfeid. . In sn {internal wmemorandum
dated March 2. 1978, the stall of the Penta-
gom's Ofce of Military Personnel Policy and
Prosrams stated:

“Con Mosher has cxpreucd con-
c-rn that ASVAB publicisy, promotional

and counseling materials are not straightfor-
ward In stating that the primary purposs of
ths program is recruiting, and that materials
do not state that ASVAB scores have no pre-
dictive walidity for civilian occupations.

J “AlU avallable materials used for ASVAB

. hmn been evalusted and it has been deter-
mined that conm Mocher'l nndlnp
ars correct. . . S

As a result of correspondence and personsl
meetings between Moshar and. his staff and
Pentagon oficials, the Congressman is able to
announce today that the Department of De~
fenise has agreed to take the following steps
t tmpruveth- ASVAB program in the h!zh
schiools,

1. Al schoo!s mlns ASVAB will be re=
minded that the military dose not desire that
the test be mandatory. -~

2. Thers will be an explcit statervent of
the fact that ASVAB test results are used for
recTuiting by the Armed Forces.

- 8, There will be no further-claims or sug-
gestions that ASTYAR results are applicable to
counseling for ¢tvillan jobs unless and until
such claims can be confirmed by specific
4ies. Eesearch into validation of the tests
., continue,
“~4, After two yesrs, ell personal identifying
information will be removed from any ASVAB
“~sf result flles. After two years in storage,
- will be used only for research purposes.
“—8.. AlF literature and materials relating to
AS7AB will' be revised to reflect ths above
fouz points.

6. Schoos will be encouraged to provide pa-
rents and students with information about
ASVAB at least one weelke in advance of the
testing date.

These changes are outlined in a letier to
Afosher from Vice Admiral John Finneran,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defenss for
Alilitary Personnel Pollcy. He has assured the
Representative that all of these policy
changes will be impiemented before the start
of tha 1976-77 school year.

. Mosher says, “These rew guldelires satisly
my qualms about the ASVAB p! .and,
I believe, will answer most of-the critlcisms
I bhave heard.” Hg continues, ‘T have been

very pleased by the openress and cooperation
of the DMillitary Personnet Pollcy Ofice
throughout this episode. Our rslations have
beer most cordial and productive.”
airal Planeran says, “Wa are giad that
juestion could be resolved to everyone's
satisiaction. Congressman Mosher and others
expressed some valld concerns and we have
attempted to address them. We feel that
ASVASB will be a better program a3 a rasult
of this examination.”

Beoth the Representative from Oberlin and
the Admiral note that the key issue in any
discussion of ASVAB is that of "informed
consent.” They agree that the new polictes

will give students, parents and local com-
munities a much better oppor“un.l.y to ac-
¢ “ely evaluate ASVAB.
asr emphasizes that the ASVAB testing
phvisam 13 oXered free to local school dis-
tricts that want it. He says, “It Is still an open
“*westion whether any particular school
>uld use ASVAB, and it is still a matter of
~<-3028] choice whether an individual stu-
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dent wants to take the test. Now, though, the
literaturs and informsaslon about ASVAB ls
being revised so that the concerned individe
usls can make a truly informed decislon in
each instance. This, I feel, Is the crux of the
entire issue.”

- -

THE FIREFIGHTERS BENEFIIS ACT
OF 1976

HON. LEO C. ZEFERETTI

OF NEW YORR
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday,” May 6, 1976

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I was
truly pleased to be able to lend my sup-
port to HLR. 365, the Firefighters Bene-
fits Act of 1976 which passed the House
Iast week. This bill, as we are all aware,
if enacted, would. provide $50,000 in
death benefits to_the surviving depend-
ents.of firefighters who died in the line
of duty.

Many of the arguments raised in sup-

port of HR. 368, the Public Safety Offi-.
cers Benefits Act are equally applicable .

here. The bill is desperately needed, to
ald us In recognizing the commltment
and service of thousands of professional
and. . volunteer firefighters throughout
the Nation and in recognizing the sacri-
fices made by these men and women and
their families in the past.

The families of these courageous men
and women who daily risked their lives
80 that the rest of us could be safe
surely deserve our assistance. Firefight-

ers, like public safety personnel have yet-

to be truly recognized on a mnational
level. Yes, we have pledged our support
in the form of plaques and medals of
honor. But, the families, who have had
1o live in fear or anquish that.this haz-
ardous profession might very well claim
the life of one member of tkeir family,
should also be acknowledged. They de=
serve to be granted the compensation
that would make their lives easier in the
future. "

. Statistics Indicating the number of
deaths caused by fire each year con=-
tinue to amaze all of us. Thousands of
pecple each year perish as a result of
fire. However, the figure would be much
higher were it not for our professional
and volunteer firefighters who risk their
lives on a daily basis to protect us. Yet,
in the process, many of these firefighters
also lose ‘their own lives. This legisla-
tion would deal with this fact, recog-
nize the importance of their work, and
aid local communities in building up
firefighting forces around the country
as well. And, no where else is this more
necessary than in the city of New York,
where firemen and supporting crew have
been laid off due to the-recent financial
crisis—where the dangers associated
with fire protection have become more
and more apparent.

Since it has been shown that States
and localities have falled, to a large ex-
tent, to provide the necessary assistance
to the survivors and dependents of fire-
fighters who sacrificed for us, I am
pleased that the Members of the House
saw it fit to carry out these moral ob-
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lizations—to act on behalf of the men
and women whose melonz work. was to
protect us.

ANTL .
~PRASER-AMENDMENT ON CLINCH
RIVER BREEDER REACTOR

e ———

- HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 6, 1976

Mr. ANDERSON ‘of Iilinols. Mr
Speaker, néxt week the House will be tak-
ing up the Energy Research and Devel-
opment Administration, ERDA, authori-
zation bill for fiscal year 1977. Repre«
sentative Don Fraszr will be offering an
amendment which would delay the

_granting of a construction permit to the
-Clinci’ River breeder reactor by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission~NRC,
I urge my colleagues to vote against that
&mendment. .

The Fraser amendment would require
that all safety related issues be resolved
between the applicant and the NRC be-
fore the NRC grants a construction per--
mit. In the normal licensing procedures,
the NRC must find that under the pro-
visions of the Atomic Energy Act, as

_-amended, “No license may be issued to

any person within the United States, if
in the opinion of the Commission, the
issuance of a license to such person would
be inimical to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of
the public.”

Additionally, it 1s speciﬁed i the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission regula-
tions, that the Commission may issue &
construction permit if it finds that-— -

There 1s reasonable assurance that (1) ...

salety questions (regarding safety features
‘or components of the plant which require
further research and development) will be
satisfactorily resolved at or before the latest
date stated in the application for comple=
tionx of construction of the proposed facliity,
end (i1) . . . the proposed facility can be-
constructed and operated at the proposed
location without undue risk to the health
and safety of the pubile. -

It is very important to remember, Mr.-
Speaker, that in licensing the construc-
tion and operation of the Clinch River
demonstration plant the NRC will treat
the Clinch River breeder reactor, CRBR,
applicant no less rigorously than a pri-
vately owned nuclear plant applying for-
a license for construction and operation.-
All of the essential safety and environ-
mental criteria which apply for licens-
ing light water reactors will be applied in
licensiny the CRBR. What is going to
take place additionally is that tougher
standards are golng to be applied in this
case than would be applied in a normsl
light water reactor review because:

First, The Clinch River plant is 2 first

of a kind plant and is applying for a com-
mercial license as well. Therefore, the ex=
amination and resolution of all safety-
related issues will require a much more
comprehensive analysis than has been
the case in past demonstration facility
licensing cases.

Second. Since the plant is rot a. light

. |
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ter reactor, those safety reviews which
:rae normslly used and applied to light
water reactors will be somewhat different
and more exhausting.

To get away from the generalities and
down to the specifies, despite the fears
of some, the NRC will not grant a license
for construction of the plant until the
applicent, ERDA and NRC have develop-
ed sufficient information to prove that
a severe nuclear accident can be con-
tained within the design of the plant—
or alternatively, that such an accident
should not be considered in considera-
tion of ‘the design of the plant because
such an sccident is sufficiently improb-
able to be ruled out as a design basis ag-
cident. )

The basi¢ safety question that is being
debated in the licensing action is the
nature and behavior of the core of the
reactor under severe accident conditions,
Because of the higher level of enrichment
of the fuel in a breeder reactor there is
an unresolved question sbout the capa-
bility of the molten fuel following a core
melt accident to assemble ifself into an

- explosive mass and break open the con-

tainment vessel. X have some respect for
this problem &nd from Mr. Hansuer’s
statement, as ‘well as volumes of tesil-
mony before the NRC, ERDA and in pri-
vate files, many others do as well.

But it is a gross oversimplification to-

assume that such an accident sequence
is common and from what has been pub-
lished and discussed in public meetings
recently, such an assumption is being

shown to be erroneous and improbable
in & practical sense.

This past week the American Physical
Society held their annual spring meet-
ing here in Washington, exactly 1 year
after they presented their independent
views on the reactor safety study done by
Dr. Norman Rasmussen and the NRC.
Because of the continuing importance of
nucleer energy in our national energy
policy debate, they—the APS—convened
g speclal half day session on breeder
reactor safety. - .

The invited papers were presented by
Prof. Richard Wilson of Harvard Uni-
versity, Dr. John Graham, Westinghouse
Electric Corp., Dr. John F, Marchaterre,
Argonne National Laboratory, Dr. Hans
E. Fauske, Argonne Neational Laboratory,
and Dr. William R. Stratton of Los Ala-
mos Scientific Laboratory, a former
member of the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards and most-recently its
past chalrman,

These men, Mr. Speaker, are the
scknowledged experts in breeder physics
and it is from their deliberations that
the breeder safety questions are being
enswered. It is not theoretical calcula=-
tions that are forming the basis for
safety decisions in breeders—if is hard
experimental evidence and although it
may not necessarily be comprehensible
to laymen it is convincing to those who
must make the final decision. :

To a man, Mr, Speaker, these eminent
scientists agree that a breeder reactor,
as is currently contemplated at CRBR, is
inherently safer than a light water reac-
tor. There are accident sequences which
if they happen, are possibly more serfous
than a light water accident, But be-

-
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cause of the reactor design, the reactor

coolant and the design of the reactor

coolant system, the chances of this

ferious accident happening are not as
. large, )

For example, if a large pipe springs a
leak in a light water reactor, coolant is
rapidly discharged through the hole be-
cause of the high pressure of the steam
or water inside the pipe.

On the other hand in & breeder re-
actor, the same rupture would result in
very little coolant being lost since the
pressure inside the pipe is very low.

