
7 5y < 4

. a? bj2- "t

p ^  PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1964 >

< . < n , K ^ ,  HEARINGS
BEFORE THE

S to ra g e SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMM ITTEE  OiN APPROPRIA TIO NSUN ITE !) STA TES  SEN ATE
EIGH TY -EIG HT H CONG RESS

FIR ST  SESSION
ON

H .R . 9 1 4 0
MAKING APPR OPRIATIONS FOR CIVIL FUNCTIONS ADMIN­
IST ERED BY TH E DEPA RTMENT OF THE ARMY, CERTAIN 
AGENCIES OF TH E DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR , THE  
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, THE TENNESSEE VALLEY 
AUTHORITY, AND CERTAIN STUDY COMMISSIONS, FOR 
THE  FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUN E 30, 1904, AND FOR 

OTHER PURPOSE S

ATOMIC EN ER GY  COM MISSION 
TENN ESS EE VA LL EY  AU TH OR ITY

Print ed  for  the use of the  Committee on Appropr iations





PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 196 4

H E A R IN G S
BEFO RE TH ESUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
UNITED STATES SENATE

EI GH TY -EIG HT H CONG RESS
F IR S T  SE SS IO N

ON

H .R . 9 1 4 0
MA KING  A PPR O PRIA TIO N S FO R C IV IL  FU NCTI ONS AD MIN ­
IS T E R E D  BY T H E  DEP ARTM EN T O F T H E  ARMY, CER TA IN  
AGEN CIE S OF T H E  D EP A RTM EN T O F T H E  IN TER IO R , TH E 
AT OM IC EN ER GY  CO MMISSION , T H E  TEN N ESSEE VALLEY 
AUTH ORIT Y, AND CER TAIN  ST UD Y CO MMISSION S, FO R 
T H E  FIS CA L YE AR  EN DIN G JU N E  30, HMD, AN D FO R 

O TH ER  PU RPO SES

ATOM IC EN ER GY  COM MISSION 
TENNESS EE VA LLEY AU TH OR ITY

P ri n te d  fo r th e  us e of  th e  Com m itt ee  on  A pp ro pr ia tio ns
I

25-745
U.S . GO VE RN MEN T PR IN TIN G  O FFIC E  

W AS HI NG TO N : 1963



SUBCO MMITTEE OF THE COM MITT EE ON APPROPRIATIONS
AL LE N J. ELL EN DER, Louisiana,  Cha irman

CA RL  IIA YDEN , Arizona 
RICH AR D B. RUS SEL L, Georgia 
JO HN  L. Mc CLELLAN, Arkansas 
A. WILLIS RO BERTSO N, Virginia 
LI ST ER  HI LL , Alabama 
WA RR EN  G. MAGNU SON , Washington 
SPESSA RD  L. HO LLAN D, Florida  
JO HN  8T EN NIS , Mississippi 
A. S. MIK E MO NR ON EY , Oklahoma 
ALA N BI BL E, Nevada 
RO BE RT  C. BY RD , West Virginia 
JOHN  O. PA ST OR E, Rhode Island

ROM AN L. HR US KA , Nebraska 
MILTO N R. YOUNG, North  Dakota 
KA RL  E. MUN DT , South Dakota 
MAR GA RE T CHA SE SM IT H. Maine 
GORDON AL LO TT , Colorado 
TH OM AS II. KU CH EL , California 
NO RR IS CO TT ON , New Ilampshir .

GAL E W. Mc GEE, Wyoming
K enneth  J. Bousquet, Cle rk to Su bcom mi tte e

A rmy C iv il  F unctio n s  
E N T IR E  SU B C O M M IT TEE

Ex  O m a o  M embers From P ublic Works Committee 
PA T McNAMARA, Michigan JO HN  SH ER MAN  CO OP ER , Kentucky
JE NNIN GS RA ND OL PH , West Virginia

Kenneth  J.  Bousquet, Cle rk

A to m ic  E ner gy  C o m m is si o n— T e n n e s s e e  V a lley  A u th o r it y  
LI ST ER  HIL L, Alabama,  Cha irman

AL LE N J.  ELL EN DER , Louisiana 
CA RL  HA YD EN , Arizona 
RI CH ARD  B. RUS SEL L, Georgia 
JO HN  ST EN NI S,  Mississippi 
ALA N BI BL E,  Nevada  
JOHN  O. PASTOR E, Rhode I sland 

Also on ato mic energy items:
CL IN TO N P. AN DE RS ON , New Mexico 
AL BE RT  GO RE, Tennessee

RO MA N L. HR US KA , Nebraska 
KA RL  E. MU ND T, South Dakota 
MAR GA RE T C'HASE SM IT H, Maine 
TH OM AS II. KU CH EL , California 
BO UR KE  B. HIC KEN LO OPE R.  Iowa

Earl Cooper, Cle rk

B u r ea u  of R ec lam ati on  an d I n t er io r  P o w er  M a r k e t in g  Ag en c ie s  
CA RL  HA YD EN . Ar izona. Cha irman

ALL EN  J.  ELL EN DER , Louisiana 
WAR RE N G. MAGNU SON , Washington 
RI CH ARD  B. RUS SEL L, Georgia 
JO HN  L. Mc CL EL LA N, Arkansas 
SPESSA RD  L. HO LLAN D. Florid a 
AL AN  BI BL E.  Nevada
GALE W. Mc GE E, Wyoming

Paul

KA RL  E. MUN DT , South Dakota 
MILTO N R. YOUNG, North  Dak ota  
GO RD ON  AL LO TT , Colorado 
ROMA N L. HR USKA , Nebraska 
TH OM AS  H. KU CH EL , California

Eaton, Cle rk

I I



PUB LIC WORK S AP PR OP RI AT IO NS  FOR 19G4

TU ESD A Y , N O V EM BER  19 , 1963

U.S . Se n a t e ,
S ub -S ubcom m it te e of  t h e  C o m m it tee  on A ppr o pr ia t io n s ,

Washington, 1).C.
"Plie su bc om m it te e m et  at 10 a.m ., pu rs ua nt  to  no tic e, in room 

S. 126, th e Cap ito l Bui lding,  Sen at or  Li ster  Hill  (cha irm an  of the  
su bc om m itt ee ) pre sid ing .

Pr es en t: Sen at or s Il ill , Pa stor e,  an d Bib le.

ATOMIC ENERGY  COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF DR. GLENN T. SEABORG, CHAIRMAN, ACCOM­

PANIED BY A. R. LUEDECKE, GENERAL MANAGER; GEORGE F.
QUINN, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER FOR PLANS AND
PRODUCTION ; DR. SPO FFORD G. ENGLISH, ASSISTANT GENERAL
MANAGER FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMEN T; JOSEPH F.
HENNESSEY, GENERAL COUNSEL; JOHN P. ABBADESSA, CON­
TROLLER; R. L. FAULKNER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF RAW
MATERIALS; FRANK P. BARANOWSKI, DIRECTOR, DIVISION
OF PRO DUC TION ; MAJ. GEN. A. W. BETTS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION
OF MILITARY APPLICATIO N; DR. FRANK K. PIT TM AN, DIREC­
TOR, DIVISION OF REACTOR DEVELOPMEN T; DR. PAUL W. 
mc da niel , di re ct or , di vi sion  of re se ar ch ; dr . Charles  l. 
DUNHAM, DIRECTOR, DIVISION  OF BIOLOGY AND MED ICIN E; 
DR. RUSSELL S. POOR, DIRECTOR, DIVISION  OF NUCLEAR 
EDUCATION AND TRA ININ G; DR. PAUL C. AEBERSOLD, DIREC­
TOR, DIVISION OF ISOTOPES DEVELOPMENT; JOHN  S. KELLY, 
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES; 
MYRON KRATZER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DIVISION  OF INT ERN A­
TIONAL AFFAIRS; ARTHUR L. TACKMAN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION 
OF PERSONNEL; J. A. DERRY, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF CON­
STR UCTION; VICTOR CORSO, ASSISTANT CONTROLLER FOR 
BUDGETS; AND DONALD C. KULL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT CON­
TROLLER FOR BUDGETS

L e t t e r  to  S en a to r  H ayd en  an d  A m en dm en ts

Se na to r II ill. The  co m mitt ee  will com e to  ord er.
We will be ha pp y to  pro cee d.
Doc to r,  will yo u procee d in yo ur  own way, sir?

1



2 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 19 64

I will, a t this point, put your letter  to Senator Hayden under date 
of November IS together with the amendments so that  they appear 
at this point in the record.

(The documents referred to follow:)
U.S. Atomic E nergy Commission, 

Washington, D.C., November 18, 1963.
Hon. Carl Hayden,
Chairman, Committee on Appropria tions,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Senator H ayden: The  Appropria tions  Committee of the  House of 
Representatives on November 15, 1963, repor ted H.R. 9140, a bill making ap pro­
pria tions for certain civil funct ions administe red by the Dep artm ent  of Defense, 
certa in agencies of the  Depar tment  of the Inte rior , the  Atomic Energy Commis­
sion * * * for th e fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for other  purposes.

As reported by the  Appropriations Committee of th e House of R epre sentative s the  bill makes certa in reductions in the appropriat ions requested for the  atomic 
energy program. We have made a careful review of the  areas affected  by the bill 
as repor ted and propose certa in amendments  the reto for consideration  by your  
committee.

Transm itted herewith  a re 15 copies of the  am endmen ts proposed by the  Atomic 
Energy Commission to H.R . 9140, together with the  reasons therefor.

Sincerely yours,
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman.

Proposed Amendments to the Public Works Appropriation  Bill, 1964— 
Atomic E nergy Commission 

(H.R. 9140)
(As reported by the  House Committee on Appropriations)

Amended estimate s ubm itte d to the  House:
Opera ting expenses__________________________________ $2, 423, 500, 000
Plan t and capi tal equ ipm ent__________________________ 426, 145, 000

To tal .................................... . ............... ....... ......... ...............  2, 849, 645, 000
Bill as reported by the House Committee on Appropria tions :

Operating  expenses__________________________________  2, 308, 169, 000
Plant and capi tal equip me nt__________________________  380, 000, 000

To tal................... ................... ................. ................. .............  2, 688, 169, 000
Change by House Appropr iations Comm ittee:

Opera ting expenses__________________________________  —115,331,000
Plan t and capi tal equip me nt__________________________  —46, 145, 000

T o ta l. ................................................ ......................... ...........  -1 61 ,4 76 ,0 00
PROPOSED AMENDM ENTS  TO THE  BILL

(1) Page 22, line 2, strike out  “$2,308,169,000” and  insert in lieu thereof 
“$2 399 224 000.”

(2) Page 23, line 14, st rike o ut “$380,000,000” and insert in lieu th ereof “$426,- 
145,000.”
II.  Rept . 902.—P ublic Works Appropriation Bill , 1964—Atomic Energy 

Commission

Operating expenses
Appropriation,  1963---------------------------------------------------------
Estim ate, 1964----------------------------------------------------------------
Recommended, 1964--------------------------------------------------------
Comparisons:

Appropriation, 1963---------------------------------------------------
Estimate, 1964----------------------------------------------------------

$2, 872, 224, 000 
2, 423, 500, 000 
2, 308, 169, 000

— 564, 055, 000 
-1 15 , 331, 000
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Funds provided under thi s heading are dis tributed as shown in the  following 
table:

P ro gra m

R aw  m a te ri a ls ___________________________ ___________ —
Sp ec ia l nucl ea r m a te ri a ls _________ ________________ . . . .
W eapons_______ ________ _____________ ____ - ............... —
R ea ct o r d ev e lo p m en t.......................... .........................................
P hysi ca l re searc h -------------- ------------------- ------- ----------------
Bio logy  and  m edic in e...................................................................
T ra in in g , ed ucat io n , and  in fo rm a ti o n ____ ____ ________
Is oto pes  d ev e lo pm en t p ro g ra m .................................................
C iv il ia n  appli ca ti ons of nucl ea r ex pl os iv es  ........................
C o m m u n it y  pro gr am  .......................... .......................................
P ro g ra m  d ir ect io n  and  ad m in is tr a ti o n  ..............................
S ecu ri ty  in vest ig at io n  pr ogra m  ........... ......................... .........
C ost of w or k for o th e rs .................................................................
C hange in  se le ct ed  re so u rc es ......................................... ...........
R ev enues  and  re im burs em en ts  from  no n -F edera l sourc es .
U nobliga te d  ba la nc e b ro u g h t fo rw ard ....................................

T o ta l........................................................................................

