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One other item of significant importance.
Last June I proposed to the Congress legislation that
would establish a major new private industry in America
providing the enriched fuel for nuclear power reactors.
My proposal, the Nuclear Fuel Assistance Act would make
it possible for the United States to maintain its leader=-
ship as the world supplier of uranium enrichment services
for the peaceful use of nuclear power.

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in the
Congress has made some modifications on my proposal and
approved it, I have reviewed the changes in the bill
and concluded that I will support it., The bill
meets five fundamental objectives, which I stated a
year agos

First, an act to meet the future needs,
domestic as well as international, for this essential
energy source;

It would end the governmental monopoly on
supplying enriched uranium for nuclear power plants;

Three, establish a procedure whereby private
enterprise can bring into commercial use the techniques
created by Federal research and development with proper
licensing, safeguards and export controls;

With the payment of royalty and taxes by private
enterprise to the United States Treasury;

Provided also in the bill is a complimentery backH
up system for expandlng existing Federal uranium enrichment
capacity if private ventures are unable to meet on time the
needs of U.,S, and foreign customers;

Last, assist in controlling nuclear proliferation
by persuading other nations to accept international safe-
guards and forego developments of nuclear weapons.

Finally, the bill and the committee report also
authorizes and directs the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Agency to begin manning and designing for the
expansion of the existing uranium enrichment at Portsmouth,
Ohio.

As soon as Congress passes the nuclear Fuel
Assurance Act, I will ask the Congress to appropriate
$170 million for fiscal year 1977 to proceed with the
design, planning and the prococurement of long lead time
construction for the Portsmouth plant. This, I think, is
a good program, and I hope the Congress acts so that I
can request of the Congress the necessary funding for the
complimentery program at Portsmouth, Ohio.

I will be glad to answer the first question.

MORE
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Congressman Harsha apparently has asserted that the
Administration should commit to build an add-on gaseous
diffusion plant at Portsmouth whether or not UEA suceeds
because he asserts that the market is adequate to justify
more than one diffusion plant. He further asserts that
UEA has "admitted" that more than one plant is needed.

The following points should be made in response:

. UEA President Komes did indicate that he belives more
than one diffusion plantais needed (during Q&A following
his testimony in early April).

. ERDA later indicated that its position was that that the
next increment should be diffusion, followed by centrifuge
(Seamans letter to Pastore of 4/16/75%)

. The centrifuge private ventures sharply disagree with the
" UEA assessment because they see the potential that a second
plant would interfere with the markets they expect to supply.

. The UEA statements about diffusion capacity have been carefully
qualified to make clear that any add-on Government diffusion
plant should follow a UEA plant -- not proceed or go
simultaneously. This makes their position understandable
since such a plant would not be as likely to affect UEA's
market. '

. UEA also points out that building an add-on plant could
compete with them for short resources, e.g., supplying
of barrier where capacity is limited.

. From the Administration's point of view:

fixrm :
. A/commitment to build an add-on plant -- regardless of
UEA -- would be detrimental because:
~ Customers -- foreign and domestic —-- could be expected

to avoid dealing with any of the four private ventures
if they thought the Government was again going to
be a supplier.

- At least two of the four potential private ventures
. would fold. Perhaps three.

- There could be sufficient competition for resources .
to prevent UEA from going ahead -- even if they
otherwise had a green light. There would be
competition for nickel powder, barrier, design talent,
possibly construction equipment.

. We will maintain a viable plan for building a Government



owned plant ~- as a contingency measure, if:

. UEA 1is unable to go ahead.

. Centrifuge ventures do not come along fast enough.

. No other diffusion private venture comes along.

. Or, in general, the demand is so great as to require
that additional capacity by the Government is necessary.

Our best current estimates of demand do not indicate that
-two diffusion plants will be necessary. There ntinue

to be cancellations and slippages in nuclear power here
and abroad. Furthermore, estimates of demand are problem-
atical at best.

The Administration will continue to assess demand as
time passes to determine whether additional capacity
is needed and when.

With respect to the relative standing of the add-on plant
vs the proposed UEA plant:
Cost

- The add-on plant capital costs would be less (based on
ERDA estimates) than a stand alone plant.