Another example is the nature of the
coolant itself. Sodium is a very good con-
ductor of heat and is capable of storing a
large quantity of heat before it begins to
boil. Therefore, if hot spots develop on
the fuel, the fuel is less likely to be dam-
aged either by cracking or melting be-
cause the excess heat gets carried away
more efficlently.

The ability of sodium to store large
quantities of heat and to resist boiling at
high . temperatures serves as a perfect
companion to another safety feature of
the CRBR design. As the ‘core goes to
higher temperatures, its reactivity, or its
ability to produce heat or energy, is de~

. signed to decrease. So in an accident
sequence, high sodium boiling tempera-
ture and decline in power production po-
tential work together to reduce the ef-
fects of an accident, a design feature
which 1s not as prevalent in 2 LWR.
_Despite = very careful design of CRBR,
there is substantial concern about the
offsite effects resulting from a core melt
accident. To make an unlikely accident
even Jless likely, the applicant has de-
signed two redundant reactor shutdown
or SCRAM systems. Each operates com-
pletely independently. on separate de-
sign principles, different hardware, dif-
ferent and separate power supplies and
control systems. They have to insert 19
control rods-into the core but only three

the reactor safely.

The very careful design of these two
shutdown systems is calculated to reduce
the likelihood of & total or substantial
core melt resulting from a failure to
SCRAM-—insert control rods—to very
near gero. In fact, the target goal is to
show that the failure to SCRAM is small-
er than one chance in a million per re-
actor per year. Thus 100 reactors would
not see such an accident more often than
once every 10,000 years.

It must also be emphasized, Mr. Speak-
er, that the CRBR design itself makes
-this the most plausible sequence fo get to
-& core melt accident. In g light water re-
_actor the most plausible core melt is initi-
ated by a catastrophic pipe break, an ac-
cident whicl is not likely in a breeder
since the coolant is under low pressure
and the piping is, therefore, not under
the same internal stresses

Insisting on the verification of this one
in a million goal, Mr. Spesker, in my

" mind is highly indicative of the safety

review that NRC is giving the CRBR.
They will not license the applicant to
bezin construction until the failure to
SCRAM is sufficiently verified ia their
mind to adequately protect the public
health and safety. The concerns reflected

are needed out of the 19 to shut down .
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on by Mr. Fraser in his amendnment are
clearly not applicable in this particular
issue. The law and the procedures of
the NRC prohibit the resolution of this
issue at any other time but the present.

To take the next step toward the im-
plausible, in the interest of safefy, Mr.
Speaker, ERDA, NRC, and the applicant
assume a core melt has taken place and
they attempt to calculate the ensuing
sequence of events, What happens,
for instance, to the molten fuel? Does it
crystalize in the cooler sodium, break up
into very fine pieces and get swept up
into the fop of the reactor where it can
disperse and cool in the sodium? Does
it remain 'in a molten mass generating
heat an boiling sodium? Or does it ex-
plode like a small bomb and if g0, how
much energy does it release? Under these
explosive conditions, can the contain-
ment contain this event?

All of these possibilities are being con-
sidered by NRC and no construction per-
mit will be issued unless the design of
the reactor can either prohibit the event
in the first place or handle the event if
::. happens without endangering the pub-

c. $. )

What must be realized is that these
safety issues are such that they must
and will be resolved prior to the grant-
ing of a construction permit. There is
no procedure by which the NRC could
justify granting the construction permit
under the terms of the Atomic Energy
Act or its own regulations without a
finding that these questions had been re-
solved to their satisfaction. They are in-
dependent of the Fraser amendment,
totally covered in the licensing regula-
tions and what Mr. Fraser is addressing
are much less consequential matters.

‘The unresolved issues that are carried
by the NRC during the construction -
phase are not of this type. They are rela-
tively minor issues and in the opinion of
NRC, ERDA, and the applicant, they can
and must be resolved to the satisfaction
of NRC prior to licensing -operation at
full power. In some cases the unresolved
issues may be qualifiers which await pre-
operational testing. - -

Having watched the evolution of the
licensing process now for nearly 18 years.
on the committee, it is important to ob-
serve that the camrying of umnresolved
safety issues through construction repre-

_sents a very important licensing philos-

ophy—the proof of safe operation les
only in the final hardware, not in the
initial set of plans. Only when the NRC
can see all of the results of the construc-
tion process, the preoperational testing,
the slow approach to fuil power and then
full power operation can it ecertify that
the plant can be operated safely and
grant an operating license. The two step
licensing process always gives the NRC
the right to demand changes in the pub-
lic interest prior to operation. In the
case of CRBR the evolving nature of un-
derstanding in breeder reactor perform-
ance will undoubtedly give the NRC op-
portunity to make changes later.on that
will improve the safety of the plait, if
new knowledge gained in the interim
justifies such en action.

I would like to point out, Mr, Speaker.
that the amenédment offered by my col-

#
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ue from Minnesota would result in &
.cuction of licensing options available
he NRC, thereby reducing the safe--

. -vds built in to protect the public, re- -

) the privileges provided to inter-
ves:ors who wish to involve themselves in
the licensing action and reduce the over-
all safety of the plant. No agency such
a3 .NRC can pretend to know all of the
answers 6 to 8 years before a demonstra-
tion plant can be licensed to operate. By
making g final ruling now on an operat-
ing license and/or all safety issues, op-
tions available under the current licens-
ing practice which might be needed or
advantageous would be diffcult to im-
plement. The existing measured process
of licensing, developed painstakingly

over the vears, would be dealt a broad-

side, wiping out the substantial safe-
built in to protect the public
healih and safety.

I, for one, Mr. Speaker cannot in good
conscience, sacrifice on the altar of what
I consider to be misplaced. public con-
cern, the safeguards and procedures
which have been carefully and painstak-
ingly developed over the years to protect
that very same public. This amendment
is a wolf in sheep’s clothing and I urge
that it be defeated soundly.

P

L . PRRER -
EXTENSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS TO TOTALLY DISABLED
WIDOWS :

v

HON. JOE MOAKLEY

! .oF MASBACHUSETTS e
“""THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 6, 1976 -

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, -today I
have reintroduced an amendment to title
2 of the Social Security Act simed at’
providing extended social security pro-
tection for totally disabled widows and
widowers, and surviving divorce spouses.

The bill, introduced recently by Sen-
ator Dzcx CLARK, would eliminate the age
requirement that these disabled individ-
uals must meet in order to be eligible for
disability payments. This poses a partic-
ular hardship in the case of the younger
widow, for instance, who may not have
had ample time to accumulate funds for
retirement, or for the unforeseen.

In ths Nation as a whole, 18 percent of
those widows awarded disability benefits
in 1971 had been declared totally dis-
abled prior to reaching age 50. It has
b astimated that 75 percent of them

e living below the poverty level.
ﬂ“"' this type of legislation is a neces~

20 '

Disabled persons suffer physical, as
well as economic disadvantages. It is im-
portant that we respond adequately to
this small, but equally deserving segment
of the population.

I strongly urge action on this worthy
plece of legislation. We must act now to
see that those in need of such help re-
ce’ b Ican think of no reason to deny
th\v ssistance to those who, in most
cases, cannot help themselves. I will be
r~‘troducing H.R. 13028 with cospon-

later this month. If you wish to join
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with me in this effort, please contact
~Margaret Forde of my staff at extension
58273, by May 286.

-

STRONG LABOR UNION SUPPORT

~ FOR FEDERAL LOAN GUARANTEES
FOR SYNTHETIC FUEL DEVELOP.
MENT .

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 6, 1976 .

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, Joseph
‘Maloney, Secretary-Treasurer of - the
_Building and Construction Trades De-
partment of the AFL-CIO, conveyed
labor’s strong support for Federal loan
guarantees for synthetic fuel develop-
ment detailed in H.R. 12112, in testimony
before the House Committee on Sclence
and Technology. Mr. Maloney spoke for
more than 4 million workers afliated
with the Building and Construction
Trades Department when he said,

« « « I appesr before you today to urge

-

your support for HR 12112, Synthetic fuels-

and other alternate energy sources must be
an essential component of any national
_energy polloy. - %

_ At their national jobs conference held
in early spring of this year the Building
and Construction Trades’ 3,000 delegates
unanimously voted for 8 12-part resolu-

' tion.-In section (2) the delegates urge,

That Congress adopt H.R. 121132, a bill to
provides loan guarantees for the development
of synthetlc fuels, Vast coal and oil shale
resources which can provide domestic sup-
plies of gas and oll exist. Development is
ready to commence if financing can be as-
sured. Minlmal governmental involvement
through loan guarantees will exsure this de-
velopment.

Synthetic fuels will be needed in sub-
stantial quantities by the -1990’s as
domestic production of oil and natural
gas continue to decline. Mr, Maloney
emphasizes that, .

Initiatlng s synthetic fuels industry that
can make a serious contribution to our energy
supplies by 1095 requires an immediate
“commercial demonstration program.” This
program would help clear up existing un-
certainties and pave the way for adeguate

plant investment in the middle 1980's so that -

significant production can be achieved in
the 1900's, Thus, the lead times involved
require the consfruction and operation over
the next 5 to 10 years of a representative
mix of synthetic fuel plants, From there we
will obtain the necessary information to
resolve any uncertalnties and push ahead
with this new industry. He further elaborated
that the loan guarantees program for synthe-
tic fuel development places great emphasis
on environmental quality lssues ard would
provide financial and technical sssistance to
affected locallties,

In his testimony Mr. Maloney singled
out the oil shale and coal gasification
projects as offering the most substantial
employment opportunities. During the
height of construction a high BTU coal
gasification plant would employ as many
as 4,000 construction workers. Upon
completion the plant would permanently

port favorably H R, 12112,
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employ about 6,000 people and another
400 jobs would be created to operate the
attendant coal mine. It has been esti-
mated that a single oil shale plant would
provide 3,600 construction jobs and 1,200
permanent jobs. In the construction in-
dustry, which has been hard hit by utility
cutbacks, these figures mean an increase
in employment and & brighter prospect

-for economic security. -

- Mr. Maloney concluded. his remarks’

by stating,

“Mr. Chairman, we belisve that this biit
repressnts an unparalled (sic) opportunity
for this Committee to maks an fmportant
contribution to this couttry’s emergy securivy
and economic prosperity. We urge you to re=

: TR;:Bm 'r¢:> MISS MARY‘O/'BRIENK-IT
HON. HENRY J.-HYDE

* OF ILLINOIS 2
_IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 6, 1976
Mr, HYDE. Mr. Speaker, the tradl-
tional view of the role of women in our
society" has changed greatly in the last

+decade. Women who embarked on pro-

fessional careers before it was “fashion-
eble” havs helped pave the way for the:
present and future generations of young

women who are interested in pmt;ssional

careers. ) .