B udget
est im at e

A m ount
re co m m en ded

R ed uc ti on

$324. 843.000 
480 ,471,00 0 
782, 969.000 
530 .548 ,000  
219 ,077,00 0 

76.973 .000 
17,194 ,000 
9,260 ,00 0 

15,1 00,0 00 
10.0 81,0 00 
73,4 15.000 

6.950.000  
6,2 40,000 

53, 252, 000 
-3 2, 00 0,0 00

-1 50 .8 73 .0 00

$320,000,000 
475,000 ,000  
782,969 ,000  
497 ,000 ,000  
192,137 ,000  
68, 645,000 
14.350,000
7,860,000  

10,000,000  
10,081,000  
71, 560,000 
6,950,000 
6.240,000  

28,250 ,000 
-3 2 ,0 00,0 00

-1 50 ,8 73 ,0 00

- $ 4 .843.000 
-5 ,4 71 ,0 00

-3 3. 548 ,0 00 
-2 6 , 940,000 
-8 .3 28 ,0 00  
—2. 844.000 
-1 .4 00 ,0 00  
-5 ,1 00 ,0 00

-1 ,8 55,0 00

-2 5,0 02, 000

2, 423. 500. 000 2, 308 .169 .000 -1 15 ,3 31 ,0 00

R E D U C T IO N S  AN D O T H E R  A CTIO NS

Raw materials.— The reduc tion of $4,843,000 which the  committee recommends 
in thi s program is based on recen t years’ experience which shows considerable 
und erruns  in costs  as compared with the  estim ates  sub mitted in the  budge t 
presenta tion . These  und erru ns were $24 million in 1962 and  $18,400,000 in 
1963. The committe e is confident th at  it can reasonably  ant icipate ther e will be 
an underru n of a t leas t the  amount of th e reduction  which has been made in the 
fiscal year  1964 estimate.

Special nuclear materials.— The  reduct ion of $5,471,000 in this program is based 
on the  same typ e of under run  experience as in the  previous program. The 
underru ns here hav e varied  from $7 to  $40 million in the  last 4 years.

Reactor development.—The reduction  of $33,548,000 which the  comm ittee  has 
made in t his  p rogram includes elimination of ab out  half of th e increase requested  
over  the  1963 fiscal level. This reduc tion is based on 6-month avai labi lity  of the 
1964 appropr iation. In addition, $3 million budgeted for research and  develop­
ment and  design assistance to  ut ilitie s which may wish t o c onst ruct  power reactors 
has  been deleted. It  is the  comm ittee’s opinion th at  cont inuation of this  subsidy 
program  is no longer necessary to stim ulat e the cons truction of power reactors 
since it has been dem ons trated th at  they are now producing electric power at 
com petit ive costs at  leas t in those areas of high conventional fuel costs.

Of the  funds avail able  an add itio nal  $3.5 million is to be applied to  the develop­
ment work on the “seed and  bla nket,” reac tor concept.

Physical research.—In applying the  reduction  of $26,949,000 to  this program, 
the comm ittee has specifically elim inate d funds requested for the  new “basic  
nuclear engineering”  act ivi ty and  has eliminated increases requested for all othe r 
programs except high energy  physics. In addition, $3,750,000 of the  tot al 
reduction  is to  be applied to the  con trolled  the rmo nuclear  research program. The 
committee indicate d last  yea r th at  it expec ted th at  the num ber of concepts in 
thi s program would be reduced . Nothing was done abo ut it. It  is expected th at  
thi s reduc tion will achieve th e objec tive which the  committee adopted  in i ts action 
on the  1963 ap propria tion  bill.

The  committee’s react ion to  increases  in this program continues to be as ex­
pressed in the  report on the  bill last year, and it reiterat es the  admonition th at  
the re be a tigh tening  up in the process of selecting areas  and  subjects of research 
und ertakings with  grea ter emphasis on the  overall usefulness of the  potent ial 
results.

Biology and medicine.— The  committee’s reaction to  this program is somewhat 
simila r to  th at  of the physical  research program. The  reduction  of $8,328,000 will 
hold  this act ivi ty at  the  1963 fund ing level.

Training, education, and information.— In applying  the reduction  of $2,844,000 
to  th is program, the  committee specifically de leted $70,000 for the Argonne School 
and  $75,000 for the Pue rto  Rico Nuclear Cente r. The total  reduc tion holds this 
prog ram to  approxim ately  the  fiscal year 1963 level.
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Isotopes development program.—The  reduct ion of $1,400,000 applied  to this  program represents about one-half of the  increase requested  and  is based on the  6-month fund  availability .
Civilian applications of nuclear explosives.—The reduct ion applied  to this program holds the  appropr iation to  approximately the  1963 funding level. It  is the  comm ittee’s understan ding  tha t delays in th e program can be antic ipated as a result of certain provisions of the tes t ban agreem ent. Fur the r, it sees no need to speed up this peaceful use program to the  level indicated by the  budget.Program direction and administration.— The reduct ion of $1,855,000 which the comm ittee  has applied  to this item includes the  elimination of 73 of the  148 new jobs programed for  a tota l of approximately  $730,000; elimination of approx i­mately two- third s of the  travel increase  requested, amounting to $200,000; and elimination of approximate ly one-half of the con trac tua l services increase, amount­ing to  $625,000. The remaining reduc tion of $300,000 should be readily absorbed since the  higher  level of funding will be available for only abo ut 6 months of the fiscal year.
Change in selected resources.—This reduction  of $25,002,000 which the  committee has made  in this  program includes $13,002,000 which is approxim ately  one-half of the increases proposed for research and  development contract s. This reduction is in line with the reduction t ha t the commit tee has made in the research programs. The remain ing $12 million of the  reduct ion eliminates obligations  planned for the  research and development  and design assistance program in the  civilian power reac tor program. This reduct ion comports with the  $3 million reduct ion in costs made by the  commit tee in the reac tor development program previously discussed.

Plant and capital equipmentAppropriat ion, 1963._________ ___________________ ______ _ $262,7 45,000Estimate, 1964----------------------------------- -------------------------------  426, 145, 000Recommended, 1964.................. ............................... ......... .................. 380,000 ,000Comparisons:
Appropriation, 1963.------- ------------------- ------------------------- 117,255,000Est ima te, 1964.................................... ............... ....... ....................—46, 145,000

The reduc tion appl ied by the  comm ittee includes $17,945,000 budge ted for plant and  capita l equipment projects  not  yet authorize d, $250,000 programed for the Puerto Rico Training Center, and  $27,950,000 slippage. This lat ter  figure represents  only one-fifth of the remaining  increase requested  over the  fiscal year 1963, and should be easily abso rbed  since funds will be avail able  only for about a 6-month period. Inclu ded in it is $750,000 prog ramed for a comm unity  build­ing at  Los Alamos. The  committee would be glad to consider funding of such a building, bu t it is convinced th at  an adequa te facility  can be provided at  a  lower cost.
Amendment (/) ; Increase of $91,055,000 in the appropriation for  operating expenses 

The Commission requests  restoration  of $91,055,000 of the  reduc tion made by the House Appropriat ions Committe e. The following tab le summarizes the  reductions  made by the  House Appropriat ions Committee and  the  requestedresto ration.
Sum mary of operating expenses

Ra w m ater ia ls ............................................................................
Spe cia l n uc lear  m ate ri a ls .. .. __________ ______________W ea po ns _____________________ _____ _______________
Rea ctor  deve lo pm en t........................ ..................... ................
Ph ys ical  rese ar ch _____________________ ______ _______
Biology  a nd  me dic ine ...............................................................
Tra in in g,  ed ucat ion,  a nd  i nf or mat ion..................................Iso top es  de ve lopm en t pr og ram..............................................C iv ili an  a pp licati ons of  nu clea r explos ive s.........................
Com m un ity pr og ram...............................................................
Pr og ram d ire ct ion  and  a dm in is trat io n............ . ..................Se cu rit y inv est iga tio n prog ram_________________ _____
Cos t of work  for o thers......... . ................................ ................
Cha ng e in  se lec ted  re sourc es__________ _____ _________
Rev en ue s an d re im bu rsem en ts  from n on -F ed eral  sour ces .Uno bl igated  b ala nce  b ro ug ht  f orw ar d..______ _________

T o ta l..................................................................................

A EC requ es t
Ho use Ap pro ­

pr ia tio ns  
Co mmittee  

cha nge

Re sto ra tio n
req ue ste d

$324, 843,000 
480, 471,000 
782,969.000 
530, 548.000 
219,077,000 
76,973,000 
17,194,000 
9, 260, 000 

15.100,000 
10,081,000 
73,415,000 
6, 950,000 
6, 240,000 

53, 252,000 
-32.000,0 00

-150,8 73,00 0

—$4. 843,000 
-5 ,471 ,000

-3 3.54 8,  000 
-26,9 40 ,00 0 
-8 ,328 ,000  
-2 ,844 ,00 0 
-1 ,400 ,000  
-5 ,100 .00 0

$28, 500,000
24,000,000 
7,000,000 
2,400,000 

700,000 
4,100,000

-1,85 5,0 00 1,355,000

-25.0 02 ,00 0 23,000,000

2,423, 500,000 -11 5,3 31,00 0 91,055.000
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The reasons for the  requested restorat ion are  given below:
Raw materials

The House comm ittee reduction of $4,843,000 was based on House comm ittee  
anticipa tion of underruns in line w ith recent yea rs’ experience. This reduction  is 
not being appea led. Negotiations for the  str etc hout of deliveries under existing 
raw materials procurem ent con trac ts are now underway.  Unti l fur the r progress 
is made on these  negot iations , it is not possible to say with a high degree of 
cer tain ty what the  raw mate rial deliveries during 1964 will be. If subse quent 
developments indicate 1964 requirements in excess of the  $320 million program 
tota l recommended by the  House comm ittee,  it would be necessary to provide for 
the increase by making reduc tions elsewhere within the tot al appropriat ion. 
Special nuclear materials

In view of favorable cost experience subs equent to development of the  1964 
estimates, the  House  comm ittee reduc tion of $5,471,000 is not  being appea led. 
Reactor development

The House comm ittee  bill r educed  by $33,548,000 the  amoun t of $530,548,000 
requested for 1964. The comm ittee  eliminated about half of the  increase re­
quested over t he  1963 level and indica ted t hat  thi s reduction was based on 6-month 
avai labil ity of the 1964 appropr iation. The  commit tee made a specific deletion of 
$3 million budgeted for research and  deve lopment and design assis tance to 
utilities  which may wish to construct power reac tors  (in addition the  comm ittee 
deleted $12 million in obligat ions for this  purpose unde r the  “Change in selected 
resources” category).  The comm ittee expressed the  opinion th at  continuation 
of this program is no longer necessary to  stim ulat e the  construction  of power 
reactors since it has been dem ons trated th at  they are now producing electric 
power at  competit ive costs, at  least in those areas  of high conventional power 
costs. The comm ittee  repo rt sta tes  fur the r that , of the funds available , an 
addit ional  $3,500,000 is to be applied to the  development work on the  “seed and  
blanke t” reac tor concept.

Of the House comm ittee reduction  of $33,548,000, th e Commission  is request ing 
restorat ion of $25 million and is also requesting Senate a ppro val of the $3,500,000 
added  by the House comm ittee for development work on the  seed and  blanket 
reac tor concept , for a t ota l increase of $28,500,000.

The Commission  requests restora tion  of t he  $3 million redu ction in operating  
costs (and the $12 million reduction  in obligations under “Changes in selected 
resources”) for research and  development and  design assistance to  utilit ies plan­
ning to  con stru ct power reac tors . Although nuclear powerplan ts now being 
planned for cons truction have projecte d power generating  costs com petit ive with 
conventional plan ts in areas of high fossil fuel costs, the economics have not yet 
been dem ons trated.  The  financia l risks of th e utilities underta king such nuclear 
powerplant  projects, part icularly  in th e area  of nuclear power cycle economics, 
are signif icant and the  relatively small amount  of assistance th at  would be pro­
vided by AEC is considered necessary to  sp ur the utilities in th eir  endeavors. It 
is recognized th at  the  technology for light  wate r reac tors  has reach ed the point 
in development where fur the r Government suppor t may not be necessary. The 
$15 million requested  for this  program, however, was not intended for light 
wate r reactors. These funds would be used to enter  into cooperative arran gements 
with  man ufactur ers and utilities under proposals for construction by the utilities  
of more adva nced reactors, for example, the high -tem pera ture  gas-cooled reacto rs 
and the sodium graphite reactors.  By enter ing into such arrangem ents , it may 
be possible to  avoid the need for direct Government construction of prototype 
reactors of some advanced typ es. This  would make possible th e accompl ishment  
of civilian cooperative power reactor  dem onst ratio n program objectives  with  a 
minimum inve stment of Governm ent funds in physical facilities and with 
maximum par tici pat ion  by industry in t he  developmental phases of th e program.

In arriving at  the  budget request for fiscal year 1964, consideration has been 
given to  programs init iate d in the  la tte r part of fiscal year  1963 and  to the  re­
quireme nts for programs, including those being carried  out  cooperatively with 
other agencies, which are proceeding against a planned schedule  of accomplish­
ment. For  the se lat ter  programs a delay in a tta inm ent of objectives may involve 
a disp roportionately  large increase in future  years’ costs and  a probable increase 
in overall program costs.