- the add-on plant would have to depend on coal fired
electrical power which is expected to continue to be
more costly than nuclear power -- which would be used by UEA.

~ the product cost (after considering capital and operating)
would be about equal or less from the free standing plat
than the add-on plant. '

Timing

- There is no basis according to ERDA to conclude that an
add on plant could be brought on line sooner than the
proposed UEA plant.

Power supply

- There are considerable uncertainties about power supply
for an add-on plant. It is not clear,under existing and
expected air quality requirements, that coal fired power
will be available.

- UEA appears to be ahead as far as nuclear is concerned
because it is planning to draw upon two plants that are
part way through the licensing process. This situation
is not available for an add-on plant.









HERE ARE JERRY KOMES' QUICK REACTIONS TO THE T'S
STATEMENT: (As close to verbatum as possible

. Statement can be interpreted in different ways. Add-on
guys will see it as reaffirmation of their position.

. Statement not much different that what we have now

. Key to situation is how the NFAA is implemented after
it is passed. Subsequent steps are critical.

. Government order book must remain closed and this
must be made clear.
ER-
. Must be clear to,customers that
UEA is going to be able to fill its order book before
the Government moves in.

. Can't expect customers to sign up with UEA if there is
a possibility that they can buy from the Government.
They will take the easy route and wait and see what
happens rather than signing up. )

. "A blow for inaction and indecision." Not greet with
great joy but understand the President's practical
problem in Ohio with people hollering jobs at him.

. Not view as great reaffirmation of private approach ,

.« All depends on how Government acts after Act passes.

. Takes some comfort in word "compldmentary" if that
means UEA goes ahead and Government order book doesn't
open and this is clear.
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SUBJECT;

Uranium Enricggé::j;igislation
The joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) this after-

noon ordered reported the Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act
by a vote of 14 to 1 (Tunney) .

The Committee made two significant changes in the bill:

o a revision in the Congressional review
and approval section to provide that
ERDA may proceed with contracts with
private ventures only if the Congress
passes a concurrent resolution of approval
within 60 days. Previously the bill
would have permitted ERDA to proceed if
the Congress did not pass a concurrent
resolution of disapproval.

o Language authorising work on a contingency
plan was revised to direct the Administrator
of ERDA to initiate design, construction
and operation of a government-owned enrich-
ment plant. The section was also revised
to authorize $230 million for this purpose
in FY 1977.

The first change is by far the most significant.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO: JIM CANNON

FROM: GL

SUBJECT: Uranium Enrichment /- Stan Benjamin

Article

Here, finally, is ERDA's proposed rebuttal to the Stan
Benjamin article. It is probably too little and too late
but I don't see that it would do any harm.

My view is that, if the letter is to be sent, it should be
signed by Bob Seamans rather than Dick Roberts (as they
have proposed) lest it reopened the question of whether
Bob Seamans really supports the President's proposal.

Do you agree?

Do you have any problems with the letter? ‘///
Yes No J /d Zfé




Dear Mr. Editor:

I am writing with respect to an April 22 article by
Stan Benjamin of the Associated Press concerning the
President's program for expanding capacity in the United
States $sx. enrichXas uranium needed for commercial
nuclear power plants. The article, in its most important
aspects, is inaccurate and misleading and presents false
or distorted conclusions.“ It quotes ERDA officials out of
context and in an incomplete manner.

I will not attempt to address each of the statements
but will concentrate on thosevissues that are most important
to the public's understanding of the President's proposal.
Before dealing with these important issues, it is important
to understand the underlying reasons for the proposal:

-—- First, domestic and foreign demand for uranium
enrichment services will require the construction
in the United States of between 9 and 12 plants
roughly equivalent in capacity to each of the 3
existing U.S. plants.

-- Second, the 3 existing plants, which are owned
by the Federal Government are fully committed for
the remainder of their useful life.

~- Third, a firm commitment to expand capacity must be

made soon sO that the next plant will be on-line



when needed in the mid-1980s.