One of these
O'Brien, has been & pioneer inn the bank-
ing industry. Miss O'Brien is a constitu-
ent of mine and she is presently vice
president of the Riverside National Bank

-in Riverside, Ill. ‘Recently, Miss O'Brien

was honored by the Ilinois Banker As-

[N

‘women, ‘Miss Mary

soclation for 50 years of service o the -

banking industry, . !

Mary O'Brien began her employment
with the Riverside National Bank as a
file clerk in 1925. Through the years she
moved up the ranks serving in various
capacities—including vault attendant,
stenographer, bookkeeper, head book-
keeper, teller, and cashier. In 1969, she
was the first woman to become an officer
of the Riverside National Bank. Several
years later, she became assistant vice
president, .

By starting at the bottom and working
her way up, Miss O'Brien has had the
opportunity to learn every aspect of
banking, and.she probably knows more
about banking than most of her col»
leagues in that fleld. - .

Miss O'Brien has witnessed many
changes in the banking industry in her
half-century career. She recalls the day
in 1923 when Riverside National pur-
chased its first bookkeeping machine.
Since then, she has seen the introduction
of the computer which has brought about
great changes in the transfer of funds
and the modernization of the entire checy
clearance process, She has also seen
sweeping changes occur in the market-
ing and advertising of bank services and
the handling of bank public relations,
The types of services offered by banks
has grown substantlally in the past 50
years, and Miss O'Brien has been an in-

-




FACT SHEET - IMPACT OF TUNMNEY/RONCALFO AMENDMENT

Impact of CRBRP Project

The proposed '.mnney/Roncallo amendment would have a significant im-
pactonthecostandscheduleofCRBRP That impact would be as
follows:

. The schedule delay would be at least four years due to the

necessity to camplete detailed plant design prior to obtaining
a plant construction permit.

. The cost impact of CRBRP would be significant (on the order of
many hundreds of millions of dollars) due to the cancellation
of existing orders, escalations, increased overhead costs, etc.

. It is uncertain if CRBRP (or any other plant) could ever be
licensed using this approach since data on as-built camponents
and structures are required by NRC to make a determination of

_ plant safety.

Impact on the IMFBR Program

In addition to the impact on the CRBRP Project the proposed amendment
would also significantly delay, for four or more years, the Adminis-
trator's decision point on IMFBR cammercialization. Consequently,
the availability of the IMFBR option to the Nation as an essentially
inexhaustible energy resource would be delayed. The current ERDA

plan specifies the year 1986 as the decision poz.nt based on the
following milestones:

. Campletion of uranium resources assessment (1980)
. Resolution of safeguards issues (1981)
. Resolution of reactor safety and other
environmental issues through operation of
FFIF, execution of development programs, etc. (1986)
- Three years meaningful operation of CRBRP (1986)
The Tunney/Roncalio amendment would delay all but the first milestone
by four years or more, and hence delay confirming IMFBR's viability
as a source of essentially inexhaustible energy.
The impact of such a delay in introduction of the IMFBR would include:

~ Benefits derived from the IMFBR would be reduced by $3 billion f‘gr»;r
each year of delay.

’ 4



The probability of shortage of ecancmm—l}.y '_ ecoversble
uranium resources dve to- defemng: the ir
the breeder reactor economy would be incy

The possible need to import fore:.gntedmlcg' u a’
substitute for a commercially viable U.S: breeder reactor-
industry which would cause a significant loss of U.S.'“jobs
and imbalance of payments.

Provisions of the Current Licensing Pmcess i =

The current licensing process for CRBRP mll ensme-ﬁ:a:t pIaxﬂ: o

design and construction are carried out in:a nannerto aﬁe-

quately protect the health and safety of the pubhc‘ ovisions

of the process currently underway include:

NRC review of the CRBRP design will be conducted in a manner
identical to that currently employed for light water reactors.

NRC's review requires a deliberate and orderly development
of plant design including:

-A safety review by the NRC technical staff

-A safety review by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safe~
guards (ACRS)

~Public hearings which are conducted by the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board to allow full and open discussion of
CRBRP safety issues.

The current process does require a thorough, strmgent design
review of CRBRP. As a part of this process, the project has

already provided over 18,000 pages of information in support

of CRBRP to date. This is indicative of the in-depth review

required to determine the safety of a first-of -a-kind plant.
The design and safety review process for FFTF has contributed
significantly to the design of CRBRP.

After a construction permit (CP) has been issued, the CRBRP
licensing process will continue. Any design deficiencies
revealed during plant construction must be corrected. (On
IWR's, it is true that all plants which received CP's
subsequently received Operating Licenses (OL‘s) . However,
NRC did require substantial design changes in some plants
prior to granting of an OL).



piscussion of EBR-T and Férmi Experience

Reference is made to EBR-I and Fermi experience in the Tunney/
Roncalio minority views. The EBR-I and Fermi reactor incidents,
although not directly applicable to GRBRP, have been extensively
reviewed and analyzed The following facts are pertinent:

. EBR-I was a small test reactor which was built to investigate
3 | ;eactors. The configuration of the
ike that of FFIF and CRBRP. When an
_'a_gpdscredamagetothereacbor
xmined to be nonfeasible to rebuild
3§ designed and built as the logical
E of ]:ME'BR's and has operated success-

. The:.nc:.demtatFemuinl%G resulted in some damage to the
reactor, but demonstrated the efficacy of plant safety systems.
Such backup systems have been significantly improved since
1966. The reactor was repaired, relicensed, recommissioned,
and ran until 1973 when is was shutdown.

. The incidents at EBR-I and Fermi did not result in injury to
any persomnel or a release of radiation to the site boundary.
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ided with plenty of nourishment. Iis In situ recovery ‘remaing very a.ttucﬁw
— ranches must be carefully watched and con-  however ss it eliminates, ta a h.rp m
. Jantly pruned. Our government officials .. the residue disposal problem and also
wust have the desire to be strong like the vexyahaxply mmw
rees, with ever deepening roots, and bear and -
_ruits. which are pleasing to God and man. :ontroi. - ; s
ulonguwosdmﬂmbertrommﬂm mm
these qualidcations, our graudchildren’ will Petroleuan: subsidracs,

be able to enjoy the freedom our forefathers of in-situ recovery dud By m of bniﬁl»

gave us. - ‘ vaporize % Jarge fraction of the X = A
2 TR started, using alr from m-.a..;.._.,
LASER FUSION AND OIL SHALE ] FperC s

HON.- WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD

OF PENNSYLVANIA

enough heat 1o vaporize & {;ﬂ,
quantity. The vapors are condensess
" ‘other chamber below the burning

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  face. Recovery levels e to apprones.
0%, - s

Thursday, May 6, 1976 wh no-t oy ” i : |
Afr. MOORHEAD of Pennsy‘l:éan:a.;k Bgro ::o tmsedtmx lslxl:mgd.m' -u&mwm m *
Speaker, it is my intention next w e shale mov )
propose an amendment to the ERDA au- trested there o recover ﬁ:‘ Revogen.
thorization bill, HR. 13350, to increase. e thres Pas mxm e mal e
funds for the development of laser fusion - ! thme el Gt they “':"“ “‘""‘
mmombythepﬂmsm - tanyhﬂtcyd;m e
I believe laser fusion holds great en~ of the carbon and hm |
ergy promise for America in the produc-  The Instituts. of Oss

tion of artificial natural gas and also the studied a fourth process in which excess

tapping of energy, resources from oil bydrogen (souwrce unspeeifted) I Introduced
western and eastern United States.
think all Members of the House of Rep~
resentatives will be very much interested

are recovered and the finsl prmlt miz k
subject to good contrul. ..o Fmaalpivis g
The Institute of Gas T
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lected in a pool mmmmmm

88 broken shale is heatsd in & &
shals formations located in ‘both thg sty prefprt s W%

-

hyan

in the following technical paper by KMS. gre very attractive but mtm ‘: M

Fusion, Inec., of Ann Arbor, Mich., on the is—where does the -extra hydrogem come
potential use of laser fusion and the in rrocn:? s @
f shale: rtaloly no m iselt, <
situ development of s S A typical oll shale contains 25% xoroun
Lasza Fossox A On. 8 and 75% minerals. ’rhe analysis of kerogen'
©Oil shale is the larger resource for hydro- Carbon, 80.5; Hydrogon. 10.3; Nitrogen, 2.4;
earbon fuel in North America and it is, a8 Sulfur, 1.0; and Oxygen, 5.8."
et, essentially untapped. One esiimate  Methane is 75 percent carbon and 25 per-
laces itz production potential as in excess cent hydrogen by weight.
of the Middle East oll reserves., This is the crucial point a.t whlch new
‘The major difference is in the avallability hydrogen, produced from water via laser-
and cost of recovery. The hydrocarbon in oll  griven. fusion. may be introduced. This new
shale are physically bound within a rock-like . hydrogen supply makes it possible to come
structure which typically is an intimate con- pilete the recovery of hydrocarbon fuel from
‘tinous mix or marl or other finely divided ghale by addition of a.fraction of new fuel
inorganic material and kerogen, a carhonrich gas free hydrogen produced by laser-fusion
(and hydrogen defiolent) material of very driven systems. .
high viscosity. The shale i3 a dense, impervi- If this approach is accepted, we can go ons
ous, relatively elastic, material which does gtep further, but it is a most important step.
not fracture or crack readily, making increase A modified IGT process using EXMBP “laser-
in permeability dificult or Impractical. When fusion™ hydrogen would still require mining
the kerogen is fully separated, or yacovered, and transport of the shale, and dispcsal of.
tke remaining mineral is a fine, Qust-liké ¢he mineral waste. With hydrogen (dnd oxy-
material which is not easily handled, cot= gen) available from splitting of the water
<trolled or dlsposed of,
Fuel from shale requires two major steps. and most economical _form should be
{s) Moblilization or separation of the kero=- practical.
gen from the shale. @Golng back to the solvent recovery tech-
(b) Disposition of the mineral residue. nique, it should be poesible to use hydrogen
_EKerocgen recovery may in principle take andq s small amount of oxygen to do ithe
te eitner in situ, or the shale may be equivalent eficlency. Oxygen is introduted

-d and moved fo a recovery plant on for efcient burning of a fraction of the Xeros.