The following are examples of activitie s for which increased costs will be neces­
sary in 1964. It should  be noted that  some of these activi ties are not scheduled 
to sta rt or to  increase in scope unt il the  lat ter  half of the fiscal year.
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(1) Init iati on of new cooperativ e power reac tor dem onst ratio n projects in fiscal y ear 1964 with the  city of Los Angeles, Connec ticut Yankee Atomic Power Co., and  Southern California Edison Co., unde r prior year  authoriza tion ($6.2 million).
(2) Init iati on by AEC of SNA P 50 power conversion system development  in fiscal year 1964. This  development, which was previously unde rtaken by the  Air Force, was assigned to  the  AEC unde r the interagency agreement between the  Air Force, NASA, and AEC ($4 million).
(3) The  purchase in the  last half of fiscal year 1964 of two BLUE SCOUT launc h vehicles required for the  aerospace safety testing program on nuclear generato rs and reacto rs being developed for use in space ($2 million).
(4̂  Ini tiat ion  of a new con trac t to  develop a stro ntiu m 90 fueled genera tor for use in space. A con trac tor should  be selected by midyear, with costs to be incurred  in the  lat ter  pa rt of the  year  ($0.8 million).
(5) Development  of s trontiu m 90 fue led generators  for the  Nav y Dep artm ent.  Plan s are to select and  negotia te a con trac t in the  first half  of the  year with deve lopment costs to  be incurred in the  la tte r half ($0.4 million).
(6) Fabr ication of the ultr a-h igh-tem perature reac tor experiment (UH TR EX ) at  Los Alamos, which was sta rted late  in fiscal year 1963, is expected to increase in fiscal y ear 1964 with completion scheduled in fiscal year 1965 ($1 million).(7) Procurem ent and  fabricatio n of exper imental equipment for the  loss of flow tes t (LOFT) facili ty at  the  National Reactor Test ing Stat ion, Idaho. Plan s are to  ini tiate exper iment  procurem ent and  fabrication in the  la tte r half of fiscal year  1964 ($1 million).
(8) High er level of research and  development on an adva nced  high- tempera ture  gas reactor  experiment, in accordance  with an orderly  accomplishment of the  program ($1.5 million).
(9) Increased fabrication on exper imental reactors and fuel elements  for the  rocket propulsion program (Pro ject ROVER). Several reactor and  fuel element sets were sta rted in fiscal year 1963 and  are to be completed in fiscal year  1964 ($6.6 million).
(10) Increased level of rocke t propulsion reactor test ing a t the Nuclear Rocket Deve lopment Stat ion in Nevada. It  was assumed th at  three  hot test s and two cold flow tes ts would be conducted in fiscal year 1964. The  cold flow tests  have been underway for some tim e with the  hot tes ts to be run in the  l att er  p art  of the fiscal year ($7 million). _
(11) Increased level of development on the  SNAP- 8 reactor. This  is a join t AEC -NASA development program based on a  schedule which would culminate  in the  inte gra tion  of t he  nuc lear reacto r and the  power conversion system and tes t of the  complete electric ge nera ting sy stem. The schedule assumed a g radual increase in fiscal ye ar 1964 ($2.2 million).

Physical research
The  $192,137,000 which the  House Appropriations Com mit tee recommended represen ts a reduc tion of $26,940,000 from the $219,077,000 requested for the  physical research program in fiscal year 1964. The  committee directed in its report th at  the proposed new program in basic nuclear engineering not be ini tiated and  th at no increase be allowed for programs other than  high energy physics. The commit tee made a reduc tion of $3,750,000 in the  contro lled therm onuc lear program, and  specifically referred to a reduction in the  number  of concepts being pursued.  The  repo rt also rei terated the  committe e’s position conta ined in its  report  of last  year th at  there should be a tigh tening up in the  process of select ing areas and  subjects for research undertakings with grea ter emphas is on the  use­fulness  of potentia l results.
Res tora tion  of $24 million of the  reduc tion is requested. The  activ ities  in the  physical research program are oriented  toward a fundame ntal  unde rstan ding  of the  scientific fields underlying  the  a tomic energy program. Hence, by definition, basic research is not  directly a uti lita rian thing. The  end produc t of its activi­ties is knowledge. The  ult ima te objective , then , is the  reduc tion of many di fferent phenomena t o a simple set of princip les th rough which known facts  are  understood  and  from which new principles may be predic ted. It  is from this expanding reservoir  of knowledge th at  developmental  and  engineering accomplishments in the more appl ied areas of the atom ic energy program are achieved.
The rest riction of the  programs in low-energy physics, mathematics  and com­pute rs, chemis try, and metallurgy to fiscal year 1963 levels is severely restr ictive in view of the  impending opera tion of major  research tools such as the  Ames research reac tor, the  Brookhaven high-flux beam reactor, the Oak Ridge high-flux isotope reactor, the  L RL (Berkeley) 88-inch cyclotron, accelerators located at  t h ''
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University of Texas, University of Washington, and the new machines under pro­
curement for the University of Minnesota and Yale University, and the variable 
energy cyclotrons of the University of Michigan and California (Davis). These 
tools represent a  sizable investment. It  would be impossible to use these devices 
effectively under the House committee  action.

In addition, the chemistry program has necessary commitments above the  1963 
level for the transplutoniu in production program and for special projects so th at 
the remainder of the program would have to be reduced below established levels 
of effort. Furthermore, plans for programs in metallurgy and materials would be 
severely curtailed. The effect of this on importan t programs on radiation damage 
would be to hold them at relatively low levels; delay the expansion of important  
work on the basic metallurgy of plutonium, superconductivity and pure materials 
after recent initiation; and fail to meet the AEC obligations with respect to the  
national program of interdisciplinary laboratories. Much of this work will not 
only make impor tant contributions to the science of materials but is inextricably 
involved with the programs central to so many of the  major roadblocks besetting 
AEC and other programs throughout the country. Freezing at the fiscal year
1963 level in mathematics and computer research represents a sizable reduction 
in going programs and would adversely affect AEC’s ability  to maintain a vigorous 
and balanced research program in the physical sciences.

The program of basic nuclear engineering proposed for initiation in fiscal year
1964 will provide a fundamental understanding of various phenomena of impor­
tance to the development, design, and operation of nuclear systems. Compara­
tively small investments in long-term development of basic understanding in such 
fields (e.g., heat transfer, fluid dynamics, and mass transfer) will minimize in the 
future, the empirical approach to engineering and design of nuclear systems, an 
approach which, due to uncertainties and lack of optimization inherent in it, 
contributes significantly to increasing the cost of developing and operating the 
systems. Complete elimination of this activity would prevent conduct of neces­
sary projects under any overall budgetary limitation, and close off an area of 
practical benefit from ra ther  basic research.

While the House committee action on the  high-energy physics program has not 
been as restrictive, it will require a significant revision in the program. The 
principal impact on the high-energy physics program will be a retardation in the 
effective exploitation of AEC’s major high-energy particle accelerators, a con­
comitant  loss in buildup of university machine-user programs and an uneconomic 
stretchout of the major design study  programs directed toward the next genera­
tion of high-energy machines. In addition, preoperational  buildup in preparation 
for use of the Stanford linear accelerator would be adversely affected.

The reduction proposed for the controlled thermonuclear program would 
require drastic cutbacks at  major AEC laboratories in order to reduce expenditures 
by $3,750,000 in the months remaining in fiscal year 1964. As presently consti­
tuted,  Project Sherwood is an integrated body of research designed to  determine 
the feasibility of producing controlled fusion power. The major experiments in 
this field are mutually dependent; repeatedly, results from different laboratories 
lead to devices incorporating the best features of all the experiments involved. 
However, for reasons of convenience of program presentation major experiments 
are usually described as approaches to  the above objective.

It has been suggested that  AEC should eliminate the least promising concept. 
Acceptance of a cut of the  magnitude proposed, a t this time, involves premature 
abandonment of more than  one approach. The Commission is mindful of the 
desirability of reducing the  number of concepts being pursued, and has every 
intention of doing so when it becomes apparent  that one or more of the approaches 
can be abandoned.  As indicated below, it appears very unwise to eliminate any 
approach at this time.

Firstly, it might bring the  United States down to a  secondary national position 
in the worldwide effort. At present the United States is in a leading position 
although the U.S. manpower devoted to controlled fusion is relatively small. 
(Scientists and engineers supported on AEC funds number about 315, and in addi­
tion 60 are supported by U.S. industries making a tota l of 375. On the other 
hand, the present free world effort outside the United States is manned by about  
OSO scientists and engineers, while the U.S.S.R. has about 600.)

Secondly, forward momentum is lost. It is pract ically certain that  continua­
tion of this severe cut would lead to the progressive demise of the U.S. program, 
at a time when other nations are increasing their activities.

The fusion programs everywhere are moving forward rapidly to improved 
confinement of the very hot plasmas. Recent striking results by Joffe in the
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U.S.S.R. on mirror confinement of ho t plasmas have led to extensive work on still be tte r means  of confinement. The new configurations are called Minimum-B fields. Several AEC laboratories have begun prelim inary  exper iments  on Mini­mum-B concepts which a re believed to be fa r more promising than  tha t developed in Russia. It  would therefore be a serious m istake to  decrease effort on controlled fusion to which the  foreign nations , especially the U.S.S.R., accord a very high prio rity —jus t at  a time  when the  Sherwood program is making rapid progress utilizing t he  mos t powerful body of ho t plasma equipment existing in the world.With respect  to  t he  s tell ara tor  approach, it seems unreasonable to stop work in thi s field, comprising a cumulative inve stment of abo ut $65 million in facilities and research  to test the  concept, when the  model C stel larato r is approaching  critica l te sts  of its abil ity to confine extremely hot plasmas.A mirror machine confining a hot  plasma at a dens ity expec ted to be used in prac tica l fusion power reac tor has been studied with great success. Abandon­ment of this  approach  at  the  adven t of the  Minimum B development,  would leave this coun try in the  position of a bys tander  in a very  promising  major pa rt of worldwide fusion power research.
Recently the density of plasm a in DC X-2 has been increased by a facto r of about 100, far in advance of those obtained by the  principa l competitors in Moscow. Prelim inary  experiments utilizing new measures for increasing the confinement  time of plasma  have been very successful. Abandonment of the DCX approach can scarcely be considered in the  ligh t of these  facts.The Astron device has recently  been completed after 7 years of work and at  a cost of abo ut $10 million. It  is now unde r initial tes t opera tion. Abandon­ment at  a time when it is about to undergo critica l tes t and  evaluation  is con­sidered  unreasonable.
Work on pinch, magnetic shock compression and rot ating plasma approaches provides results  on fusing plasmas which should be applicable to a wide variety of future  pract ical fusion power reactors, because it supplies  means for getting deta iled knowledge of neu tron  production , and parti cle loss, while the  nuclear fusion reactions are taking place. If this work were el iminated  the U.S. program would lose fundame ntal  inform ation which will be required in all of the othe r approaches.  This approach  is the  only Sherwood work carried on at Los Alamos. 

Biology and medicine
The House com mittee bill would reduce by $8,328,000 the amount  of $76,973,000 requested for the biology and medicine program in fiscal year 1964. The I louse Appropriations Comm ittee in it s report indicated th at  it s reaction to this program is somewhat similar to th at  for the physical  research  prog ram; namely, th at  there should be a tigh tening up of the process of se lecting areas and subj ects  for research  undertake n, with greater  emphasis on the  overall usefulness of the potent ial results. The comm ittee’s report  also indicated th at  the reduc tion of $8,328,000 will hold this activ ity  to the  1963 funding level.Res toration of $7 million t o a revised tota l of $75,645,000 for this program is urged. The  restoration  requested will provide  for those funds essential to  con­tinua tio n of planned programs, including occupancy of new facilities; necessary expans ion in specialized areas, such as the  new program at Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Livermore, to  in vest igate  all aspec ts of the sequence of events  follow­ing t he  release  of radiation or rad ioac tivi ty to the biosphere from various nuclear  energy  activi ties, somatic and genetic effects of rad iation at  the molecular level as well as the whole plant or animal, and stra tosphe ric rad ioactivity s tudies;  and fullfillment of agreed-upon comm itments, such as in research in oceanography  and wholesomeness and nutritious effects of rad iation pas teuriza tion  of foods. The res toratio n requested will allow init iation of littl e or no new research work.AEC is recognized as having major  responsibility for developing th e basic infor­mation  concerning t he  effects of radiation on man and  his envi ronment. These da ta are required for the practical employment of nucle ar energy  by man now and  in the  future. The  b udge t requested  for this program has been developed to  fulfill these responsibilities.
With  regard to the process of selecting  areas and sub jects for research under­takings , t he  Commission has continually been mindful of th e need for demo nstra­tion of the usefulness of the  research , as ev idenced by the pruning out of projects representing an annual cost level of more than  $2 million during the  pas t year. The  Commission conducts a cont inua l review of activities for prod uctivity  and timeliness.
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Training, education, and information
The House com mitte e bill would reduce the train ing,  education, and  informat ion 

program by $2,844,000, to about the 1963 level. This  includes specific deletions of 
$70,000 for the  Argonne School and $75,000 for the Puerto ltico Nuclear Cente r. 
Of the  total reduct ion it  is requested th at  $2,400,000 be restored .