Fourth, the production of enriched uranium is

a commercial industrial process which the Government
should not have to provide -- partlcularly in llght

Vs m--‘i:{ \'c?:u;\ 5’:’\'\]‘@?‘” LA g . :}f
of the many competing demands&én@]when private

industry is ready, willing, and able to provide the
expanded capaeity with only limited and temporary
assurances and cooperation from the Federal
Government. The limited cégééggglen-and temporary
assurances are necessary to overcome existing
obstacles to establishing new competitive enterprises.
These obstacles involve the difficultues of securing
long-term finaneinéY%rom banks, pension funds,
insurance firms, and! other normal sources of private

i L-; e e,

financing {for vefy large scale progects wheye:

"t v, T
NN sy 203 AT e i, s

(a) the technology is cla551f1ed and has been
developed by the Government; (b) the plants must
be very large in order to be economic{?%ma&g;

(c) no commerc1al experlence is available; and

R T é‘?w‘f ot Liay 11 bauw 4
(d) \: y WJ Qngpol¢&edabyﬂthe Federal

Governmenthypw§jha~
Fifth, the private undertaking of uranium enrichment

activities would avoid a multi-billion dollar Federal

i
budget outlay for new c;£23t34 ($40 to $50 billion

»\\’.\ e’iﬂ.—’

by the year 2000) thus avoidimsg unnecessary

expansion in the Federal establishment.



{Egainst this backgrounq} the[érincipaizpoints in the

Benjamin article most in need of correction are the

following:

The article gives the impression that the
Administration is dealing with only one private

firm - the Uranium Enrichment Associates (UEA) -
that wishes to provide additional uranium enrichment

B
capacity. This is not true. In fact, ERDA is

i "i-\

wiis T

now negotiating with four private firms that are Bosin
pﬁoposinéiuranium enrichment plants. Concluding
cooperative agreements with these four firms would
o @ Lire
be a major step toward the objective$of c ing N
anol slfthy Lovzinmmg i)
a private competitive uranium enrichment industrxﬂ "o
The article also states that the UEA project would
require "so much Federal support thét nuclear fuel
costs would rise some $700 million a year, or 34
percent," with electricity consumers paying the bill.
This statement appears to be based on a misunder-
standing of several points. In fact, the cost of
uranium enrichment services (and thus cost to
electrical consumers) from the proposed privately
owned diffusion plant is expected to beiequal’to
or less than the cost of productgﬂgzom é Government-

owned plant. (Cost comparisons cited by

Mr. Benjamin considered only construction costs,
SRS

not operating costs.) Furthermoxre, Federal support

would not affect electrical costs to consumers.
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Finally, under the President's proposal, the temporary

e
assurances are not expected to lead to anyrcostd'to

the Government.

The article further asserts that the taxpayers would
have to invest up to one billion dollars (for stock-
piling of enriched uranium) to launch the UEA project
and that the savingi‘would thus be a billion dollars
"less than advertised." The Government would, in

some circumstances, pu;éhase enriched uranium  bet Ilf%iﬁ
Jhis would be a valuable asset for the Government-—
which would be sold in the future when no longer

needed in the U.S. stockpile, with all Government

costs fully recovered.

Mr. Benjamin appears to have missed completelyytﬂé“
point that the leg%flationibeing considered by the
Dongress provides?gﬁ%ramework for negotiatiing
cooperative agreements with prospective fprivate
uranium enrichment firms. No contract could be
signed with any of the four firms until the unsigned
congract 1is presented to the Congress and a period
of 60 days is provided for approval or disappraval.

This extraordinary review will provided added

assurance that the public interest is fully protected.



As I mentioned earlier, I have not attempted to respond
to all of the allegations made by Mr. Benjamin but have
dealt only with three points of misunderstanding of the
President's proposal.

It is unfortunate that this complex issue, which requires
a maximum of factual reporting and reasoned public debate,

has been presented in such a distorted and misleading manner.

Richard W. Roberts



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 6, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
\,lrff /\_’\‘
FROM: GLENN R. SCHLEEDE
 SUBJECT: 'ERDA'S RESPONSE TO STAN BENJAMIN'S

STORY (AP) ON URANIUM ENRICHMENT

ERDA has sent a letter to Marvin Arrowsmith, Washington
Bureau Chief of the Associated Press (copy attached).
They have sent the same letter without the last

paragraph to about 20 newspapers that carried that
story.