surface for processing. gen to mobilize a larger quantity. Introducs
In situ recovery of underground mineral tion of hydrogen leads to chemical reactions
deposita is a well developed art as for ex-
ample in some types of copper mining. A drogen enriched, becoming primarily ;
most desirable objective in shale oil recov~ gas like materials which may be broughi to
ery would be dissolving the kerogen out of the surface—or possibly stored underground.
the -shale uader ground and then moving Formation of the hrydrocarbons bresxs up
the solution to the surface for separation and the shale structure and, since hydrogen i3
refinemens, Kerogen, however, hes & very far more mobile or penetrating than lguid
high molecular weight (about 8000) and no solvents, the volume treatable from ah  ini-
satiafactory hydrocarbon solvents have tial drill hole should be much larges than
Fsen found, although there is s proprietary that possible with solvents.
iy by Shell Oil on heated cil-miscible Little energy is expended in mining, mno
d solvents. separate procesa water supply is needed, only
"~ addition *o the low inherent solubility that required to generate hydrogen, and the
of the kerogen, the elastic quality of the ofl mineral residue remains underground.
<hale itzelf makes 1t difcult to improve The process may be compared to the Gar-
penetration by microfracturing, as might oc- rett process of in situ recovery, but one in
“cur Ia brictle rock. which oxygen replaces the air used, the prod-

"within the

-molecule, the In-situ process in its stmplest 1 R
Or even years widwouws -being espoisd to real

underground in which.the products aze hy-- :
naturale

‘and

dued if rhag
pect of hnm—dzteham a.nd apmehen
Sion. %
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[From the Washington, D.C, Catholic

& Ltz or DoTy -~

The senssless shooting shat took the lives
of two Monigomery Police officers, Capt.
James E, Daly ard Cpl. John Al Frontczak,
etk Is another grim re-
minder of the coatnuous danger that police
officers face in the line of duty. Unfortu-
nately all too maay people fail S0 appreclate
the quality of poise protection our comaru~
hities receive foom the police. It generaily
Fequires the deeth or serious izjury of police
officers to remmind ws of “the service thsy
perforr.”

Bymerwmwofhkmrk&pouce .

officer alwars Iaces the

danger. But they awes kmow whemn: violence
will strike and the posstbsisty fs alwags there:
1ASt Priday two cieers: siarted dut lnde-
pencently ‘om wiat i ﬁm was
routine duiy. They were alasted By zaaiio
and the whersabouts

m.mhmmmacmum

s the fact that i che of the
officers, hed besn criti m Both
officers would now be on adminfstrative teave
possibly could ba facing cBasges of using
excessive force or poice brutality. They could
not shoot frst axd ask quesiions sfterward.
They were bound to Iaxe A identification
and then use ocly the force necessary to
effect an arrest, This state of mind gave the
killer sn advantage. He was not operating
under the same limitations, Needless to 8ay,
the police oficers could not have acted other

et nm'mwmm o
eXl, re s complets, and

Stancard, Apr. 1, 1976) Sk



UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
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Mr. George F. thgEy; Jr.,
Executive Directef = B
Joint Committee on Atamic Engrgy e

Congress of the":w 5 :

which woul& aaj“ 5,
(KMSF) to the FY 1977 1@5,
provided. Tt

The table below representsiiglnal and planned funding for the KMSF
contract as developed by the Laser Fusion Division.

ACTUAL SUBMISSION ERDA BUDGET
FUNDING TO OB REQUEST
FY 1975 $§ 850K — -
FY 1976 $9,358K — o
FY 1976T e $ 1,650X $1,650K
FY 1977 o $11,800K $7,000K

In the submission to OMB, KMSF funding for FY 1977 was planned at a level
of $11,800K. This amount of funding included a continuation of FY 1976
level of effort (approximately $550K per month) plus an upgrade of the
KMSF laser facility from 2tw to provide 2 laser capability of 4tw. As a
result of budgetary reviews, the plaﬂnec laser upgrade for KMSF was
deferred and only a continued level of effort remained in the budget for

KMSF estimated at $7,000K for FY 1977.

It should be noted that funding levels for FY 1976T and FY 1977 were
prepared prior to KMSF submitting a proposal for that period and without
a comprehensive review of work being performed by KMSF under the present

e @ F——-———

—aaa W W




Mr. George F. Murphy, Jr. -2 -

_——

e eontréét. We have just recently rece;vgd

Operating Expense
Capital Equipment

Total

fn the submission for™ _ﬁmglﬂﬁ
4An additional factor to be con

contract (May 1975 through June’1976}'ﬁ
proposed by KMSF.

In summary, funding for KMSF during FY 1977 is &eﬁen&4~
basic factors:

1l.. A full evaluation of the latest KMSF proposal.

2. A review of work performed under the current contract. -

3. The level of funding provided to the Laser Pusioa ‘Program
by Congress.

We understand that the JCAE has already recommendag'in the authorization
bill increasing the Laser Fusion Budget by $14,000K. This would provide
additional funds for KMS and other purposes.

. Based on the foregoing discussion, we are not in a position to support
_an _additiopal $5,000K of funding for KMSF, Inc.'s FY 1977 eiforts in
the program as proposed by the Moorhead Amendment.

Sincerely, ; D

( / Lot ot R
Ai%:ed D. Starbird B
As;istant Administrator

“for National Security

e g s g o P S PR P 2. ey
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Pren <nent statistics. There is litile room for

that
ften
are

job
Tms
very
one
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women in the working xflabe.:i;t also be-
sause many women have been forced is viewed by ;

sack to work for purely financtal reasons. others to l?ey ss;m?ﬂb:n; gyercent;;
wn some situations, high inflation rates be 4 percent. A good numbe many:

An acceptable rate of unemployment:

treome. It many other unforttmate cases;
our Ligh divorce- rate has left many
women with no other choice than to-go- 1
bacie to work, or to work for the first
time. Some reduction in the infation rate
may take the pressure off s ] ¥
finances so that those women:
in the labor force strictly forsu
tary incorme purposes can return to theie-

presect jobs of homemakers. The- bu ’
of the women, will of course,.

work forcein
are overeque:
Even with the

makeshift publie”s

underemploymen
level under the caps :
among this sizeable group. The
bility is as high as their job &
tion. The slternative of-period:
S e B T
men often more " we do - # 3
than stability in a-job for which the: m*mm own ?:mlmmt & and,%:
son i3 overqualified and is bored. .~ . . adding billions this time aromnd f;: gu? B
The attractiveness of unemployment :lic service jobs. e
compensation over the acceptance of a e
job which is below a person’s goal, Isan - :
issue which needs to be addressed by any. =
vwerson seriously analyzing umemploy-

doubt that the current system of unem-
ployment compensation increases the.
rate and duration of unemployment. The
amount of this increase has been in dis-
pute, but most economists agree that it
does contribute to an increase in the un-
employment figures.
In an appearance before the Joint -
Economic Committee, Martin Feldstein,
a Harvard economist, stated that the-
present form of unemployment insur-
ence may contribute 1.25 percent to the
is not teomm:n:ftgntee;! o : ek
say - we-should d0  The SPEAKER pro tem e

. 8 R T Y : pore. Un %
:y\z'staey;vith the ulnul!l;ploment insurance ~previous order of the House, the geietrle:-f:‘
because it has the efféct of In- man from Vermont (Mr. Jerroros) is re- =
creasing the rate and duration of unem= ~cognized for 30 minutes. '
ploﬁment. But we should face up to the . AM=IRSPORBS: Mr, Speaker, I and 1
iy ot by Siioe A e, S b sy ctinger ki o0&
which he or she finds unacceptable; we: ERDA .auth c c: asm-e'ye'" A
add significantly to those who “are ‘1311:4)'-"'15ll e e
: 0 Increase -
co:trx:ted ln‘ the unemployment statistics. ergy tecunolog:esebi'u:ﬁlgg %ﬁgiar&
3 addition to his comment upon the  increment is absoutely vital to maximize -
Feldsl?e &m::s amd ce 25",“"" Mnrt' :llle pgtentl:g these promising technolo- =%

dressed curre! es

:st‘;‘uu::lure of unemployment in a paper crisis :tv:n oplm:rc:?;gg:de;ﬁ-%
- ;Ye:hw Institute of Eco- $229.2 million reported from the Science <
mcludmu- ea that paper he con- and Telchnology Committee, the total =
: nonn gure woul o>
The current .structure of unemployment 55’45,? meﬁ?off'm - By f

in the American Economy is not compatible . =
e e Tt o g:n p This amendment has two broad pur- .=

poses: &

First. To develop a momentum in the &
solar programs-—particularly photovol- ™%
taics and solar thermal—which wil bring -
lower cost solar energy, available on & -
more widespread basis, at a pace which &

unemployed who are unable to find jobs.
Even with the high unemployment rate of
1974, the durations of unemployment were
hort, job losers accounted for less than half
of unemployment, and quit rates generally
exceeded laoyotls,
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%
o

_mot even be able to prove-itseif by the

April 28, 1976 cC
it is clear the technology can now sus-

tain.

Second. To elevate the funding levels
to match policy objectives already an-
pounced by the administration; that is,
1o commit the Nation to solar develop-
ment in the same way a8 the Nation is
now committed to the breeder reactor.

The goal of this amendment is to ¢
demonstrate the viability of this renew- :
able energy option by the year 1985. The !
present program, unfortunately, accord-
ing to the consultant who prepared the |
national solar energy evaluation for the |
Office of Technology Assessment, Mr. .
Dan Ahern, is a program which “may |

year 2000, simply because of the severe
cuts in funding.” -
Information from reliable industry
and administration officials, as well as
knowledgeable independent authorities
has convinced us that the technologies
can effectively utilize this sdditional
funding. It is significant that the origi-
nal ERDA branch chief requests, from
the persons most knowledgeable about
the practical capacity to use the funds
effectively, totalled $471.2 million, 25
percent higher than the figure we pro-

pose.
Iam progqsl_ns,ingreasesinghe_fouow-,

First. Photovoltaics—an increase of
$47.9 million, from $32.1 to $81 million,
equallying the original request of the
photovoltaic branch in ERDA. .

Second. Solar thermal—an increase of
$27 million, from §3 {o $65 still consider-
ably below the $1 million requested by the
branch. £

_ 7Third. Wind—an increase of $12.8 mil-
lion, from $16 to $28.8 million, which is
$6.2 million below the branch request.

Fourth. Construction items—and in-

. The detailed breakdown is as follows
> L *m

- The potentiality for low-cost produc,
tion of electricity via photovoltaic tech--
nologies is promising indeed. A recent
program analysis developed by the high+
ly-respected jet propulsion laboratory in+
dicates that there are three very attracd
tive photovoltaic technologles whick:
could be economically competitive witl
all other energy-sources by 1985 for gens
eration of electricity at any scale. This
however, can only be achieved by re
instating the $81 million originally re
quested by the photovoltaic branch
ERDA, and not with the $32 million pres
ently in the authorization bill. I th
present figure is allowed to stand, su
promising technologies will be stretch
out many years and commercial marke
which could be galvanized with the i
creased funds will be greatly reduced.
For the information of my colleagu
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. ts clear the technology can now sus-

ecOnd. To elevate the funding levels
‘s~ match policy objectives: already an-
pounced by the administration; that is,
to commit the Nation to solar develop-
ment_in the same way as_the Natlon is
now committed to the breeder’ reactor.