The 1964 estimate includes  $1,210,000 for preparatory work leading to U.S. 
part icipation in the Thi rd Geneva Conference on the  Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy  scheduled for the  fall of 1964. This is a special item for which no costs  
were incurred in fiscal year 1963. The U.S. commitm ent to par tici pate in this 
Conference has been assigned by the  Depar tme nt of Sta te to A EC for scientific 
prep arat ion and  representa tion. ' A comprehensive conference of this  type is 
valuable because of the constan tly increasing range of th e peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy and is im portant to future economic developm ent on an inte rna tion al scale. 
This Conference would enhance the scientific image of the United States abroad. 
It  would also provide the  means for a frui tful  exchange of knowledge and ideas 
among specialists  from many  nations in numerous scientific an d technical d iscipline.

The reduc tion of $75,000 for the operation of the  Puerto Rico N uclear Center,  if 
applied , would resul t in a reduct ion in staff and operating level of the Center below 
the  fiscal year 1963 level and the  minimum necessary to maintain  the effectiveness 
of curriculums and associated research work. Retention  of this reduction  would, 
therefore, requi re operation  of this important education al and research facility 
below the fiscal year  1963 level and have an adverse effect upon the  breadth, 
vita lity , and  scientific sta tur e of the staff and associated research programs. The 
Commission therefore believes th at  the amoun t o f $1,175,000 requested  for the 
Cen ter is not  excessive and th at  the  amoun t reduced by the House should be 
restored.

It  now app ears  th at  it may be possible to carry ou t the pl anne d tra inin g program 
at  th e Argonne School within the reduced amount allowed by the  House com­
mit tee.  Res tora tion  of this  $70,000 cu t is n ot requested .

In addition  to the  above special items,  the  Commission requests resto ration of 
$1,115,000 for the  remaining activities in the  train ing,  education, and  inform ation 
program. This  represen ts abo ut 75 percent of the  House comm ittee reduc tion. 
Adherence to  the  reduced program level recommended  by the  House comm ittee 
would reduce technical information activities below the 1963 level and  would 
seriously cripple  AEC ’s efforts to provide scien tists, engineers, and the  public 
with the resu lts of research and  technology developed  in the  atomic energy pro­
gram. The volume of informational da ta processed is growing steadily and the  
annu al increase has been more tha n 8 perce nt. Additional funds are necessary 
to cover minimum requ irem ents  for information tools and services such as books, 
technical progress reviews, scientific exhibi ts, and the science inform ation  ex­
change. Of the  1964 estimate  ab out $160,000 is necessary to cover th e addit ional  
costs associated with the Federa l Employee Salary  Act of 1962 for personnel of 
the  Document  Inform ation Center at  Oak Ridge.

The House comm ittee  reduct ion would also have a serious effect on t rain ing and  
educa tion in the  physical and  life sciences an d engineering. The reduc tion would 
resu lt in a  serious ret renchm ent  in planned courses to  train  sc ientists an d engineers 
in the  safe handl ing of radioact ive materials;  to bring  radioiso topic instruc tion  
to the  campuses of small colleges which usually canno t spare  facu lty for off- 
campus trai ning; and to qual ify physic ians for AEC license to use radioact ive 
materials in the diagnosis  and  tr ea tm en t of disease, especially cancer and  radiat ion 
injuries. The reduction  would also neces sitate delay in satisfying the  long­
standing  need for specialized research  tra ining of post  doctoral fellows possessing 
unusua l investigative abi lity  in the  radiation  aspects of the  life and physical  
sciences and  on-the-job applied heal th physics training at  cooperatin g AEC 
insta llatio ns. It  would also be necessary to reduce the  level of faculty  tra ining 
institu tes  in radiobiology for high school and college teachers  of science; this 
would resu lt in eliminating at  least  170 teach ers from this  p rogram.

If the  House  committee reduction  were made, other port ions of the  tra inin g, 
educa tion,  and  info rmation program would also be hampered. These include 
tra ining assis tance to Sta tes  or local gove rnments  in radiation control where 
States are und ertaking certain regu lato ry functions  and  the program for public  
disseminat ion of im portant information per tain ing to  the atomic energy program. 
Isotopes development

The House comm ittee  bill would reduce by  $1,400,000 the  a mount  of $9,260,000 
requested  for the  isotopes development program in fiscal year 1964. The  House 
Appropriations Committee in its report  indicated th at  thi s reduction represents
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alxHit one-half of the increase requested and is based on the 6-inonth fund avail­abili ty.
Restoration of $700,000 of the reduct ion is requested, largely for the isotopic power and heat sources developm ent category , which is essentia l to  SNAP (systems for nuclear auxiliary power) generator  development, provision of isotopic fuel for DOD and NASA missions, and othe r Government  requi rements. Specifically, the curium 242 program will requ ire the  purchase of large quan titie s of the Ameri­cium target material in the second half of fiscal year 1964, as well as costs for reactor irradia tion of the targets and fabrication of the curium into final sources.The planned  schedule for the  radia tion pasteuriza tion of foods program also involves increased costs in the lat ter  half of fiscal year 1964, consis tent with the  previously agreed upon program level, as required for the irrad iation of larger  quantit ies of food needed for extensive  studies.

Civilian applications o f nuclear explosives
A $5,100,000 reduction, from $15,100,000 to $10 million, was made in funds requested for the Plowshare program to hold the  program to the fiscal year 1963 level because the House committee did not  see the  need to increase the program and because of its  u nder standing  that  delays in the program could be antic ipated its a result of the treaty  banning nuclear weapon tests. However, the  tre aty does not prohib it Plowshare tests . Its  relation  to Plowshare is simply th at  it prohibits any nuclear explosion which would cause radio activ e debris to be present outside national boundar ies. Thus, the  treaty  really  limits only th at  pa rt of the program in the fiscal year 1964 budge t which conte mpla ted large-scale crate ring experiments which might  have caused radioactiv e debris to be present outside  U.S. boundaries.
Since completion of negotia tions on the treaty  in late  July , the program has been thoroughly reviewed. It  has recently been concluded that  it is necessary to increase tests to develop cleaner nuclear explosives and to carry  out  small scale excavation experiments to advance the technology in the  near future  in lieu of the large scale experiments. Research and development  and experiments in scientific and other  engineering applicat ions will continue. This revised pro­gram can proceed under the terms  of the treaty  and imp ortant  progress can be made. Furthermore, such a program is necessary to and consistent with the adminis trat ion’s assurances to the Senate and with the  basis for the Senate’s advice and consent to the treaty .
In order to carry out  this revised program, $4,100,066 of the $5,100,000 reduc­tion should be restored, for a program tota l of $14,100,000. At any level less than this it would be necessary to eliminate  important tests  or experiments or to reduce ongoing research effort.

Program direction and administration
The House comm ittee bill would elimina te 73 of the  148 additional positions requested and reduce program direction  and administ ration costs by $1,855,000. Restoration is requested for the  73 positions and for $1,355,000 of the reduction .The reduction  of positions as recommended by the House will severely curtai l AEC ’s abili ty to give technica l direction and adminis trat ive supp ort to the new and expanded research and development activities, and would cause concern whether the  responsibili ty for management of existing programs can be fully met. Actions taken  in this and  th e past  fiscal year to s trengthen the  organ ization for direction and control of research and development projec ts have increased  the  need for technical positions. The requirements for the  148 additional positions included in the fiscal year 1964 budge t request have not diminished in tota l since the  budge t was subm itted , and are not reauced by the  fact that  par t of the fiscal year has elapsed.
Current and increased needs of the  SNAP, ROVER, and other reactor develop­ment activities comprise a sub stan tial  por tion (95) of the tota l number  of positions requested. The research programs are currently shor t of positions required for adequa te program management and will require the full number of 25 positions requested. Ten positions were requested for supp ort of tes t opera tions and the Plowshare program. In addit ion, 18 positions are needed to meet critical  needs of the regulatory program.
\\ hen the  construction budget was amended and operatin g funds reprogramed to provide for the  safeguards  program pursuant to the nuclear tes t ban treaty , no request was made for addi tions  to the  A EC staff, altho ugh this will have a significant effect on workload. This makes it even more imp ortant  that  the  full staffing plan for 1964 be approved .
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AE C em plo ym ent for  pro gram  dir ect ion  an d ad min ist ra tio n is ab ou t 4 pe rcen t 
of co nt ractor  em plo ym en t, while cos ts of pro gra m dir ec tion and ad m in ist ra tio n 
are ab ou t 2 p erce nt  of to ta l op erat ing an d cons tru cti on  costs. At  t hi s tim e when 
AE C staf fing  for  di rec tio n an d ad m in ist ra tio n of t he  g rowing rese arch a nd  d evelo p­
men t program s is sprea d th in , a re lat ive  loss or gain in AE C pos itio ns can  have  
an im pa ct  on th e effect iveness or  eco nom y of co nt ractor  opera tio ns  wh ich  is far  
grea ter th an  th e cos t of th e pos itions.

Re sto rat ion  of funds is requ es ted  for th e new posit ion s an d for redu cti on s ma de  
in th e co nt ractua l serv ices es tim ate s. Th e es tim ate for  cont ractu al  servic es is 
deemed th e minim um  nec ess ary  t o s up po rt  the  sta ff req ue ste d un der th is pro gram  
an d to  cove r c er tai n fixed cha rge s such as com mu nic ati ons, supplie s a nd  mate ria ls,  
jani to ria l serv ices , ma chine  ren tal s, etc . Th e inc rease requested  in fiscal year  
1964 is rel ate d to  th e higher  level of em ploy men t; ad di tio na l co nt ractua l requ ire ­
men ts for the Nev ad a-SN PO  com plex; an nu al izat ion of comm unica tions services;  
posta l serv ices  and  m ach ine  r en ta ls ; fu ll-ye ar ’s ope ra tio n at  the Be the sda  l oc ati on ; 
an d for inc reased  cha rges from  ot he r Go ve rnmen t agencies res ult ing  from  th e 
pa y inc rease ac t of 1962.

Re sto rat ion  is no t being requ es ted  for th e red uc tio n of $200,000 in trav el  or 
th e general red uc tion of $300,000 ma de by  th e House  based on delav  in ap pr o­
pr ia tio n ac tion in view of op erat ing on a restr ic ted  bas is du rin g th e fir st par t of 
th e fiscal year.
Changes in  selected resources

Th e Hou se co mmittee  reducti on  of $25,002,000 inc lud es $12 mill ion for th e 
cooperative  pow er reac tor de mon str at ion pro gra m an d $13,002,000 re la ted to  
commi tte e redu cti on s in es tim ated  cos ts for  th e resear ch an d deve lop me nt pr o­
gra ms . Re sto ratio n of $23 mill ion is requ es ted .

As disc ussed above un de r th e reac to r de ve lopm en t program , th e $12 million 
in ob ligations un der th is  c ate go ry a nd  the  asso cia ted  $3 m illion in r ea ctor  d evelo p­
me nt pro gra m cos ts for researc h an d de ve lopm en t an d design assis tan ce to  
ut ili tie s can  ma ke  an  effect ive co nt rib ut ion toward effective an d econom ical 
accomp lishm ent of AE C’s co op erati ve  pow er reac tor de mon str at ion prog ram 
objec tiv es.  Th e re du ct ion shou ld be resto red.

Th e rem ain ing  $11 mil lion for which re stor at ion is requ es ted  is re la ted to  th e 
requ es ted  re stor at ion in prog ram cos t es tim ate s.
Am end ment (2):  Incre ase of  $46,145,000  in  the app rop ria tion  fo r plant and  c api tal 

equipment
Th e Com miss ion requ es ts re stor at io n of th e en tir e $46,145,0 00 redu cti on  ma de 

by th e House  Ap prop ria tio ns  Co mm ittee . Th e follo wing table sum ma riz es  th e 
redu cti on s made by th e Ho use  App ropr iat ion s Co mmittee  and th e requ es ted 
re sto ra tio n.

Su mmar y of plant and  capi tal equipment

AE C
requ es t

House  A pp ro­
pri ati ons 

Com mittee  
cha nge

Res to ra tio n
requ es ted

Weap ons c on str uc tio n pro jec ts no t ye t au th orize d......................
Ge ner al pl an t pro jec ts for Pu er to  Rico Nuc lear  C en te r______
Com m un ity bu ild ing po rti on  of Los  Alamos co m m un ity 

disposal pro jec t . .......... ............ ................ .................... .