Do we need to send the President a formal response
to his note which sent out the copy of the story
from the Grand Rapids Press?

Attachment "‘¢¢¢?%47, 2?‘;



UNITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

WMAY 51976

Mr. Marvin Arrowsmith, Chief of Bureau
The Associated Press

2021 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Arrowsmith:

I am writing with respect to an April 22 article by Stan Benjamin
of the Associated Press concerning the President's program for
expanding capacity in the United States to enrich uranium needed
for commercial nuclear power plants. The article, for the most
part, is inaccurate, misleading and presents false or distorted
conclusions. It quotes ERDA officials out of context and in an
incomplete maanner.

I will not attempt to address each of the statements; rather I
will concentrate on those issues that are most important to the
public's understanding of the President's proposal. Before

dealing with these issues, it is important to understand the
underlying reasons for the proposal:

-~  First, domestic and foreign demand for uranium enrich-
ment services could require the construction in the
United States by the year 2000 of between 9 and 12
plants. Each plant will have a capacity roughly
equivalent to each of the 3 existing U.S. plants.

-—~  Second, the 3 existing plants, which are owned by the
Federal Government are fully committed for the remainder
of their useful life.

~~ Third, a firm commitment to expand capacity must be made
soon so that the next plant will be on-line when needed
in the mid-1980s.




Mr. Arrowsmith -2 -

Fourth, the production of enriched uranium is a commercial
industrial process which the Government should not have to
provide -- particularly in light of the many competing
demands for Federal funds. Further, private industry is
ready, willing, and able to provide the expanded capacity
with only limited and temporary assurances and cooperation
from the Federal Government. The limited assistance and
temporary assurances are necessary to overcome existing
obstacles to establishing new competitive enterprises.
These obstacles involve the difficulties of securing long-
term financing for very large-scale projects from banks,
pension funds, insurance firms, and other normal sources

of private financing when: (a) the technology is classified
and has been developed by the Government; (b) the plants
must be very large in order to be economic; (c) no com-
mercial experience is available; and (d) uranium enrichment
production is now a Federal Government monopoly.

Fifth, the private undertaking of uranium enrichment
activities would avoid a multi-billion dollar Federal
budget outlay for new capacity ($40 to $50 billion by the
year 2000) and also avoid unnecessary expansion in the
Federal establishment.

More information related to the President's program is con-
tained in Administrator Seamans testimony of December 2,

1975 before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

There is an overall implication in the article that the taxpayer or
consumer would be paying more by the privatization of uranium enrich-
ment as contrasted to keeping it within the Government. This is just

not so.

The following points address this implication as well as

points in need of correction.

The article gives the impression that the Administration is
dealing with only one private firm -- the Uranium Enrichment
Associates (UEA) -- that wishes to provide additional uranium
enrichment capacity. This is totally false. In fact, ERDA
is now negotiating with four private firms that wish to

build uranium enrichment plants. Concluding cooperative
agreements with these four firms would be a major step

toward the objectives of creating a private competitive
uranium enrichment industry and ending the Government's
monopoly.



Mr.
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The article also states that the UEA project would require
"so much Federal support that nuclear fuel costs would rise
some $700 million a year, or 34 percent,'" with electricity
consumers paying the bill. This is not true. The statement
appears to be based on a misunderstanding of several points.
In fact, the cost of uranium enrichment services (and thus
cost to electrical consumers) from the proposed privately
owned diffusion plant is estimated to be equal to or less
than the cost of product from the addition of similar capacity
to a Government-owned plant. Also, Federal support would not
affect electrical costs to consumers. Finally, under the
President's proposal, the temporary assurances are not
expected to lead to any net cost to the Government.

The article further asserts that the taxpayers would have

to invest up to one billion dollars (for stockpiling of
enriched uranium) to launch the UEA project and that the
savings would thus be a billion dollars '"less than advertised.”
This statement is incorrect. The Government would, in some
circumstances, purchase uranium enriching services. If this
occurs, the enriched uranium would be a valuable asset for the
Government -- which would be sold in the future when no longer
needed In tha U.S. cstockpile, with all Government costs fully
recovered.