Dan Ahern, is a program which “‘msy
. mot even be able to prove ltself by the -

year 2000, simply because ot the severe\
sinf 3 2

can effectively’ utilize ‘this~ additional -
funding. It is significant that the origi-
nal ERDA branch chief requests, from
the persons most knowledgeable about -
the practical capacity to use the funds.
eﬁectlvely, totalled $471.2 million, 25
percent higher than the figure we pro-

pose.

* Tam proposing increases in the follow-
fng areas:
- First, Photovolta.lcs—an ‘Increase of
$47.9 million, from $32.1 to $81 million,
equallying. the original request of the
photovoltalc branch in ERDA.

Second. Solar thermal—an increase of
227 million, from $3 to $65 still consider-

v below the $1 million requested by the

" Third. Wind—an increase of $12.8 mil-
lion, from $18 to $28.8 million, which is
$6.2 million below the branch request.

Fourth. Construction items—and in-
crease of $25 million, from $15 to $40
million, representing an additional seven
important projects in various techmol=
ogles, and still $4 milnon below branch
requut.

Fifth. Reports and addihonal stafling—
$2.5 million to provide the additional

staffing necessary to handle the increased.

funding and to provide reports called for
by the Office of Technology Assessment
in its evaluation of the ERDA program.
'I'he detailed breakdown is as follows:
%. PHOTOVOLTAICS

« The pobenﬂality for low-cost produc-

]y-respected Jjet propulsion laboratory ln-
dicates that there are three very aitrac-
tive photovoltaic - technologies ~which

all other energy-sources by 1985 for gen-
eration of electricity at any scale. This,
however, can only be achieved by re-
instating the $81 million originally re-
quested by the photovoltaic branch in
RDA, and not with the $32 million pres-
C ly in the authorization bill. If the
.e<sent figure is allowed to stand such
mising technologies will be stretched
, many years and commercial markets
which could be galvanized with the in-
creased funds will be greatly reduced.
For the information of my colleagues,

JPL paper, completed in April 1975
PHOTOVOLTAIO CONVERSION Mﬂ»
GROUND AND RATIONALE ' FOR ZHS New

th.mugh!.sﬁ 3

‘stendy growth iy the Ay .
technology, mwm h
furn, places less rellance on the
future breakthroughs m
slow brlnglng—on-unb 3
large-scale ribbom ' -{or: other)
.S0lar. array p!um {in the
1984 time period) and allows for continual

** descreases_ in° cost as the increases in the

solar-cell production capacity are achleved,
2. Mobil-Tyco 65-Foot Ribbon—=
The second event was the zecent an-
nouncement by Mobil-Tyco that they have
now achieved & continuous growth of 65
feet of silicon ribbon, and expect to have 100
feet or more of continuous growth by late
Spring (as soon as new equipment is brought
on line). This meets a significant milestone in
thelr overcoming the critical die-degradation
problem, and serves to provide further con-
fidence for the ultimate success of the over-.
all photovoltale conversion program goals,
. DOD Interest in Soler-Cell Applications-s

The foremost event, however, is the in- -

terest that DOD has recently expressed:
applying photovoltaic conversion

technology
to promotis energy “self-sufficiency” im their '. ]

remote military bases. This opens an.

entirely A .
new and -potentially quite significant essly nr wm . -
market for the first generations of improved - toward . eivilian . damonstiation:

terrestrial solar cells. :
By considering only the prices now being:

pald for energy at some remote sites, DOD
market: (

-has already projected am am:mdr

10-Yzan Praw : s

ment of a ‘solar a;m “ -t

Per peak w. b; 9'!& {2) To estaplist.
the demngﬂ 80%: “lesrning-curve™ growii
beyond that point by ‘establishing an early
Government market for. solar cells that
gradually tapers off as the free-enterprise
system takes hold.

This plan is based upon an initial (FY
78) ERDA buy of 76 kKW of solar arrays at an
anticipated price at $10 to $15 per peak watt, ;
to be applied to an early blend of experi- ¢
ments and demonstrations on remote DoD e *
‘bases. 'This purchase, coupled. with the §
projected 180 kW of free-market aIrays

~bullding up to a it MW
1983 DoD wonld continme to-

100 KW for photovoltaic systems &t an srray ' mm :

price of 400 mils/XWh (or sbout $650/peak.
wait), and of more-than .5 MW when the
mis/ kWi about

price drops below 200 -

82 25/pesk watt). 'rh-s puh- do roe m

that DOD

mmciency on such: Dbases,

- Most slgnificantly, DoD h.ns
desire to cooperate fully with xm;

willingness to publish their “price lsts™ for

photovoltaic applications {to serve as a free Jate

market incentive) and their interestin hav-
ing ERDA develop a sound testing and
demonstration program on DoD bases to es-
tablish the eftectiveness of photovoltaic
power systems. This would begin in FY 76
with a blend of applications totaling 75 kW,
to be designed, procured, tested, momtored
and funded within the ERDA photovoltaic
conversion program. Based on the success
of these initlal demonstrations, DoD would
then, startlng in ¥Y 77, annually order
progressively larger quantities of improved-
technology cells through the program, at a

could be economically competitive with effort. They have already indicated their w

TR 1

W

L

and DoD (1., total mnt} ax:u- plre
‘chase schedule also shown on that graph, The
xnear-term program gosl of 500 MW/year (at
less than 50¢/peak walt) is seen to be schlev-
able as early as 1983 to 1984, -
The existing photovoltaic eonverslan pro—
gram, in comparison, can be shown to lead
to only & relatively minor increment in the
projected “free-market™ curve of Figurs 2.
during the first nine years of the near-term
(1975 to 1984) period. In particular, the 200
kW-a.rray purchass planned for FY 78 wouid

L 2
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-inerease. the projected. production rate fop
that year from 886 kW to 785 kW. Tha two
other 200 kW purchases (in FY 81 and 83),
however, would be insignificant in compari~
- son to the MW production rates for those -
years projected by the existing free-marked
curve. Thus, the thrust of the emt:ng

ing ¥Y 85, when the lerge-scale
ray plants are planned to be
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1o the $816.23M.10-year plan submitted to
OMD last June. This represents 32?8 . in-
crease over the.existing plan.

Finally, it should be noted that other
tuuwde) fuctors, such as FEA's expressed
faterest in establishing tax (and other) in-
centives to promote the acceptance of solar
energy: systems, have not been considered
in -the market projections for the impact
of this RD&D program pilan.

_CONVERSION PROGRAM

line to meet the present. soo MY/year.. ¥y
85 program goal.

'I'he more aggressive RD&D program now

ng propesed has n pmjeeﬁed 10-year budg-

-e ot $1, mu g 7{9& in compsr!son

. the 81.252.1M
snd the 20%

1988
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= n is clear- ﬁ'om the ““milestones™ chart
that silicor arrays, concentralion: sys-
tems, and thin-film research all have the
potential of producing electricity by 1985

&t prices competitive with all other en-

ergy sources.

The praent lever of funding will caizse
slippage in these milestone by 1. {0-3
years, aceording to Mr. Ahearn. If this
fevel of funding remains relatively the
same over the next few years, the eco-
pomics predicted that the JPL paper will
obviously slip seriously into the 1990°s;
rather than provide probable viable op-
tions in 1985. Mr. Ahearn estimetes the
slippage would be at least 15 yeass..

An industry panel testifying before the
Joint Economic Commitiee on April 5
indicated that the-additional money pro-
posed by this amendment and similar
jegislation on the Senate side was badly
needed. There was considerable em-
phasis of the need for the Federal Gov-

R

w&mmmm

f‘é f

w4 S ¥ -

ernment to stimﬂm market develop-— “To be spec:mc, the mdustry panel.
ment by levels of funding sufficiently sagreed that the level “of funding ought .
high to convince industry that we are to berestored to $60 million*—this is the
serjous about our commitment to solar eutlay figure which is equivalent to $81
energy. One representative indicated that mnuon in budget authatity.
$60 million for research, iystems dem- -.Informed observers. susgskthefol!cw—
onstration, and market development for ing breakdown of the $32.1 million addi-
cadmium materials and other materials ﬁ.ona.ltundingm photovoltzics:
elone “might not. be enough,” indicating . “First, $10 miilion aut.hority for the tol-
also that megawatt quantities of these lowmg items: ,
materials. “at atiractive prices can be Increased efforts to reduce the wst of
achieved and delivered starting late in ﬂncunrawﬁfawdalsdawnbyafacmr
fiscal year 1977." A representative from of six:
Mobil-Tyco said silicon ribbon solar cells .. Addwtonal funds to drive down the cost
¢ould be cost competitive for production. of gingle silicon crystal sheet;
of electricity within 7 years. - . There.is: now one program locking at
There was considerable comment that encapaﬂated materials of &t least & 20
ERDA was “grossly understaffed” and Year lifetime; at least one more paraliel
that the operation was “pretty much one effort with ano'bher uompe.ny mvolved is
horse. But if you are interested in the Reeded; and
probability of success, betting on more - Inthe mtomated.mwcu,there ’re
than one horse is the best way to come now paper studies, and they need to be
out a winner.” turned into experimental programs as
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s pdssible. At the committee level
m?u:!mg, only one experimental pro-

<m would be possible, but a number
sre are possible and needed. :

¥ First, $9 : _
project should be accelerated by fund-

- - stats, structures ang controls, This also

includes. the development and demon-

stration of improved thermal storage sys-
tems and turbines; )
Jecona, $5 million for studies and dem-
_strations projects for total energy res-
. idential systems—100 homes, for power
systems for small towns—10 megawatts
and below, and industrial parks; :
Third, $§4 million reinstated for irriga-
tion pumping systems, engines and
storage systems in the 50 KW range.