$17,945,000 
250.000

750,000 
407. 200.000

—$17, 945.000 
-25 0,0 00

-75 0,0 00  
-2 7 , 200,000

$17, 945,000 
250,000

750,000 
27, 200,000All ot he r ____________________  ____________ ___ ____

T o ta l_____ ____ _ - _____ ____ ________________ 426.145. 000 -46 .14 5,0 00 46,145.000

Th e rea son s for th e requ es ted re stor at ion are given below:
Weapons construction projects

In  Octobe r th e AE C 1964 bu dg et  was  am ende d to  prov ide  for 12 ad di tio na l 
weapo ns program  cons tru ct ion pr ojec ts a t a to ta l es tim ated  cost of $17,9 45,00 0, 
wh ich  are a nec essary  par t of th e safeg uards program  bei ng un de rta ke n as  a 
re su lt of a rec ently  ap prov ed  te st  ban tr ea ty . Th e Com mis sion disc ussed these 
requ ire men ts with  th e House  Ap prop ria tio ns  Co mmitt ee  on Oc tob er 23. Th e 
House  commi tte e el im ina tio n of th is  $17,945,000  re qu ire m en t was  based  on th e 
fact  th a t au thor izat ion ac tio n on these pr ojec ts had no t yet  been com ple ted . 
Th e J oi nt  C om mi tte e on  A tom ic En erg y hel d h earin gs  on thes e p ro jects on O cto ber 
31 an d it  is expecte d th a t an au th or izat io n ac t will be pas sed  in th e near  fu tu re .
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Accordingly, it is recommended th at  the  enti re $17,945,000 be included in the  AEG’ appropr iation for 1964.
The 12 new construction projects are an important pa rt of th e comm itment to 

maintain modern nuclear  labo rato ry facilities  and programs which will at tra ct , 
retain, and insure the  continued app lica tion  of human resources  which are vital 
to an effective weapons program. Five projects estimated to cost $8,755,000 are 
proposed for the  Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at  Livermore, Calif. These in­
clude a radio-chemistry building, pla nt engineering and services building, and 
addi tions to the  craft  shop, the  cafeteria,  and the  hazards control building. At 
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory in New Mexico there would be three  new 
cons truction projects est ima ted to cost $3,740,000. These facilitie s would provide 
space for the operationa l heal th physics group and would replace inadequa te high 
tem perature chemis try labo rato ry space and plutonium resea rch space. At 
Sandia Base, N. Mex., $4,820,000 is required for three construction  projects, an 
explosives chemis try labo ratory, a development labo rato ry, and addi tions  to the  
classified technical repo rts building. In keeping with  the  inten sive underground 
tes ting  activ ities  at  t he  Nevada test  site, it is necessary to  build an addi tion to 
the  control  poin t facilities at  an est ima ted  cost of $630,000.
General planl projects at Puerto Iiico Nuclear Center

The House Appropriat ions Committee has recommended eliminat ion of all 
general plant project funds  for the  Puerto Rico Nuclear Center in the amount  of 
$250,000. Such action would prevent the  cons truct ion of urgently  needed shop facilities, the  conversion of present space in the  PR NC  building at  Mayaguez to 
addi tional classroom and  laboratory  space, and the  cons truct ion of a low level 
counting facility  to be used in conjunction with work currently being conducted with the  reactor.

This  $250,000 general plant  project item  is the  only cons truction projec t pro­
posed for the Puerto Rico Nuclear  Center in 1964. Some funds of this n ature are 
essential for any operating  in stallation . It is part icularly  important here because 
the  growth of interest in the  programs of the  Pue rto Rico Nuclear Center has 
caused serious overcrowding thro ugh out  most of the  complex. Resto ration of the  
enti re amount is very important to  the  continued effectiveness of the Center. 
Community building at Los Alamos

The House Appropria tions Committee eliminated  $750,000 for a community 
building at  Los Alamos. The  comm ittee  did not  question the  need for such a 
building bu t indicated its feeling th at  an adequa te facility  could be provided at  a lower cost.

The  proposed community building at  Los Alamos is a pa rt of the comm unity  
disposal construction autho rized  in the  1962 amendm ent to the  Atomic Energ y 
Com munity Act of 1955. The  need for this building and  the cost estimate of 
$750,000 have  been given a very careful review. The new county building  as 
presented in the budget represents standard  facilities necessary to allow the  
performance of the various functions  soon to be turned  over to coun ty manage­
ment. These funct ions include among others, municipal managem ent as well as 
cou nty  management, cour t, police, zoning, taxatio n, recreation, and  utilities for 
an area  comprising 27.3 squ are miles including th e towns of Los Alamos and White  
Rock, N. Mex. The proposed build ing provides not  only for normal office space 
and  a records area, but  also for specialized court areas ; i.e., hear ing room, cham­
bers, etc. Space currently  in use is a temporary World War II  barracks q uar ters 
which cannot be efficiently nor economically converted  to  su ppo rt these functions.

Facilities similar in function to that  proposed  at  Los Alamos were provided at  
Oak Ridge, Tenn.,  and  Richland, Wash., when Government ownership and  
managem ent of those communities was term inated  unde r the sam e basic legislation 
now being implemented at Los Alamos. The  building at  Rich land  cost abo ut 
$650,000 in 1956. The one at Oak Ridge cost slightly  under $500,000 in 1956.

While these  buildings were somewhat smaller in size t ha n th at  prese ntly pro ­posed for Los Alamos, Oak Ridge, and Richland only provided space  for municipal 
funct ions. As stated,  the  building at Los Alamos requires space  for coun ty as 
well as municipal activi ties. The size of the  proposed build ing has been scaled 
to  the  minimum space necessary to suppor t the  wider range activitie s associated  
with runn ing both the  county operation  and  municipal functions .
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Fur ther, the  higher cost proposed for th e Los Alamos facility in comparison with 

the  Oak Ridge and Richland facilities should  be v iewed in light of construction  
cost index increases since 1956 and  the price differences in locations. Comparat ive 
costs considering these  facto rs would be:
Los Alamos_________________________________________________  $750, 000
Oak Ridge__________________________________________________  790, 000
Richland--------------------------------------------------- --------------------------- 720,000
All other

Except for the  items discussed above,  the  House Appropriations Committe e 
made no suggestions for elimination of specific items  in the  plant and capi tal 
equipment appropriat ion bu t suggested th at  a reduction  of $27,200,000 could be 
made because of program slippage  associated with the fact th at  1964 funds will 
be available only for about a 6-month period. While it is true it has not  been 
possible to st ar t cons truction of new 1964 projects prio r to enactment of an ap ­
prop riation, a considerable amount of advance planning  work has been done. 
Accordingly, it is expected  th at  the award ing of const ruct ion contrac ts can begin 
promptly upon passage of the  1964 appropriation act . In order  to proceed with 
the  construction pro ject s in an orderly  fashion and  to avoid costly construction  
delays, it is important th at  full funding for the  authorized construct ion pro jects 
be available in 1964. Accordingly, restorat ion of the  ent ire reduct ion is reque sted . 

[H. Doc.  105, 88 th Co ng. , 1st sess.l

Communication F rom the  President  of the United States, T ransmitting
Amendments to the  Budget for the Fiscal Year 1964 in the Amount of
$14,607,500 for the Legislative Branch and a Decrease of $49,300,000 
for the  Atomic E nergy Commission

T he White  House, 
Washington, April 22, 1963. 

T he Speaker of the  House of R epresenta tives.
Sir : I have th e honor  to t ran sm it herewith for the consideratio n of the  Congress 

amendments to  t he  budget for t he  fiscal year 1964 in the amount  of $14,607,500 
for the  legislative branch  and a decrease of $49,300,000 for the  Atomic Energy 
Commission.

The  details  of these amendments, the necessi ty therefor , and  the  reasons for 
the ir submission at  th is time  are se t forth in th e att ach ed let ter  from th e Director  
of the  Bureau of the Budget with  whose comments and  observations the reon I 
concur.

Respectfu lly yours,
John F. K ennedy.

E xecutive O ffice of the Presid ent,
Bureau of the  B udget, 

Washington, D.C., April 20, 1963.
T he P resid ent,
The White House.

Sir : I have  t he  honor to sub mit  herewith  for your  consideratio n amendments 
to the budget for the fiscal year 1964 in the amount  of $14,607,500 for the 
legislative branch  and a decrease  of $49,300,000 for the Atomic Energ y 
Commission, as follows:
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As provided by statute, these amendments to the 1964 budget for the legislative branch are submitted without change.
Ato mic Energy Commission

B udget  
ap p en ­

dix  page
H ea din g

O rigi na l
est im ate

R ev is ed
est im ate D ec re as e

6S9 O per at in g  e xp en se ........................... .. $2,472 ,800, (MX) $2 .42 3.500,000 $49,300 .000

The proposed reduction of $49.3 million is made possible by savings expected during the fiscal years 1963 and 1964. The Commission’s funds are available until expended; therefore, the 1963 savings can be applied to the 1964 require­ments. The savings in both years stem from three  sources: greater than antici­pated  success in the stretchou t of deliveries of domestic uranium concentrates, improvements in the conduct of operations for producing special nuclear materials, and reductions in the unit costs of producing nuclear weapons.I recommend t ha t these amendments to the budget for the fiscal vear 1964 be transmitted to th e Congress.
Respectfully yours,

K e r m it  G o rdon , 
Director, Bureau of the Budget.

IH . D oc . 166, 88t h C on g. , 1st  ses s.]

Communication From the President of the United States, Transmitting an Amendment to the Budget for the Fiscal Year 1964 in the Amount of $5,945,000 for the Atomic Energy Commission

The White House, 
Washing ton,  October 16, 1963. The Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sir : I have the honor to transmit herewith for the  consideration of the Congress an amendment to the budget for the fiscal year 1964 in the  amount of $5,945,000 for the Atomic Energy Commission.
The details of this emendment, the necessity therefor, and the reason for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached lette r from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget with whose comments and observations thereon I concur.

Respectfully yours,
John F. Kennedy.

E xecutive Office of the President,
Bureau of the Budget, 

Wash ington, D.C., October 15, 1963.I he President,
The White House.

Sir : I have t he honor to submit herewith for your considersation an amend­ment to the budget for the fiscal year 1964 in the amount of $5,945,000 for the Atomic Energy Commission.
The Atomic Energy Commission is undertaking a number of addit ional steps to implement the various safeguards referred to in your lette r to  Senators Mans­field and Dirksen of September 10, 1963, and Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric s letter of August 23, 1963, to Senator Russell on the  three-environ­ment test, ban treat y ratified by the  Senate on September 24. These steps include intensification of underground testing, preparations  to resume atmospheric testing if tha t should ever become necessary, and further improvement and expansion of facilities at the  Commission’s weapons laboratories. The addi-
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tional  steps  being tak en  by th e Atomic Energy Commiss ion complement add i­
tion al measures being tak en by the Department of Defense.

Most of the  Commission’s program will be funded by savings  in and  repro­
graming of availab le and  budg eted  funds. The port ion of the  program requiring 
fur the r funds is described as follows:

Atomic Energy Commission

Bud ge t
ap pe nd ix

page
Heading

Or igin al
es tim ate

Revised
es tim ate Inc rea se

693 P la n t an d ca pi ta l equ ip m en t- .- ............. ............... $420,200,000 $426,145.000 $5,945,000

The proposed increase of $5,945,000 is needed to construct facilities, mainly 
at the Commission’s thre e weapons laboratories, to  improve fur ther those labo ra­
torie s as a part of the safeguards  program refer red to  above . The  amount re­
ques ted, togethe r with  $12 million available through reprograming of budgeted 
funds,  will provide for a specia l construction program at the labora tories in the 
amoun t of $17,945,000. Authorizing legislation is being proposed to the Congress 
by th e Atomic Energy Commission to  cover th ese additional construction projec ts.

I recommend th at  thi s ame ndm ent to the budget for the fiscal year 1964 be 
tra nsmitt ed  to the Congress.

Respectful ly yours,
K e r m it  G o rd o n ,

Director of the Bureau of the Budget.

U.S. Atomic E nergy Commission,
Washington, D.C., October 24, 1963.

Hon. Carl Hayden,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Senator Hayden: By let ter  of October 16, 1963, the President tra ns ­
mi tted a proposed  amendmen t to the  Atomic Energy Commiss ion’s fiscal year  
1964 appropr iation requ est to the Speaker of the  House of R epresentative s. ’Phis 
ame ndm ent  would increase the  requested app ropriat ion  for plant and capital 
equ ipment for fiscal ye ar 1964 by $5,945,000, from $420,200,000 to $426,145,000. 
The increase of $5,945,000 is th e net  result  of adding 12 proposed new c onstruction 
projects  for the  weapons labo ratories  at  a tot al estimated cost of $17,945,000 
and a reduction  of $12 million previously  proposed for cons truction of a  milit ary 
compact reac tor which, while requested by the Commission, was not  included 
in Public  Law 88-72 authoriz ing fiscal year 1964 appropriat ions for AEC.

The addi tiona l projects  are proposed in keeping with  the  safeguards  program 
as set for th in the  let ter  from th e Director  of the  Bureau of the  Budget to the  
Pres iden t of October  15, 1963, which the  President cited in transm itting the  
amendment.

These safeguards activities also resu lt in an increase  in the  weapons operatin g 
budget for fiscal year  1964. Total  weapons program costs would be increased 
by $94,641,000, from $688,328,000 to $782,969,000. This  increase  is met, how­
ever, by downward revisions  in the fiscal year 1964 estimates for certa in other 
programs and  by use of unob ligated balances  of fiscal year 1963 funds as now 
indicated by our yearend reports.