Mr. Benjamin appears to have missed completely the point that
the legislation being considered by the Congress provides
only a framework for negotiating cooperative agreements with
prospective private uranium enrichment firms. No contract
could be signed with any of the four firms until the unsigned
contract is presented to the Congress and a period of 60 days
is provided for approval or disapproval. This extraordinary
review will provide added assurance that the public interest
is fully protected.

As I mentioned earlier, I have not attempted to respond to all of the

assertions made by Mr. Benjamin but have dealt only with four points
of misunderstanding of the President's proposal.

It is unfortunate that this complex issue, which requires a maximum
of factual reporting and reasoned public debate, has been presented
in such a misleading manner.
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I would welcome an opportunity to sit down with you and Mr. Benjamin
at your earliest convenience to discuss this important subject and
clear up these misstatements.

Sincerely,

Signed by Richard W, Peherts

Richard W. Roberts
Assistant Administrator
for Nuclear Energy

Distribtion:
L Addressee
2-4 Walters, A/A
5 King, PA
6 Fri, DA
7 Cantus, OCR
8 Hale, EA
9 Greer, C
10 Wilderotter, GC
11-13 RWRoberts (1 GT, 120 Mass, 1 Circulation)
14 WRVoigt
15-18 G Schleede, White House
19 B. Hart, OR
OEFICE D> _\I_ECP:WRVoigt ANE
SuRNAmME 3> RWRobetrts
parsd | . e

Form AEC-318 (XKev, 9-53) AECM 0240 YZ U. 5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1974.526-166
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Mr. Carl G. DeBloom
Executive Editor
Columbus Dispatch

34 South Third St.
Columbus, Ohio 43216

Mr. David R. McMillen
Managing Editor
Chillicothe Gazette

50 West Main St.
Chillicothe, Ohio 45601

Mr. George Stowell
Editor

The Portsmouth Times

637 Sixth St.
Portsmouth, Ohio = 45662

" Mr. Richard D. Smyser

Editor

The Oak Ridger

101 East Tyrone Road

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

Mr. Lloyd Armour

Executive Editor

Nashville Tennessean

1100 Broadway -

Nashville, Tennessee 37202

Mr. R. A. Hearst
Editor

San Francisco Examiner
110 Fifth St.

San Francisco 94103

Mr. Charles de Young Thieriot
Editor

San Francisco Chronicle

901 Mission St.

San Francisco 94103

Mr. Joseph W. Knowland
Editor

Oakland Tribune

401 13th St.

Oakland, California 94612

" Sent AP letter to following newspapers that carried April 22
" article on uranium enrichment.

Mr. C. K. McClatchy

Editor

Sacramento Bee

21st § O St.

Sacramento, California 9581

Mr. Ralph L. Millett, Jr.
Editor '
Knoxville News-Sentinel
204 West Church Avenue -

"Knoxville, Tennessee 37901

Mr. Jack Spalding

Editor

Atlanta Journal

72 Marietta St., NW .
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. Nat C. Faulk
Editor

Dothan Eagle

203 North Oates St.
Dothan, Alabama 36301

Mr. James M. Schurz

Editor

Hagerstown Mail

25-31 Summit Avenue
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740

Mr. Thomas Vail

Editor

Plain Dealer

1801 Superior Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Mr. Alexander Bodi
Editor
Palo Alto Times

-245 Lytton Avenue

Palo Alto, California 9430

Mr. Tom J. Simmons

Managing Editor

Dallas News )

A. H. Belo Corporation
Communications Center

Dallas, Texas 75222



Mr. Walter G. Cowan,

Editor

New Orleans States-Item

3800 Howard Avenue

New Orleans, Louisiana 70140

Mr. Jack L. Butler

Editor :

Forth Worth Star-Telegram

P. 0. Box 1870

Fort Worth, Texas 76101 =

Mr. John Hughes

Editor

Christian Science Monitor

One Norway Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02115

Mr. Robert B. Atwood
Editor

Anchorage Times

820 Fourth Avenue -
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Werner Velt

Editor

Grand Rapids Press

Press Plaza-Vandenberg Center
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49502



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

T

JIMC RE: Associated Press

Stan Swinton
Vice President and
Assistant General Mgr.