Such systems without storage are in
operation in Mexzico and North Africa,
marketed by Renault; we have no com-

.parable ' industry . whatsoever, nor
demonstration program. The market is
very large: Much of the southwest’s
frrigation is pumped by natural gas and
that energy source is becoming rapidly
interruptible; replaceable pumps on
_American oil fields number in. the hun-
dreds of thousands as well; .
Fourth, $5 million to reinstate funding
for total energy systems to conform to
iginal timetable; for - architect and
sineering solicitation and conceptual
aesign oriented around the usage of
waste heat from a sblar thermal electric
plant;

"Fifth, $4 million for competitive designs
for alternative concepts to the Central
Receiver, such as parabolic troughs, con-
centrating collectors and fixed mirror
distributed foci directed toward central
station power generation. This is to
introduce parallel concepts into central

tion power generation, whereas the
sent program puts all our eggs into
the concept of the Central Receiver.
ITI. WIND

The branch chiefs requested $35 mil-
lion, which was cut to $28.8 at the divi-

- Second, $20 million suthority for mar-

Ing the development of lower cost hello- -

chines allows for applications to a much
wider geographical spread.. §
Third, $1.8 million for the developiment
of pilot plant, in which a windmill farm
is associated with -a utility to demon-
strate that large-scale power systems can
be effectively supplemented with wind
power. The $1.8 million would be devoted

to planning and comporents, and the' project will go forward -

funding inereased in the nexi 2 fiseal
years for full development of
cent. ., ~ AA:,,; '-'_T':‘- . o

The effect of thése: additions would be
to stimulate new ndustry {nterest Ix
‘wind, and particuldrly utility interest; it
would also allow for more competitive-:
ness within - industry for ERDA con-
‘tracts.

“was eliminated in solar thermal. A com-

bination of the reinstated funding in-

wind and solar thermal would place &
better balance in our funding as between
.central and decentralized systems, giv-
ing more appropriate attention to our
rural areas. e

IV, CONSTRUCTION ITEMS

First, $2.5 million for 77-2-C—Solar
thermal electric demonstration power-
plant for agricultural use, 5§ megawatts—
baseline studies. This project is to de-
velop and demonstrate the feasibility of
using solar energy to provide electricity
to meet agricultural needs—it would
demonstrate the application of solar en-
ergy to replace scarce natural gas and
propane. It would have direct applicabil-
ity to the southwestern irrigation prob-
lem, midwestern cattle and farming

this o manda:
s oomem area How iterm,

large- 100~
by major utilities, There-is some indica-
tion that some funding was Intendad in
the solar thermal portion of the commit-
tee budget-for this project, but, since-
the committee did not provide-a line-
item breakdown and since this project-
was not placed in the coi n sec-
tion of, the bill, there is no assprance the

.Tegard it -gs prudent to’

dogf Do,
i

t6 15 the comstructiom: sestin

; o e B::’; i, : 3
- Sixth, $3 million for T2 & S
watt dnfm coflectar recwivey

“thermal test- facility,
* provide & test facility Having
‘bility of testing various brpee
-uted collector systems, ..

e

sad &
test facility. It will be the world's lazgest
- permit the therough svail »

nical and economic feasibility of multi-

~-o negawatt- wind system operation: - =

- Bmall business set-aside. Twerity per-
-cent -of the funding is mandated to go
to small business. As Bag been well docu-
mented by Cong Mozrt" and
Senator McInTyRe, small business in the
United States has played a dispropor-
tlonately large role in the invention of
important technologies in this ‘centiry. -
A 1987 report by the U.S. Panel on In-
vention and Innovation of the Depart-
ment of Commerce concluded that: .

First, small firms and independent in-
ventors are better innovators than large”
firms; and

Therefore; we .

-




-
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Second, most lnnovatwns occur outslde
the industry being changed. A recent
University of Maryland study showed
that small firms and independent in-
ventors provided over two-thirds of the
major inventions between 1946 and 1955.
¥et. in the new solar field, over 70 per-
eent of Federal R. & D. funds to profit-
making corporations was awarded during
the last 2 years to companies ranking

among the 200 largest in the. Nation..
Less than 6 percent went to small firms. . about

The administration has, on nunierous.-
occasions, indicated it holds mpow
for solar energy in-high
original Project 3 .
stated thab-—-'“nj_: e

billion for nuclear energy, 3
‘weapons applications, alone. Now we are

told that we could achieve five timesthaf =
result with solar in less time, that is; 15 -

years.'I would say that an accelerated
funding program for solar is certainly
cost-effective in light of this raw aggre-
gate data.

LET US NOT DENY VETERANS A .

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, ‘the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. Hscx-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I acknowledge the need for
Federal budgetary restraint, as we set
legislative priorities through the budg-
etary process. As & member of the Com-~_ .
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, I stressed.

res throughout the com-

. -fiscal responsibility
mittee’s deliberations on the budget a.nd

reiterate its importance today. -
However, I believe that support of

. gssential veterans’ programs is well

within the bounds of fiscal responsibility.
With stress on the word “essential,” I cite

cost-of-living increases in veterans’ pen~ *
compensation, and educaﬂon =

sion,
benefits. i

* Mr. Speaker, these increases a.r& i
lne with the inflated costs which- vet-

erans, their dependents, and their sur- -

vivors must pay. If the increases are not
approved, the purchasing power of these
persons will be eroded.

For example, those drawing pensions
for non-service-connected disabilities re-
ceived an 8-percent increase in benefits
on January 1. If funds are not included
in the fiscal 1977 budget, these pensioners
will have their checks reduced effective
October 1. Is it fiscally responsible to
penalize these disabled veterans, many of
whom are elderly persons who rely upon

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE

their pension benefits as their major
source of income? I believe that cutiing
off this cost-of-living increase would be
zgd irresponsible act on the part of this
Y.
For another example, veterans receiv-
ing disability compensation and survivors

getting dependency and indemnity com-»,‘

pensation last received an increase on.

et
" jzed in. this Dudige
m m

m&m&mm RECENT
~ TREASURY. . DEPARTMENT DECI-
.SION TO TAX ARMED FORCES
HEALTH PROFESSIONS SCHOLAR-
SHIP PROGRAM SCHOLARSHIPS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Bop WILsoN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation to reverse
a recent Treasury Depaitment decision
that scholarships for students enrolled
‘in the Armed Forces health professions
scholarship program are taxable,

- We are today at a crossroads in terms

of medical care for military families.

-With the end of the draft, the services
have faced a difficult task in trying to
.aftract and retain high quality medical
personnel. In an effort to make the pay
of military doctors more competitive
with the private sector, special bonuses

have been enacted. Under the able and.

dedicated ™ “Jeadership of Congressman
F. Enwarn H¥EreRT, We created the Uni-
:omd Serﬂces University of the Health

of the draftees leave in the next few
years.

In recent years, Congress, through the
annual Department of Defense appro-
priations bill, has reguired the services
to cut back on the use of CHAMPUS and
to rely more heavily of military medical
facilities. At this same time, the supply
of military doctors at these facilities has
been shrinking. The shortage in the years
ghead could reach crisis proportions un-
less we generate a new source of doctors.

- gifmed i
G
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This is the reason for the Armed Forces
health professions scholarship program.
Taxation of these scholarships is both
illogical and highly counterproductive to
the recruitment of new doctors for the
militaxy services.

These scholarships were exempted
frori. taxation on a temporary basls for

caldiadar yoars 1973, 1974, and 1975. That
August 1, 1975, During this calendar year, ~Jegislative

Nmaority has now expired. As
& @m today introducing a blll
¢ stipends exempt from tax-

- 3 Means and Senate Finance
gttees to act expeditiously as pos-
this 'bill,

fekinte

- L EMY, M"a(’ ‘Ohio addr&sed»ihe.

® " House, His remarks will appear hereafter

in the Extensions of Remarks.]

“FINAL DAYS” HITS RAW NERVE

“Fhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. CoTrER) is
zecognized for 5 minutes.

“Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
Iike to take this opportunity to insert
into the Recorp an excellent article by
Bob Waters, a correspondent for the
Hartford Courant, on the subject of
‘*The Final Days”:

“FIxaL Dars” Hrrs RAw In:aﬂ:
(By Robert Waters)

WasHINCTON.—In the words of one Wash«
lngton Post writer, the latest Woodsteln
opus, “The Final Days,” has struck & raw
nerve. :

The Post has been swamped with angry

-mail since its decision & couple of weeks sgo
1o reprint on page one—excerpts from the
ceriain-best seller by reporters Bob Wood-
ward and Carl Bernstein,
. Along with the excerpis, the newspaper
«lso published a beautifully writien critigue’
and summary of the book by Hamnes Johne
son.”

Ever since then, angry letiers—some of
them from charter members of the “I Hate
!:::on Club”—have been taking the paper to

k.

‘The thrust of most of the complaints was
summed up by the Post’s ombudsman, Asso-
¢clate Editor Charles B, Beib: ™, .. there is &

growing impatience with the press's lack of fu
concern for personal privacy and that unde- S

finable thing we call taste.™ -
Some of the specific complaints about tha §
book centered on its references to the drink-

fng and personal lves of Richard end Pal §&

Nixon.

@thers were directed to the book’s descrip- §
tion of an incident in which the then-Presi-
dent invited Secretary of State Eenry Kis- B
singer to pray with him,

Up to now, there have been surprisirgly
few hard challenges to the acc of the
events described by Woodward and Bern-
stein. Even some of the denisls—when case~
fully read—contain a cirea 1973 White Hcousz
flavor.

But all in m. the public’s reactiion seems
to boll down to: Why can’t you leave tLe poor
guy alone?

As & bystander and sonietimes chronicler of
the Watergate era, I must confess that I
share some of the concerns of the eritics, It
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VOCATIONAL EQUCATION

“Eaboratory (1nsert”
“for example, projects:
technologies can be economically com
sources of energy by the year: 1o 85,“
of funding we propose. :

Last month, industry representatives 1
Joint Economic Committee, stated the
we propose are now "critical” to the present stage QE
development of the Solar Thermal and Photovoltai techna

proposed Y 77 budg " could e used poectlvelj and woul&
greatly enhance the probablllty of large scale usage cf sol
energy in the near and mld -term time fram
concluded:
, A program, giver a high hatiomal pri
( must receive commensuraie;fhnainguﬂ

not occur. = : g 23
In summation, the prqgram 15 mndee&?a ‘program -

for the year 290n. Conversely, this evaluation
( has indicated that solar energy can be a program

for the year 1986 but only if it is accorded the

resources and support merited as a high

national priority. (emphasis added).

(Fee pp. H4107-8 of May 7 Record for the full text of the

Overall Evaluation section of this study)

o

The increase is therefore absolutely vital :o0 (a) develop

a momentum in these solar programs which will bring lower
cost solar energy, available on » more widespread basis, at

a pace which it is clear the technology can now sustain,

and (b) elevate the funding levels tc match policy objectives
already anncunced by the Advinistration, i.e., to stimulate
the develcopme1: of these “ozhmdlagres as a mijor American
GERerTy SuuRroe,



The goal is to prove the wviability of the

cption by 1385.