Attached are the  revised  estimates, descr iptions of the  proposed new cons truc­
tion  projects, and a summary of th e changes in o perating estimates togethe r with 
a brief explan ation  of these  changes. The Bureau of the  Budget concurs in 
these  reprograming actions . We will be prepared to provide additional informa-
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tion and to discuss our cur ren t program plans when the  appropriat ion hearings are held.
Sincerely yours,

G le n n  T . S ea b o r q , Chairman. 
P ro po sed  A m en dm en t  to  A E C , F isca l Y ea r  19 64  B ud get

Plant and capital equipment
12 new construction  pro jec ts____ ___________________________  $17, 945, 000Less mi litary compact reacto r_______________________________ — 12, 000, 000

Total amend ment___________________________________  5, 945, 000
Descriptions of t he proposed new projects are given below.

64- d-10 Occupational health laboratory, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
New Mexico, $1,650,000

This  projec t provides for facilities designed to upgrade th e research and develop­ment  capabilities and the  physical plant of the  labo rato ry and to afford needed perman ent laboratory and office space.
This  building  provides 26,500 gross square  feet  of laboratory, office, and related space to  provide additional needed space for the  weapons-supported industria l hygiene and radia tion effects work groups and to relieve the  crowded conditions in the  biomedical laboratory.

Details of cost estimate

U ni t cost It em  cost Tot al  cos t

(a) En gineeri ng , des ign , an d inspec tio n, at  11 pe rcen t of con­
st ru ct io n costs_____________ ______________ ____ - ........ $138,000

0
1,294,000

(6) La nd  an d land  r ig ht s_________________ . _______________
(c) Con stru ct ion co sts ______ _________________________ ___

Im pr ov em en ts  to  la n d _____________  . . .  ___  - . . . . $15,000 
940,955 
10,000 

328,045

Bu ild ing  (26,500 gross sq ua re  f e e t) .. ...................... . .........
U til iti es .....................................................................................

i $35.50
E quip m en t_____________________ ____ ____ _____ _

Fixed lab eq ui pm en t___ _____________ $180,045
Specia lized l ab  eq ui pm en t ------- ---------  110,000
Fur ni tu re  an d spe cia l equip m en t............ 38,000

(d) Co ntingencie s, at  15 pe rc en t of  othe r c o s t s . . .................... . . 218,000
Tot al  projec t cost________ _____ ____________________ 1,650,000

' Br eakd ow n ol space b y ty pe an d unit  co st:
La bo ra to ry , 11,988 squ are fee t, at  $56.43..............................................................................................  $676,483Office,  3,440 square  feet, a t $22___________ ____________________ ____ _______ ____ . _____  75,680Sh op , 970 sq uare  fe et, a t $28________ ___________________________. . ____ _______________  27,160Service,  u ti li ty , sto rag e, an d co rri do r a rea s, 10,102 squ are  feet,  a t $16..........................................  161,632

Tot al  (26,500 squ are feet )............................................................................................................... 940,955The ave rag e spac e un it  c ost is $35.50.

64-d -l l High temperature chemistry facili ty, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, N. Mex., $1,435,000
This  pro ject  provides for facilities designed to upgrade the research and  develop­ment capabilities and the  physical  pla nt of the Laboratory  and  to afford needed permane nt Laboratory  and office space.
This  facil ity provides 23,000 gross square feet of laborator ies, shops, offices, and rela ted space to supp leme nt an existing crowded labora tory  facili ty th at  is ina deq uate for both  present and anticipa ted programs and  to replace an old, in­adequ ate  wooden structure.
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Details o f cost estimate

U nit  co st It em  cost Tot al  cost

(a) Engin eer ing , des ign , an d ins pe ct ion,  at  9 pe rce nt of con ­
st ru ct ion costs .......... . .................................... ................... ....... $100,000

0
1,145,000

(6) La nd  a nd  lan d rights ....................... ...........................................
(c) Co ns tru ct ion costs_____________ . . . . ____ . . . ______ . . . . . .

Im pr ov em en ts  to  la n d ___________ _________________ $3,500
729,600

5,000

12,500
394,400

Bu ildings  (23,000 gross squ are feet )...................................
U til iti es __________________________ _______________

i $31.70

Re mo val cos t (d ism an tling  and  remo vin g 1 1-story 
fram e bu ild ing) ______________________  _ _______

Equ ip m en t _______________________ ____ __________
Fix ed la bo ra to ry  equip m en t..........................$80,400
Indu ct io n furnaces ............  80,000
High p res sur e mea su remen t sy stem .......... 55,000
Othe r s pec ial la bo ra to ry  equip m en t.........  165,000
Office an d he al th  e quip m en t...... ...........   14,000

(d) Co nt ing en cy , a t 15 p ercent  of ot he r co sts_______________ 190,000

To tal pro jec t co st .............................. ....................... ............ . 1,435,000

> Break down  of space by  typ e an d un it  cost:
La bo ra tory , 10,000 squ are feet,  a t $47___ _____ ________________________________________  $470, 00
Office, 3,800 sq ua re  feet, a t $22_______________ _______________________ . _______________  83,600
Shop, 2,400 square feet , a t $28.___________________ . . . ___________ _____________________ 67,200
Serv ice,  u ti li ty , sto rage, an d co rrido r a rea s, 6,800 square feet , a t $16______________________ 108,800

To ta l (23,000 squa re  feet )____ ______ _________________________________ __________ 729,600
The  av era ge sp ace  u n it  co st is  $31.70.

64~d-12 Plutonium research support building, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
N. Mex., $655,000

This  projec t provides for facil ities designed to  upgrade  the research and develop­
ment capabilities and  the  physical plant of th e Labora tory  and to  afford needed 
perman ent Lab oratory  and  office space.

This  building provides 18,600 gross squa re feet of office and  drafting space, a 
machine shop, change rooms, and rela ted areas  to  replace  two  in adequa te wooden 
structure s which are overcrowded, deficient both in space  requirements  and 
design, high in maintenance  costs, and  inefficient due to  present dispersion of 
services and suppor t activities.

Details of  cost estimate

U ni t cost It em  cost Tot al  cost

(a) En gin eer ing , des ign , an d ins pection  a t 11 pe rce nt of con- 
str uc tio n costs ............ .......................... ........................... $56,500 

0
512,500

(f)  I^and an d lan d ri gh ts ______ __________ ___  _________
(c) Co ns tru ct ion cos ts ........................ ......................... ................

Im pr ov em en ts to  l and________ ___ ________________ $2,500
445,000

5,000

18.500
41.500

Bu ild ing s (18,600 gross square  fe et ). .............................
Util iti es  . . . .........................-......................

$23.90

Re mo val cost  (di sm an tling  an d remo vin g 2 1-story 
fr am e bu ildi ng s)

Equ ip m en t . _____ _______ _____________  . .
'  Office an d he al th  e quip m ent. . ................... $15.000

Moving  ex ist ing  machin e shop  an d fixed
mon ito r e quip m en t.............. ...................... 26,500

(d) Co nti ng en cy  a t 15 percen t of o the r co sts ________________ 86,000

To tal, pro jec t c os t_______ ____ ____ __________________ 655,000
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64~d~13 Radiochemistry building, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, California, $5,900,000
This pro ject  provides a facili ty designed to upgrade research and  development capab ilities and  th e physical plant of the Laboratory and  to  afford needed perma­nent labora tory  and office space.
This building provides 83,700 gross squa re feet of light laboratories,  offices, and rela ted  areas to  relieve an existing severe shor tage  of space with in the chem­istry  d ivision and to  remove people from trai lers  and other inadeq uate facilities. 

Details of cost estimate

U nit  cost It em  cost Tot al  cost

(a) En gin eerin g, des ign , an d inspec tio n, at  11 pe rcen t of co n­
st ru ct io n co sts_____ ___ _  ...... .............. ......................... $534,000

0
4,830,000

(6) La nd  a nd  land  r ig ht s______________ _____ ___ _________
(c) Con stru ct ion co sts ...... .............. .  . ......... ....................... ...........

Im pr ov em en ts  to  la nd ........ .  . . _______ _____ $25,000 
3,733,000

185,000
887,000

Bu ild ing s (83,700 gross squ are feet )_________________
Uti li ti es _________________________________________

i $44.60
E quip m en t.  _______ ____ ___ ____ _______  ._ _____

" Lab or ator y fu rn itu re _____ $310,000
Fu m e ho od s_______  . . .  ____________  193,000
Mass  spe ct romete r____     154,000
8-c han nel  count ing sy st em ____________  40,700
Other  e qu ip m en t_____________    189,300

(d) Con tin ge nc y,  at  10 p erc ent  o f other  cos ts___  ____ _____ 536,000
Tot al , pro jec t co st____ _____________________________ 5,900,000

i Co st ab ove no rm al du e to he av y shi eld ing , spec ial  cooling , labo ra tory  services (compressed  ai r, gas, low co nd uc tiv ity  water , demineral ized water ), an d all  in te rio r pa rti tio ns  a re con cre te for sh iel ding  p urpose s.

64~d-14 Hazards control addition, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, California,$1 million
This pro ject  provides  a facility designed to upgrade research and development  capabilities and the  physical pla nt of th e Laboratory and to afford needed perma­nent labora tory  and office space.
The addition provides 18,960 gross squa re feet of light  laboratories, offices, and rela ted areas  to provide permanen t office and needed add itional laboratory space to mee t the increased prog rammat ic demands for haza rds contro l efforts. The personnel are presently  located in severely overcrowded, technica lly inade­qua te facilities  which are dispersed throughout the  site.

Details of cost estimate

U nit  cost It em  cost To ta l cost

(a) En gin eerin g, des ign , an d ins pecti on  at  12 pe rc en t of con­
st ru ct io n co st s............................................... ............................. $93,000

0
775,000

(6) La nd  a nd  land  r ig h ts .. ............. ........................... ......................(c) Co ns tru ct ion costs . . .
Im pr ov em en ts  to la nd ___________________________ _____ $7,000

588,000
50,000

130.000

Bu ild ing s (18,960 gross squar e feet)_____________________ i $31.00Util iti es .................................... ........................................ ..............
Equip m en t................................................................................  _.

La bo ra to ry  f ur ni tu re__________   $75,000
Fu me ho od s........................................... ................  30,000
Misce llaneo us lab oratorv eq ui pm en t.................   25,000

(d) Co nti ngency  a t 15 percent  of  oth er  costs .................................. 132,000
To ta l, pro jec t co st.....................................................................

................
1,000,000

■ Uni t cos t b ase d on recent exper ience a t Liver mo re.

64~d~15 Plant engineering and services building, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, California, $1,400,000
This pro ject provides for a facili ty designed to upgrade resea rch and  develop­ment  capabiliti es and the  physical plan t of the  Lab oratory  and  to afford needed perm anent laboratory  and office space.
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This building provides 37,730 gross square feet of offices, drafting rooms, and 

special use rooms such as data processing and vaults for plant engineering and 
construction, plant  services, inventory, security and AEC field engineering. The 
personnel are presently crowded in substandard World War II barracks and 
trailers.

Details of cost estimate

U nit  co st It em  co st Tot al  co st

(a) En gin eer ing , design, an d ins pection  a t 12 pe rcen t of con­
st ru ct ion cos ts............................................................................. $131,000

0
1,096,000

(6) Lan d an d land  r ig ht s_________________ ____ ___________
(c) Con str uc tio n costs________________________ ___________

Im pr ov em en ts to  l and_____________________________ $8,000
1,053,000

9,000
16,000
10,000

R nildi ng s (37,730 gross sq uar e fe e t) .. i $27.90
U til iti es ........ ....................1......................... . ..........................
E qu ip m en t______ __________ _____________ ____ __
Re moval cost less salv age (bui ld ing 142 de m oli ti on). ..

(d) Co nti ngency  a t 14 p erce nt  of o ther  cos ts________________ 173,000

To ta l pro jec t cost........................................................................ 1,400,000

i U ni t cost based  on rece nt  ex per ience a t Liver mo re.

64-d-16 West cafeteria addition, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Calif., $255,000 
This project provides needed expansion in laboratory service facilities com­

mensurate with the  upgrading of direct program and adminis trative plant.
This addition provides 6,740 gross square feet for adequate  serving and eating 

space for the present load and for the increasing number of employees assigned 
to this section of the site as permanent  facilities are constructed to replace the
temporary World War II structures.

Details of cost estimate

Uni t c ost It em  cost To ta l cost

(a) En gin eerin g, des ign,  an d ins pe ct ion a t 10 pe rcen t of con­
st ru ct io n cost s .. $20,000

0
201,000

(6) La nd  an d lan d ri ght s____ ____________ _______________ _
(c) Co ns tru ct ion co sts ___________ ___________________ _____

Im pr ov em en ts to la n d _____________ ___________ ___ $1,000
166,300

3,000
30,700

Bu ild ing s (6,740 gross squ are feet ).....................................
U til iti es ..... ...............................................................................