Jack Cappon
General News Editor



CC: Schleede
Cavanaugh
. Quern
McKee
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
April 26, 1976
ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL
MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON/JIM CAVANUAGH
FROM: , JIM CONNOR 955 )
SUBJECT: Nuclear Fuel Plan

The attached newspaper clipping was returned in the President's

outbox with the following notation:
"Where did AP get this? "

Please follow-up with appropriate action.

cc: Dick Cheney

Attachment:
Article from THE GRAND RAPIDS PRESS
4/22/76 entitled '"Ford's Controversial Plan
for N-Fuel Fav ors 2 Firms"
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a government “add-en,”ai the -
Same production cost, says'ﬁ‘fi%dy
~ But there the rwemﬂm stops. -
ERDA officials udvmnhn UEA
propct wodd

R government m :
stockp large chunk of UEA early
< gﬁdm%:bhq&epldmnstmgu

$EA

-swnofUEAcostemtrollnwoteetboth'
the taxpayer and the consumer: -

. —DruméOpercunofUiA'
 profits ond- inerest-

anticipated fonogu m
-_ and lendws

—And expose the govermnmt m the
risk of having to take over afl
half-finished pro;ect if UEA can’t com—
plete it.

ERDA s supported an- ad-
ministration bill, the proposed “Nuclear
Fuel Assurance’ Act,” to make all this
- possible.

- The coﬁgl'esswnal Jomt Cntmmttee '

on AtommEmrgyncavﬁ completed
?garénegsonlltmdrecex areport by -
e General Accounting Office urging
government’ construction of the next
uranium enrichment plant. * = .
*“The propesal. of Umm&ﬁch-
mentAsseaM smdtheGAO “tsnot
acceptable.’”:.
ERDAAMatorBoba‘tC Su-
mans Jr.,’ the same view to
President Ford and Budget Director

James T. Lynn ayear AfterERDA
.officials met with the of Manage-
ment and the Federal Energy

Administration, -UEA and the White
Houie however Swmanschangedlm
min

'I‘WoofformPrwdentRxdmdM
Nixon’s b directors, George P.
Shultz and Caspar W. Wei
now directors of Bechtel large
construction firm whose
only -by the Bechtel farmly md the
corporate. officers.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 6, 1976

TO: GLENN SCHLEEDE

.

FROM:  JIM CANNON JV'

For draft substantive
response. .




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 6, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH
DICK CHENEY
ROG MORTON
JIM CANNON
JIM LYNN
JIM CONNOR
ALAN KRANOWITZ
GLEN SCHLEEDE

JIM SHUMAN
FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF /¢ ° é\
SUBJECT: M.C. Bill Harsha (R-OHIO)

Harsha has been pushing for months, insisting on a meeting
with the President. This was resisted in-house until shortly
before the Easter recess when it was finally scheduled.

The meeting was scheduled during the recess, and Harsha declined,
as he was in Florida.

I'm also attaching, for your information, a copy of Harsha's
May 3rd letter and attachments.
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J\ WILLIAM H, HARSHA
6TH DisTrICT, OHIO
~ 24%7 RAYBURN House OFFICE BUILDING

Congrew of the United Slates

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

May 5, 1976

Dear Mr. President:

ﬁﬁg . I have sent you numerous articles and Press Releases
relative to the add-on facility at the Portsmouth Atomic
|Energy Plant and have urged that you endorse the construction
of the add-on facility. Since I have had no favorable response
to these requests, I am endeavoring to obtain Governor Reagan's
endorsement of this facility, informimg him that all Ohio
Republican Congressmen and both Senators have endorsed this

project.

Should Governor Reagan choose to endorse the Atomic
Energy Plant add-on prior to the primary, I feel certain it
|would be reflected in his vote in Southern Ohio.

With kindest personal regards and best wishes,

éim

William H. Harsha
Representative to Congress

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C.



Congress of the United States
7House of Repregentatibes
Washington, D.E. 20515

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

The President
The White House

washington,

D.C.