~ewable ehergy

The 20% small business set-asice rcqu;rumeh-,according
to Mr. Milton Steward, President of the National Small

Business Association,
the level oi nag i

-"is an absolute minlmvﬁ, given

e input into
ielsct Committee
~"7he Role of
velcpnent, and

srarnment. ..
'_?iOneers and
. Zheir own
snt ~support
- solar energy

it you“have,alv'*

s or would care to join us as a

sponsor of this amendment. please contact us directly or
our staffs (Dick 54115, Jeff 56416). Present cosponsors

are listed below.

Harold Runnels

,Lehman = Elorlda
Richard White - Texas
€ude - Maryland
Richmond - N.Y.
Fenwick - N.J.

Fraser - Minnesota
Udall - Arizona

Real ~4North Carolina
Reuss ™= Wisconsin
-Sefpverling - Ohio

FmEIT e

‘Cleveland - New Hampshire
Biester - Pennsyslvania
Conte - Massachusetts
Mottl ~ Ohio
Heckler - Massachusetts
Mitchell - N.Y.
Lujan - New Mexico
Bedell - Iowa
Oberstar - Minnesogg
AuCoin - Oregon
Bingham - N.Y.
Nolan- Minnesota
Tsongas - Massachusetts
Holtzmanr - N.Y.
Lundine - N.,Y.

d4gar - Pennsylvania
Minish - N.§,.
Whitehurst - Virginia
Howe - Utah
Beard - Rhode Island
Keys - Xanszas

Santiri « Mawzin

Jenr-azke - 5.0,

Sincerely,

Jim. Weaver czmes Jeffords

Hays - Ohio
Rodino - K 3 &
Cornell - Wisconsin
Hughes =- N.J.
McHugh - 3.%Y.
Downay - ¥N.Y.
Solarz - N.Z.
Spellran - “aryland
Wirth - Cclorado
Hannaford - California
Simon - Illinois
Moorehead - Psnnsylvania

LaFalce -~ X.¥.
Mitchell - “Maryland
Traxler - “ichigan
Badilio - N.Y.
Breaux - iLouisiana

Hillis -~ Indizana

Abzue -~ . %.Z.

D'Amourrs - YNew Hampshire
Krehs - Minnssota

Patterson - Czlifornia -

. -~
Aspin - Wisconsin P
Roe - X J. /S
Steelmar - Texas IS
Dominick Danisls - N.J.
Miller - California
McClosxy - California
Mineta - Cziifornia

Lloyd - California

Frwexry - *aine

Juesslzy - *. laketa
Drinan - xzezachuserts
BEsifiray = Toeresroent
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recogneadations, €
- the ER % rqubst to OMB.

: The swmall business provision, the new positiong,
study are also suroly well intentioned.
ve shall dstail on the Floor. BasicQIly

Committee a2nd has been resolved in the ex 1st1n~ blli

"

& co 1mi*ted to the raa‘ﬂ dev»lo
otential.
28 to aggre BoiVEIY wowve forwafd.
» and wvhere vwe strongly urge-you
o a practical, effectiva PE
#aevves hard-nosed analy
‘energy tcchnologies.
'hﬂrlSLjL prograia. We urge youE

-

suition to the Jeffords ?mzn”"*‘

too, ax
oS

J
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’” TOR
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'FY 1975 §13.20  $3.70 $0.05  $0.03  $13.26 §$3.76 :
FY1976 o 21430553060 500 19.30  15.60 :

Budget R

Jeffords Amend, : : ;
Increase - 48.00 =%
# Budget Outlays not provid s :
The House Science and Techno _.:'IOI:'. to the :
President's Budgét would per jon central &

receiver prototype hardwar =4

thermal systemS“'fqrzﬁ'éa’ffff'afpﬂ

} collector solar

agricultural), evé’lqa'tif'mi“' stems,, a & develop-
ment support necessary in r ngine ¢ g research
vork transferred from the ence Founda =




I comunity solar thermal power de:
‘energy demonstration facility.
Hasstudies for a solar electric
watt central receiyer power plant=
collector solar thermal test fac

ed by the Jeffords amendment
“fncPuded as operating funds.— Th
¢&-feasibility studies are normally
=-no-decision has been made at this
tr tems authorized from con

ed from operating funds.
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JA*s objective to develop
tion of 10 to 30 cents

tt otovoltaic arrays. - The Pre s Budget is considered
the minimum amount necessary 0. chieve this goal.  AS th any research and
4 development pro ’ i development of
photovoltaic®sys amount of

g represents

acceleration ac _
{c program.

& breakdown of the

Pivision

Systems-Anatysis !
' SiTicon Solar Arr
Concentrator Studies :
Tests and Applications =
A Novel Materials and Bevices -
Storage and Povier Conditioning
Assessment of Goals

Subtotal $28.2 $$1.0
( Capital Equipment $ 4.6 $11.9 /5 FO8;

- Total $32.5 $52.9 /

Request 1;’0" EROR
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y

ding based on fhe Jeffords amendment would be
‘a8 originally proposed by the division with one
ords amendnent adds $4if as a constr e ¥
¢ pilot plant-and test faci

' icTuded only S0, 9i1 for
psed by ‘




the-staffing necgssar
ports called for by th
fon of the ERDA program.
ded- $8M to Section 301, - :
ign;fbssfl, non-nuclear programs,
ditional monies_are to be %~ =

s ‘tonsidered adeqyate
‘Tated

ther government agencies, federal laboratories and non-profat 2
ftions. These other institutions are an integrated part of the solar
‘and are invaluable in helping to maintain overall program dxrection




s a.ss. gned ta, thesa agenc.les., ar&ava.ﬂaula as subcontracts mth over“sof
_-going to small business. Am inflexible small business setaside off FT
Solar Energy budget ‘without consideration’ 0¥ this" overall program:ifp¥:
~mentation plan would result in the Division -of Solar Energy being unable.

== "to utilize other federal agencies; universities; Ete,, to’ help to carry ==
- ou‘f _‘_the soTar objectives while at the- same-time meetmg -the small business

... Another reason for deferring,any proposeé set-percentage at this-
2 {s that there fs Ino data“available to tzbYish @ valid set—asxde— 3

deve?bp‘s*‘beyand”wts*miﬁa’l
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" The ERDA Authorizationfor F¥ 1977, H.R. 13350, is scheduled for fioor action on
B .~ rea - W Ly
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May 12, 1976

H.R. 13350 - Priéing of Uranium énrichment Services

Dzar Colleague:

-
2,
-

e are writing you on an issue of grave concern to the Congress and consumers--
enargy prices. : s

Thz Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has inserted a provision in the ERDA authoriza-
tion which would parmit a substantial increase in the price of enriched uraniums-the fuel
wnich powers our growing number of nuclear power plants. 5

Present law provides that enrichment services are to be priced to recover “the -
Governmant's costs over a reasonable period of time" (42 U.S.C. 82201 v.). In practice,
ih=2 governmant charges prices for these services which cover costs plus a 15 percent con-
tingency. This pricing formula is analogous ta the "just and reasonable™ formulation
empioyad to regulate prices of other essential services and fuels. :

- By contrast Title ¥ of H.R. 13350 would allow ERDA to set the price of uranium )
enrichimant services at a level which "will not discourage the development of domestic
stipply independent of" ERDA. This language would allow potential private enrichers to

ts¢  the price of government services on the basis of some vague "discouragement index". °
Th=-pricas established by this formula would be a dramatic concession of the public

sninterast to private power; and a drastic departure from traditional economic regulation
dasigned to balance tha achievement of a@equate supply with just and reasonable prices.

Th2 bottomline for consumers is increased energy prices. ERDA estimates that cumula-
tive costs for tha iext five years would be $760 million. This estimate was basad upon a
projectad charge of $76 per Separative Work Unit (SWU, a measure of the effort required to
separat2 a given quantity of uranium feed into two streams, one having a higher percentage
of U-235). Howaver, GAO interviews with potentjal enrichers indicated that a charge of
$103 par SHU would be required in order not ta discourage their entry into the industry.
Based on this figures, the economic impact on consumers would be double that estimated by
ERDA. Even $76 represents a significant increage over present Goverament prices of $53.

Ircnically, Title V is not requi}ed to encourage private uranium enrichment. All of
the government's enrichment capacity is fu]]y contracted for. Therefore, governcent com-
patition with private enrichers is not at issue.

For these reasons, we will offer a motion to strike Title V of H.R. 13350 when it
comas to the floor today. For these same reasons, Title V is opposed by the Edison
Electric Institute (representing investor-owned utilities); the American Public Pawer
Associztion; the National Rural Electric Cooparative Association; Consumer Federation of
Fmerica; AFL-CIO; and the former chairman of the JCAE, Chet Holifield. Som2 of their
comments ays attached to this letter for your consideration.

op2 you will join us in striking Title V of H.R. 13350.

~SifczZAds

Frank Horton

Jonn’z. Moss
viembac of Congrdfss kember of Congress

ztt2chmants
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AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION™

2800 ' VIRGINIA AVENUE NW WASHINGTON DG 20037 = 2D2[333-3200

© T May 11, 1916»:3\-’ ,..3"
The Honorable Jolm Moss
U.S. Housa of Represantatives
2354 Rayburn House OSfice Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515

. -

'.De.ar Hr. Mass:

I understand that w‘hen the ERDA authorizatmon ’b:.ll, T i
H.R.. 13350, comes to the floor this week, you will offer an- -
amendment to strike Title V of the bill which seeks to sub— =
stirute speculativa private prices for the existing statu—

a reasonable pericd of time" in establishing charges for
vranium enrichment providzd by Federal facilities. On
behalf of the Amarican Peblic Power Association, which - *
represents 1,400 loczl public power systems in 48 States, i~
I wish to express my supporhk for your amendment. Title ¥V T
should be striken for tha followiag reasons:

- i

1. It would significantiy boost- consumers® electric - -

heavy inflatiomary burden. . 5

2. It would decrease the competitive pressure of nuclear

power in keeping down the cost of fossil fuels. g
3. It would zbaddon 2 polic:j" of setting Federzl prices N

on the basis of actuzl costs and use instead fictional costs: -
based on private projectioas. p<Th "
4. It would elinminate z yardstick against wh:.ch to
neasure the charges of future private enrichers and set.a . -
floor for future charges. Fan
5. It would discourage foreign intexest in pt.rchas:.no-

U.S. uranivm enrichzent services. o e D

Title V is not nacessary to resolve the pending question of
who should build the next increment of uranium enrichment
capacity. As pointed out by the-Genexal Accounting Office:
“Since the Government's capacity is fully contracted forx; its
enrichment charge has little competitive importance to the
potential private enxichers." .