$24. 70

Equ ip m en t . .......... ....................... ......................... ...........
H ot  a nd cold food se rvers_______ ____ ___ $5,300
Ta ble s (60)________      5,000
In stal l and reloca te eq uip m en t..................... 3, 500
Ch airs  (225)__________      3,300
Rod ar freeze r.............. ....................................... 2,650
Sta inle ss steel co unte r...........  ....................... 2,600
Dinin g roo m c on dimen t s ta n d s__________  1,300
Other  e quip m en t__________ _____ _____ _ 7,050

(d) Co nt inge nc y a t 15 p ercent  of o ther  c ost s. .................... .  . . . 34,000

To ta l pro jec t cos t____________ ____ ___________ ______ 255,000

64~d~17 Craft shop addition, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, California, $200,000 
This project provides for the needed expansion of laboratory service facilities 

commensurate with the upgrading of direct program and administrative  plant.
This addition provides for a 10,800-gross-square-foot extension of the laboratory 

electrical shop, supply storage, and additional lumber storage to make possible 
the assignment of permanent work space to the laboratory staff of electricians, 
the isolation of noisy electric motor repair activities, and the provision of addi­
tional space for maintenance supplies. The present area is severely overcrowded
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Details of cost estimate

U nit  co st It e m  c ost T o ta l co st

(a)  Engin ee ring,  de si gn , and  in sp ec tio n a t 11 per ce nt of  co n­
s tr uc ti on  co sts ..... ..........- .............................- . ........................... . .. $17,200

0
156,500

(6) L and  an d  la nd  ri gh ts  .............. . ....................... .............................
(c) C onst ru c ti on  cost s........ . ............. ......... ...........................................

Im pro vem ents  to  la n d _____  _ . . . .............. .  . . .......... . $2,6 00
148, .500

3,000
1,000
1.40 0

B uil d in gs (10,800 gro ss sq ua re  f e e t) ............... - ...................
U ti li ti es  ............................................ ...........................................

$13. 75

E q u ip m e n t...................................................................................
R em ov al  co st  less  s a lv a g e .................. ............... ............... . .

(d) C onti ngen cy  a t 15 p er ce nt o f o th e r co sts ..............- ................... 26.300
T o ta l p ro je ct  c o st__________ _________________ _________ 200,000

64~d~18 Development laboratory, Sandia  Base, .V. Mex., $3,780,000
This proje ct provides for a facility  designed to upgrade th e research and  develop­

ment capab ilities and  the  physical pla nt of the  labo rato ry, and  to afford needed addi tiona l space.
This building provides  76,000 gross squa re feet of laborato ry office and related  areas. I t affords the  additional laboratory  space necessitated b y the  growth over recen t years  in the  percentages of engineering staff a nd technical ass istants  within a constant labora tory  employment tot al,  as well as by the  increased equipm ent space needed  per  technical person which has resulted from adva nced equipment developments and  more stringe nt weapons design tolerances.

Details of cost estimate

U n it  co st I te m  c os t T o ta l cos t

(a) E ngin ee ri ng , de si gn , an d  in sp ec tion , a t 10 p erc en t of co n­
st ru c ti on  co st s____________________ ____ ____ __________ $300,000

0
2,090,000

(6) L and  and  la nd  r ig h ts ........... . ............. . .........................  . . .
(c) C onst ru c ti on  c ost s__________________ ____ _______________

Im pro vem en ts  t o  l a n d _________  . . ____ _____________ $2,0 00
2,5 58 ,00 0

30,000 
400,000

B u il d in g  (76,000 gross sq uar e fe et ).................... . .................
U ti li ti e s________________ ____________________  . . .  .

$33 .70

E q u ip m e n t_____________________  __________
Sp ac e si m ula ti on  ch am ber  _____________ $75.000
H ig h pre ss ure  an d  te m p era tu re  s y s te m .. . 60.000
M agneti c  s yst em s........ ............... .....................  60,000
M  as s sp ec tr om et er.................. ....................... .. 55.000
H ig h-v acuum  s yst em _____________ _____  45.0 00
X -r ay  di ff ra ct io n ap p a ra tu s_____________  20.000
Sm al l appara tu s : H oo ds , ca b in et s,  a n d

lien ch es .....................................      85,000
(d) C on ti ngen cy , a t 15 p er ce nt of  o th e r co st s_________________ 490.000

T o ta l p ro je ct  co st ........................ ....... ............................. 3,7 80.000

64~d-19 Explosives facilities, Sandia Base, X. Mex., $340,000
This p roject provides for a  facili ty designed to  upgrade th e research and develop­

ment  capab ilities and the  physical plan t of the  labo rato ry, and  to afford needed addi tiona l space.
This facility provides 4,260 gross sq uare  feet for an explosives chemistry  labora­tory and a prep aration facili ty. They will be sepa rated  for safety  and  cont inuity of operations and will provide the  additional space needed to analyze explosive materials in larger quantit ies as well as to adap t standa rd explosive charges to specific design characteristics.
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Details of cost estimate

Uni t cost It em  cost Tot al  cost

(а)

(б) 
(0

En gin eer ing , des ign , an d inspection, a t 10 p erc ent of c on­
st ru ct io n cost s. ...........................................................................

Lan d an d lan d ri ght s....................................................................
Con str uc tio n c os ts.......... .............. ................................................

Che mist ry  f ac ility :
Im pr ov em en ts  to la nd........ ....... ................................
bu ild in g (2,400 gross s qu are feet )...............................
Util iti es .............................................................................
E qui pm en t...................... ...............................................

i $50.00
$5,000

120,000
25,000
65,000

$43,0000
428,000

Su bt ot al______ _______ ______

Pr ep arat ion faci lity :
Im pr ov em en ts to  land_________
Bu ild ing  (1,800 gross squ are feet).
Storage  m agazine s_____ ________
Util iti es .............................................
Equip m en t.......................................

Subto ta l........................ ................
(d) Co nt inge nc y,  at  15 p erce nt  of o th er  cos ts.

To ta l pro jec t co st.............................. .

215,000

i 44. 40
13,000 , 
80,000 | 
5,000 1 

60,000 | 
55,000 j 

213,000
69,000

540,000

* High un it  cos t pe r sq ua re  foot is du e to  spec ial co ns tru ct ion an d eq ui pm en t for safe op erat ion of th ese 
faci litie s.

64~d-20 Classified technical reports building addition, Sandia Base, N. Mex., 
$500,000

This project provides for a facility designed to upgrade the research and 
development capabilities and the physical p lant of the  laboratory , and to afford 
needed additional space.

This building provides 10,200 gross square feet of library, reading room, vault 
and office space which will permit the centralizing of all of the  classified technical 
books and reports which are essential to the l abora tory’s scientists and engineers. 
Thousands of such valuable documents are dispersed in hundreds of safes and 
files throughout the site. This results in wasted time and effort, duplication of 
research and development work previously performed by others, loss of informa­
tion through individual disposal actions, and general inefficient use of technical 
staffs and facilities.

Details of cost estimate

Uni t cost It em  cost To ta l cos t

(a) Engin eer ing , des ign , an d inspec tio n, a t 10 pe rcen t of 
constru ct ion co sts _____________________ ____________ $40,000

(6) Lan d an d la nd  r ig hts _________________________ ______ . . 0
(c) Co ns tm ct ion c o sts .. ........ .  . .  . .  _____. ____ _________ 403,000

Bu ild ing  (10,200 gross squa re  fe et )....... . ...........................
U til it ie s. . ______________ ________________________

$28.30 $288,500 
37, 500

E qui pm en t (li brary st ac ks )............................ .................... 65,000
Mi sce llan eou s . . .  ____ ___ _ ___________________ 12,000

(d) Co ntingency , a t 13 perce nt  of o th er  c o s ts ______ _______ 57,000

To ta l pro jec t c o s t . ____________ 500.000

64~d-21 Control point additions, Nevada Test Site, Nevada, $630,000
This project  provides for facilities designed to increase the underground testing 

capability of the weapons laboratories by upgrading control point facilities at 
the Nevada Test Site. The project provides for a communications building and 
for device handling and storage facilities.

The communications building included in this project will provide 11,000 
square feet containing a radio control room, microwave terminals, offices, frame 
and equipment room, storage space, and equipment maintenance space to meet 
the complex communications requirements at control point 1. The device 
storage and handling buildings provide 10,320 square feet for underground explo­
sive magazines, a device storage building, a handling building, a warehouse, and 
paved roads to each building.
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Details of cost estimate

(а) Engin eerin g, design, an d ins pection , a t 10 pe rcen t of con­
str uc tio n co sts__________________ ___________________

(б) Land  a nd  lan d r ig h t s . .. . .......................... ............ ....................
(c) Co ns tru ct ion co sts ........................................................................

Im pr ov em en ts to la ud____ _____ __________________
Bu ild ing s........................ . .......................................................
Util iti es ....................................................................................
E quip m en t....................................... ......................................

(d) Co nt inge nc y,  a t 15 p erc ent of  ot he r costs_______________
To tal  pro jec t cost......................................................................

Co mmun ica­
tions

bu ild ing

Device stor ­
age an d 

assemb ly 
bu ild ing

$21,600 $28,400
0 0

216, 000 283, 400
3,000 61,500

209,000 208,900
2,000 8,000
2,000 5^000

37,400 43,200

275,000 355,000

To ta l cost

$50,000
0

499,400

80,000

030,000

Summary of changes—Operating expenses, fiscal year 1964
[In  thou sa nd s o f dol lars]

In  b ud ge t
Re vised
es tim ate

Inc rea se (+ ) 
or

decrease (—)

Pro gra m by  a ct iv iti es :
Acc rued cos ts by  p rog ram :

Ra w mater ia ls 335, 771 
480, 471 
688. 328 
530, 548 
219,077 
76, 973 
17,194

9,260
15,100 
10,081 
73, 415 
8,000 
6,800

324, 843 
480, 471 
782, 969 
530, 548 
219,077 
76, 973 
17,194

9,260
15,100 
10,081 
73,416 
6,950 
6,240

-1 0,92 8Speci al n uc lear  m ater ia ls .....................................................
W ea p o n s .. ............... .......... ................................................... 94,641Rea ctor  d ev elop m en t............. .............. . .............. ..............
Ph ys ical  re search . .............................................. ..................
Biology  and  m ed ic in e. .........................................................
Tra in in g,  edu ca tio n,  and  in fo rm at ion............................
C iv ili an  a pp lic ati on s of—

Is o to p e s .. ___________________________ ____ _
Nuc lea r exp los ive s....................................... ..................

C om m unit ie s. ....................... .........................................
Prog ram d irection  a nd  adm in is tr at io n ............ . ............
Se cu rity in vest ig at io ns. .. ................................. . ................
Co st of work for o th er s............... ..........................................

Tota l pro gram  c ost s. .  .................................. ..................
Ch ange  in  sel ect ed re sourc es................. ....................... ....................

-1 ,0 50  
-5 60

2,471,018 
36,040

2, 553,121 
53,252

82,103 
17,212

Tot al  ob lig at ions ................ ....................................................... 2, 507,058

-5 4. 05 8

-2 9,50 0

2,606, 373

-150 ,873

-32,00 0

99,315

-9 6, 815

-2 ,5 00

Fi na nc ing:
Unobli ga ted ba lan ce  b ro ug ht  fo rw ard__________________
Ad vance s an d re im bu rsem en ts  from  no n-Fe de ra l sources  

(re venues  app lied )___________ ______ ________________
New o bliga tion al au th or ity  ( appro pri at io n). ................ 2, 423, 500 2, 423, 500

Summary of Changes—Operating Expen ses, F iscal Year 1964
Raw materials, — $10,928,000

The decrease of $10,928,000 results  f rom—
1. An estim ated  decrease in deliveries of 355 tons of UsOs costing $5.8 million from domestic procuremen t as a result of certa in mill operators rescheduling the ir deliveries during the  1964-66 period as a result of the stretc hout program.
2. An estim ated  decrease  in deliveries of 200 tons  of UsOg costing  $5.1 million as a result of a reschedu ling of deliveries by Canada.

Weapons, $94,641^000
The amended fiscal year 1964 budget estimate for weapons provides for in­creased underground testing and o ther  safeguards. The n et increase of $94,641,000 includes an increase of $109,762,000 to (1) maintain a readiness capabil ity for atmospheric  test and (2) to conduct increased underground tes ts to yield addi­tional new information  applicable to deve lopm ent of weapons which when applied  to weapons productio n will g reatly enhance the  capab ilities of the  Armed Forces. The increased tes t requ irements are offset by a decrease of $15,121,000 in othe r phases of th e weapons program.
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Security investigations, —$1,050,000
The reduct ion in the  amended fiscal year  1964 bud get  is due primarily  to a 

reduced unit cost of investiga tions performed by the Civil Service Commission 
based on billing rates furnished by that  agency.
Cost of work for others, —$560,000

The decrease of $560,000 principally reflects a reduction  in the  estim ated  sales 
of heavy wate r from 75 to  50 tons. This reduc tion of 25 tons costing  $700,000 is 
based on more cur ren t information and is part iall y offset by minor increases  in 
several categories.
Revenues, —$2,500,000

The increased revenues are  principally  th e resu lt of increased  sales of source and 
special nuclea r materials.

Summ ary of changes—Plant and capital equipment, fiscal year 1964 
[In thous ands of dollars]

In budge t
Revised Increase 
estim ate (+ ) or d e­

crease (—)

Program  by  act ivitie s: Facili ties for—
Raw mate rials ......................................... . .....................................—
Special nuclear m ater ials ..................................................................
Weapons......................................... ............. .....................................
Reactor develop men t________- .....................................................
Physical  re sea rch ............ ........... ............................. . ......................
Biology and medicine............... . ......................................................
Training, educa tion,  and informat ion........................ . ..................
Civili an a pplications of—

Isotopes.................... ................ ........... ................ . ....................
Nuclear explosives............................. ................... ....................