]

|




May 6, 1976

Dear Bill:

This is just to advise you that your
May 5 letter to the President regard-
ing the add-on facility at Portsmouth
to the Atomic Enexgy Plant has been
received. -

I assure you this will be brought to
the immediate attention of the President.

With cordial regard.

Sincerely,

Max L. Frisdersdorf
Assistant to the President

Honorable William H. Harsha
HBouse of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515
MLF:nk

becec: Jim Cannon for SUBSTANTIVE RESPONSE
bce: FYI to Jim Lynn, Alan Kranowitz, Jim Connor, Glen Schleede
Rog Morton, Jim Shuman, Dick Cheney, Jack Marsh




Masy 6, 1976

Dear Bill:

This will acknowledge receipt and thank you

far your May 3 letter to the President in reference
to preposals to expand our country's capacity

for enriched uranium productioa.

- Please be assured your letter will be called
prompily to the attention of the President and
the members of the staff who are working with
him on this proposal. I am confident your views
will be fully studied,

With kindest regards,

Sincerely,

Charles lL.eppert, Jr,
Deputy Assistant
to the President

The Honorable Willlam H, Harzha
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C, 20515

m&@ng to James Cannon for further handling.

previous referrals §MApril 6 and 14 on this matter,
bce: w/incoming to James Connor - FYI

CL:JEB:VO:vo

Note
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Congwets of the United Sbates

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

May 3, 1976

Dear Mr. President:

I want to take this opportunity to again remind you of the fact
that there is an issue facing this Country of vital importance. The
United States is in an urgent need to expand its capacity of enriched
uranium production to fuel future nuclear power plants both here atd
home and abroad.

Your Administration is supporting an outlandishly expensive proposal
to provide this needed expansion via the private enterprise sector to the
tune of $5.7 billion, when a facility located at Portsmouth, Ohio, could be
expanded for $2.1 billion and yield the same amount of output.

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has concluded hearings on the
matter and recommends the expansion of the Portsmouth facility. The testi-
mony received by the Committee was predominantly in favor of this proposal,
as well. However, your Administration remains committed to the proposition
of 'guaranteeing a plan submitted by Uranium Enrichment Associates (UEA),
that not only could cost the U.S. taxpayer as much as $8 billion, but would
also increase the cost of the fuel produced for the public utilities that
would be required to use it.

Because of the recognized need for massive capital investment, UEA
initially experienced difficulty acquiring partners for this venture.
However, in March of 1974, it hired Robert Hollingsworth, general manager of
AEC, as its manager of manpower services. That May it hired George Schultz,
the former Secretary of the Treasury, as executive vice president and a
director. Recently Mr. Schultz moved up to president. 1In 1975, it hired
Caspar Weinberger, the former Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, as
vice president, director and special counsel. These three comprise a highly
talented and expensive stable of expertise toward acquisition of government
approval for a plan that could cost the American taxpayer $3.6 billion more
than necessary for enriched uranium expansion.

In a letter to you dated April 8, 1976, the Ohio Republican Delegation
went on record in support of the add-on to the Goodyear Atomic Plant at
Portsmouth, Ohio, over the proposal by UEA.

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER



The President
May 3, 1976
Page two

It is not difficult to see why the Government has shelved plans to do
the job itself. Mr. Percy Brewington, Jr., an official at the Energy Research
and Development Administration says the shelved plans were drawn up by his
staff and showed how the Government could build an addition to its enrichment
plant in Portsmouth costing $2.1 billion, considerably less than the amount
UEA is proposing to spend on a plant of roughly the same capacity.

" The enclosed material reveals, to a small degree, the feelings of the
residents of Ohio, and the two sides of the issue. I hope you will make
a committment to the expansion of the Goodyear Atomic Plant at Portsmouth
in order to see that this Country does not face a catastrophic nuclear fuel
shortage in the very near future. Such a committment could be of tremendous
value to you in the 15 Southern Ohio Counties this June 8, 1976.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have questions
concerning this issue, please feel free to call upon me.

With best wishes and warm personal regards, I am

iam H. Harsha
Representative to Congress

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C.


