Y urge that Title V ba deleted from M.R. 13350.

Sincexely, -

| o Ghefet

Alex Radin



5 - o e e e e e

B {%-. . -4 . : - T ol »

= 3 i { < T T b -~ o e . . e
e £ A EDISON ELEC TRIC INSTITUTE . - .
. j PO PARK AVEINUE » NEVW T03% 100:6 - (212) 572-0700 - g
; - R - .-
3 3 ‘*‘C:N\.‘l - - .
. o May &, 1576, s AN
. . . A4 ! " FJ. ..... .- . -::‘ :
; on - g:’ & g = ".'f gt
- = - - = e : g 3 ’s - - .»f. ,:_
' le Joh fne, - o .- Oy i e
the Honorzble John O Pastore, Chairman B UV &~ & Fa S,
Jolint Comaitfez on Atozic Enargy : e S MOz ”.. "5 33
Cov**ess of the United States - = e %
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The 'Ed:.son F_.ectnc InSu.il:ute » tha principal natiomal associatiorr - :

. of investor-owmed electric utilities, notos that the Joint Committes. o <. -
~ Atogic. Enrergy has voited to Teport out tha E2DX Appropriations oill, 5-3105- - s
'~ We are seviously conce‘rned‘asau- Title V of the proposed bill u’n.ch would 5 e

O —'v..-.lxor"_,.c commereial pricing of eur.lchr.zen" sarvices by ERDA. ° = Rl s T
- a §oe X . R T e e S8
-, : > ER T O - -
i ~:The Inst:.mt:e "ms s“tonvly suppo"'ccd passaze of the Kuslear Foel -  -°
) Assurance Act, S.2035, which would provida Tor cowmmargial pricing in-a .. \ o
compacitive e-xviro-\n ak.- Ve take sitrong is '-a however, with a2rzuzants s

vhich hawe been advanced in favor of cozmarcia 1 pricing under coaditions - -
in wvhich tha governm=2at continues as the solz souarce of enrichzeat services.-
It is our understondirg thalt existing legislation requires the govern—ent
- to frlly recover the cast of prowvidianz cn r:’. chmzat se..vu:es, and that pr:x.ces
ra now, and have been, set ‘.ccoréz.n," Ferther, it is opr cp:r.n_on. that -
_exaciaent of the proposed legislation is no-‘ necessary to enpcourag pr:x.vz-.‘,e k
‘comercial alternmatives. - There are other avzilable coursas vhich can -

accooplish this objective at lower cost, in our view. L

e

5 - =

.- 5 - - I
o . = -
=

L
'

e . The electric Ltz’.lii:y industry is acutaly aware of the :I.mnai:t: of = »®
: increased prices vpon consumers and its xespoasi bility to do everything =
possible to control costs. Our belief is thzi the proposed leg:n.slaumr
would una2cessarily increasa the cost of e2lactricity. . S L

- ‘e o,

. We respectfully recommend that the Comuittee agree to 2 Floor i
amendazat to delete Title V from the ERDA authkorization bill.so that the o iy
electric utility industry may have an opportuaily to preseat its views -

oa this most important matter at legislative h2arings to be held at a o
later date. . 5 .

g Sincerely yours, ) NS
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Da=r Representatliw
As repori'er:l by _’l’l'l_ef-.';!oi nt Committes on Atomic Energy, a litfile noticed pmv?sic;n io ' 5
the ERDA authorization bi Fl:reguires the ERBA Administrator to sst prices for - -°~

Faderal uranium enrichmentservices at 2 lavel which will "not di scourages® private

concarns from roving info this field. The Energy Policy Task Force of Consumer - -
Federation of America is vigorously cpposed to this laaguage. TR

The proposad awandment to the Atomic Energy Act would abandon tha stajutory shan— ¥
dard of Yrecovery of 1ha Governmeni’s casts over a reasonable period of time® and
substitute hypothetical cosfs of private companjes which mighi — or might not — .
enter the enrichment field. i g g

ERDA is currenily charging prices for enrichmen? services which cover ifs costs
plus a 152 coatingsncy, so thers is.no need fo boost prices To avoid subsidization.

Since ths Fedsral governmant is presumably not in the businass of r=king excess %)
profits off tha services it sells to its citizens, the addition of fictional costs -
$o Faderal prices czn only ba regerded as am‘unjustified, regressive, and discrim= °
inatory Tax on consumers of powaer produced by nuclear powsr plaais.

High=r charges which would result from this change in Fedarz! policy would unrea-
sonably inflate the eleciric bills of consumers who are alrezdy sieggering under 3
continuing rounds of rapid rate increasss,  Ths govarnmeai's uranium enrichment .. °
cepzcity is fully contracted for and it is pointless to reiss prices on existing -
coniracts for the alleged purpose of encouraging non-Federal enrichmeni. Congress

- has not yot made a decision on who should build fufure incremenfs of. n2eded urznium
enrichmant capacity, but the answar T6 thal quastion daes nov swing on ERDA pricing - -

_ at fedeiral facilitles. d )

- -

- Adoption of the private pricing epproach would effectively elimirsle the rotle of
ihe Federal government as a yardstick fo measure the charges of private enrichers
which Congress meay allow fo perform this funciion in the fulure. A-*discouragament
ind2x" prepared by private companies would be substiiuted for zctual goverament
costs in the establishrent of Federal price schedules. The Congress would have
zrezied a new Federal price support program with a floor determined by the bensfi~
ciaries -~ potential private enrichers —- and raiified by ERPA. This would be 2
flagrant zbandonment of the governmeni's responsibiliTy 7o proteci consumars, and
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viculd furthar fuel contentions that Congress exhibits an unsesming Wi 1lingness . . F-
ta. relinguish its powers in favor of large corpcrahons.. P

je urgas that the Title containing this drastic rodi fication o.‘&axi sting law ba L
striken from the ERDA authorization bl 1} when it comas to the flsor. -

Sincerely,
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HORTON-MOSS AMENDMENT ON URANIUM ENRICHMENT PRICING

Amendment: Strike Title V from H.R. 13350, ERDA Authorization Bill
Effect:

® Continue to provide enriching services to utility customers
at below Government cost. (Government subsidy to utilities)

® Continue to provide similar subsidy to foreign customers
-~ annual rate of $81 Million per year.

® Require additional $123 Million in Authorization, Appropriation
and Budget authority.

Title V impact on consumer: $0.04 on a $30 electricity bill



Fact Sheet
HR 13350 Title V

Pricing of Uranium Enriching Services

On June 24, 1975, ERDA submitted to Congress draft legislation to amend
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to revise the basis for
establishing prices for uranium enrichment services. This legistation
would permit ERDA to establish charges for enrichment services which
would recover not less than the Government's costs over a reasonable
period of time, on an unsubsidized basis, and in the opinion of the ERDA
Administrator would not discourage the development of domestic sources

of supply independent of ERDA.
The legislative proposal supports two main objectives:

Enables ERDA to obtain a fair value for its enriching services sold

to domestic and foreign customers.

Eliminates or reduces the differential between the Government's charges
for enriching services and those of potential domestic private

enrichers.

Uranium enrichment is the only step in the production of nuclear fuel
that is not privately owned and priced on a commercial basis. Current
charges for enrichment services, based on recovery of the Government's
costs over a reasonable period of time, do not reflect the full range
of cost elements associated with a commercial-industrial activity,

such as provisions for taxes, insurance, and a return on equity. The

e
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absence of these factors in the price essentially constitutes a subsidy
to both domestic and foreign customers and results in a price
significantly lower than can be reasonably expected from any future

sources.

The increased revenues which would flow to the United States government
from foreign and domestic customers will tend to reduce the general tax
burden and minimize the impact of the Government's enrichment program

on the U.S. economy.

A comparison of prices for uranium enriching services under the proposed
present and revised legislation is as follows:
TABLE 1

Pricing of Uranium Enriching Services for

Fixed Commitment Contracts

Present Revised

Pricing Pricing
($ per SWU)
Price in effect as of
July 1975 $53.35 $76.00
Price in effect as of
April 1976 $59.05 $82.00
Estimated Price to be
Effective for FY 1977 $63.35 $90.00

The increases from July 1975 to FY 1977 reflect higher costs to be
recovered, principally for cascade power and plant modifications and

improvements (CIP/CUP).



The revised pricing would increase ERDA's Uranium Enriching Revenues
for FY 1977 from $539.1 million to $661.9 million, or an increase of
$122.8 million. Of these additional revenues, about $80.9 million

would be from foreign customers and about $41.9 million from domestic

customers.

Over the next five years, the proposed pricing would result in additional
revenues of‘ébout $1.1 billion as follows:
TABLE 2

Additional Revenues from Fixed Commitment Customers

Enrichment Customers

Domestic

— ' f%ﬁ%%%%bns of 1977 Dollars)
1977 81 | 42
1978 70 50 “
1979 | 1o 90
1980 , 140 140
1981 | 170 200

571 522
Even with these higher prices, ERDA will spend about $610 million |
more in FY 1977 for uranium enriching activities than it will receive
from revenues. ERDA projections indicate that at the revised prices
it will be about 1982 before cumulative revenues affset cumulative
expenditures for enriching operations, not including any possible

expenditures for new plant capacity. | | o



The higher price of nuclear fuel under the proposed legislation would
result in an increase of about 3.1 percent or .57 mills/KWH in the
cost of electricity generated ?rom nuclear power as follows:

TABLE 3

Impact on Total
Bus-Bar Generation Cost

(mills/Kwh)
Basis Capital Fuel 0&M Total
New Legislation 14.18 3.87 1.00 19.05
01d Legislation 14.18 3.30 1.00 18.48
Increase | _0.57 (3.1%)

When averaged over all electric generation, this increase would

amount to a 0.07% and 0.13% increase in the cost of electric power -
to the uthméte consumer in FY 1978 and FY 1981, respectiveiy.
Averaged, this increase would add less than four cents to a monthly

electricity bill of $30.00.

The GAO reviewed the revised basis of pricing proposed by ERDA and
concluded that the assumptions in developing the revised prices,
even though judgemental, were reasonable. The Joint Committee
modified the legislation to incorporate GAQ's suggestion that any
change in the basic approach used by ERDA in arriving at its revised

pricing must be submitted for congressional approval.



The Committee further modified the proposed legislation to provide for

full and complete hearings to be held before the revised prices may

take effect.

Critics of nuclear power charge that the taxpayer is subsidizing the
nuclear industry. The proposed legislation, if enacted, would remove
any basis for charges of a Governmentysubsidy to either foreign or
domestic utilities in the pricjng of nuclear fuel. ERDA considers |
this revised basis of pricing essential to obtain a fair value for

enriching services.
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