Communities...................... . ............................................................
Adm inis trat ive ......... ........ ................................................ ...............
Cons truction planning and design............... ............. .....................

Tota l ob ligations.......... . ................ ...............................................
Financing: Unobliga ted balance brought forward...............................
New obligational auth ori ty (approp riat ion) .........................................

37 
60,930 

108,351 
143,929 
91,692 

6,245 
719

2,240 
450

6,237 
670

5,0 00

426,500 
-6 ,3 0 0

420 ,200

37 
60,930 

126,296 
131,929 
91,692 

6,245 
719

2,240
450 

6.237
670

5,000

432,445 
-6 ,3 0 0

426,145

17,945 
-1 2 ,0 00

5,945

5,945

G en er a l  State m ent fo r  O per a tin g  E x p e n s e s

ES TIM A TE O F A PP R O PR IA T IO N

This book contains  the  budget estim ates  for the  app ropriat ion “Operating  
expenses” for fiscal year 1964. The estim ates provide for total  obligat ions of 
$2,507,058,090 to be funded by (1) a new appropriation  of $2,423,500,000, (2) the  
utilization  of an unobligated balance of $54,058,000 estimated to be available at 
the  end of fiscal year  1963, and (3) an estim ated  $29,500,000 to be received as 
revenues from non-Federal sources during the  fiscal year.

ESTIM A TES OF  CO ST S AN D OBLIG ATIO N S

The bu dge t estimates for this appropriat ion a re s tated in te rms  of accrued costs 
for each of the AEC’s opera ting programs. “Accrued costs” denotes the actual 
appl icat ion of labor, materials, and  services to the  program during the  year, bu t 
excludes depreciation of facilities used in the opera tions. The  AEC does, how­
ever, mainta in accounts for deprecia tion for the purpose of determining tota l costs 
of prod uction and for use in establ ishing prices for services rende red or products 
sold to others.

Capita l equipment not  r elated to const ruction, formerly  included in this appro­
pria tion  on a cost basis, is now reflected on an obliga tional basis in the “P lant  and 
capi tal equ ipm ent” appropriat ion in accordance with the  direction of the Appro­
pria tions Committe e of the  House  of Represen tatives as expressed in House 
Report No. 2223, August 14, 1962, on the  public works appropriation  bill for 
fiscal year 1963.

The costs of operation  are reconciled to the  tota l obligat ions to be incurred 
during the  year by estimat ing the  buildup or decrease during the  year  of the  
resources that  are to be applied to future  years’ operations . These estimates are
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included in the section titled, “Increase or Decrease in Selected Resources’’ and include inventor ies and undelivered orders .
From total obliga tions are deduc ted the  revenues es tima ted to be obtaine d from non-Federal sources in order to arrive at  the  amount of appro pria tions required . These  revenues are obtained from AEC-owned community and housing operations, from the sale of products, from services performed for others,  and from othe r miscellaneous sources. These revenues are  identified and summarized unde r the tab  “R evenues Applied .”
The  following table summarizes the accrued costs for each program, and the total obligat ions for fiscal years 1962, 1963, and 1964, except tha t accrued costs and obligat ions perta ining  to capit al equipment not related to cons truct ion in fiscal years 1962 and 1963 have been o mit ted  to provide comparab ility  with fiscal year 1964, since the  estimates for that  year include such equipment under the appropr iation ‘Plant and Capital  Equipment.” The detailed justif ications, be­ginning on page 25, present the programs in the  same order as they appea r on th is summ ary table.

Su m m ar y of  ac crued ope rat ing  costs by progra m reconciled to net obl igation s

A ct ua l,  fisca l 
yea r 1962

E sti m ate , fisca l E st im ate , fisca l 
yea r 1963 year 1964

A cc ru ed  c os ts  by  pr og ra m :
R aw  m a te ri a ls .............................. ......... . ............. .................
Sp ec ia l nucle ar m a te r ia ls .. ._____ ___________ ______
W eap ons................. ............... ............. ............. ................. ..
R ea ct or dev e lo p m en t.................................................. ..........
P hysi ca l re se ar ch ................................................................ ..
Biolog y and  m edic in e____ ____________ ____________
T ra in in g , educa ti on , a n d  in fo rm a ti o n .. _____ ______
C iv il ia n  ap p li ca ti ons of:

Is o to pes ......................... ................. ...............................
N ucl ear  e x p lo s iv e s .. .. ............ ................... .................

C o m m u n it y ..................... ................... ........... ................. ........
P ro gra m  d ir ec ti on  a nd  ad m in is tr a ti o n ...........................
S ec uri ty  in v est ig a ti o n s ..... ...................................................
C ost  of w or k for  o th e r s .. .. ........................ ................. ........
A d ju s tm en t to  p ri o r ye ar co st s........

T o ta l ac cr ued  p ro gra m  cost s...........................................
C han ge s in  se le ct ed  re so ur ce s_______ _____ ____________

T o ta l obli gat io ns for oper at in g  e xp en se s.............. ..
Ix*ss re ven ue s ap p li ed .......... ................... ............................... ..

N et ob ligat io ns (f in an ce d by  app ro p ri a te d  fu n d s).

$537 ,197 ,633
491 ,101 ,519  
658 ,579,23 4 
396 ,683,399 
159,626,617 
58,255 ,492 
12,735 ,676

5,1 50,760  
8,864,671  
8,4 27,795  

59,298,571  
7,7 48,018  
6,9 35,893  
9.207,954

$477,715,000
489 ,286,00 0 
721 ,660 ,000  
469 ,282 ,000  
182,670,000 
68,645 ,000 
14,420,000

6,443,000  
9,2 50,000  
9,035 ,00 0 

65,234 ,000 
7,6 65,000  
6,4 00,000

$335,771,000 
480,471,000 
688 ,328 ,000  
530,548 ,000  
219,077 ,000  

76,973,000  
17,194,000

9,2 60,000  
15,1 00,0 00 
10,081,000  
73,4 15,0 00 
8,0 00,000  
6,800 ,00 0

2,4 19 ,81 3,2 32  
-5 2,0 15, 00 2

2,367 ,79 8,2 30  
33,700 ,177

2,3 34,098,053

2,527 ,70 5,0 00  
157,618,277

2,6 85,323,277 
29,000 ,000

2,6 56,323,277

2,471 ,01 8,0 00  
36,040 ,000

2,507 ,05 8,0 00  
29, 500,000

2,477 ,55 8,0 00

F IN A N C IN G  O F O B LIG A TIO N S

The financing of the  estim ated  tota l obligat ions of $2,507,058,000 proposed in the  budget estimates for fiscal y ear 1964, t ogether  w ith comparable d ata for fiscal years, 1962 and 1963, is summarized in the  following ta ble:
Sum m ar y o f fin an cing

F unds av ai la bl e for  o bliga tion s:
U no bl ig at ed  ba la nc e,  be gi nn in g of  y e a r____ ____ _
A pp ro p ri a ti o n ................... ......................... ..................... ........
T ra nsf er  to  “ O per at in g  ex pe ns es , P u b li c  B u il d in g  

Ser vi ce s,”  G en er al  Se rv ices  A dm in is tr a ti on  (75
S ta t.  353) ...................... . ...................................................

R ev en ue s re ce iv ed  fr om  n on-F ed er al  s ourc es ...............
C om para b il it y  tr ansf er  to  “ P la n t acquis it io n  an d  

co nstr uc ti on ,”  A to m ic  E ner gy C om m is si on______

T o ta l fu nds av ailab le  for o b li ga ti on .....................
Less unobligat ed  bal an ce , end  o f y ea r........... ................. ........

T o ta l obligat io ns in cu rr ed _______________________

A ct ual , 
fis ca l ye ar  

1962

E sti m ate , 
fisca l yea r 

1963

E sti m ate , 
fis ca l ye ar  

1964

$154,082, 623
2,35 2,00 1, 000

$17,697, 504 
2,872,2 24 ,00 0

$54,058 ,000 
2,423, 500,000

-2 3 ,0 66  
33,700 ,177

-2 31,2 27
29,000 ,000

-1 79, 309. 000

29,500 .000

-1 54 ,2 65 ,0 00

2,38 5,495,  734 
17,697 , 504

2,7 39 ,38 1,2 77  
54,058 ,000

2, 507,058.000

2,36 7, 798,230 2,6 85,323 , 277 2, 507,058,000
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EX PE ND ITUR ES FOR OPERAT ING EX PE NS ES

Expenditu res from the “Operating expenses”  appropriat ion  for fiscal yea r 
1964 are estim ated  at  $2,385 million. The  estimated amoun ts available  for ex­
pend iture  in fiscal years 1962, 1963, and  1964, the expendi tures for each year,  
and  the remaining unexpended balances are shown in the  following table: 

Expenditure analysis

F u n d s  a va ilab le  for expend it u re :
U nex pen ded  bal an ce , beg in nin g  o f y ea r:

O bliga te d_______ ____ _____ _____________ _____
U nobliga te d  b a la nce___________________________

N ew  a pp ro p ri a ti on  ...............................................................
T ra nsf er to  " O p e ra ti n g  e xp en se s,  P u b li c  B uild in gs 

Ser vi ce s. ’’ G en er al  Se rv ices  A d m in is tr a ti o n  (75
S ta t.  353 )............... ..................................................... ...........

T ra nsf er of e s ti m ate d  u n p a id  ob li gat io ns for eq u ip ­
m ent to  " P l a n t  a n d  ca p it a l e q u ip m e n t, ” A to m ic  
E nerg y  C om m is si on_________________ ____ ______

T o ta l fu nds ava il ab le  fo r e x p e n d it u re .....................
Le ss  expend it u re s............. ......... ............. ................................... ..

U nex pen ded  bal an ce , en d  of  y ea r:
O bli ga te d ....................................................................................
U nobliga te d  ba la n ce ........................ ........................... .........

U nex pen ded  bala nce , en d  o f y e a r______ ____ ____

A ctu a l,  fisca l 
yea r 1962

E sti m ate , fiscal 
yea r 1963

E s ti m ate , fisca l 
y ea r 1964

$858 ,316 ,921  
154 ,082,62 3

2,3 52 ,00 1,00 0

-2 3 ,0 6 6

$836, 726,453 
17,697 ,504

2, 872, 224,000

-2 31 ,2 27

$1,107,358,  730 
54 ,05 8,0 00  

2,42 3,5 00 ,00 0

-7 5 , 709,000

3,364,3 77 ,47 8 
2, 509, 953,521

3, 726,416,  730 
‘ 2, 56 5,000,000

3,509, 207,730 
2,3 85 ,000 ,000

836, 726,453 
17,697, 504

1.107,358 , 730 
54 ,05 8,000

1,124, 207, 730

854, 423, 957 1,161,416 , 730 1,124 , 207, 730

1 T he se  a m o u n ts  ar e n o t co m para b le  to  th e  e xpend it u re s  e s ti m ate d  for  fis ca l yea r 1964 in  th a t fis ca l yea r 
1964 e xpend it u re s do  n o t in c lu de  am o u n ts  re la te d  to  ob ligat io ns for cap it a l eq u ip m en t n o t re la te d  to  co n­
s tr u c ti o n  w hi ch  ar e no w  sh ow n u n d e r  th e “ P la n t an d  cap it a l eq u ip m e n t”  app ro p ri a ti o n  ra th e r  th a n  th e 
“ O pera ti ng  ex pe nse s”  ap p ro p ri a ti o n  as  is  th e  ca se  fo r fisca l yea rs  1962 a n d  1963. T he  fo llo win g am o u n ts  
shou ld  be  su b tr ac te d  fr om  th e  fisca l yea r 1962 a n d  1963 e xpen d it u re  est im ate s to  a rr iv e  a t am o u n ts  co m ­
para b le  w it h  th e fis ca l y ea r 1964 e xpend it u re s : fisca l ye ar 1962, $137,984,000: fis ca l yea r 1963, $155,000,000.

HIGHLIGHTS OF OPERATING PROGRAMS

There follows a brief descr iption of each of the programs set forth in the  sum­
mary  on page 2:

1. Raw materials program.—Operating  costs for the  raw material s prog ram are 
estimated at $335.8 million in fiscal year 1964, compared  with fiscal year  1963 
estimated costs of $477.7 million and fiscal year 1962 actual  costs of $537.2 million. 
The  raw material s program provides for procurem ent of uranium concentrates 
from foreign and domestic  sources. The decrease in qua nti ties of uranium con­
cen tra tes  to be procured in fiscal year  1964 is princ ipally the  r esult of (a) reduced 
deliveries from Canadian producers  in accordance with the  provisions of the 
con trac t, and (6) deferral of domestic deliveries as a resu lt of the stretc hout 
program announced on November 17, 1962.

2. Special nuclear materials program.—Operating costs for the special nuclear 
mate rials  program are estimated  at  $480.5 million in fiscal year  1964, compared 
with fiscal year  1963 estim ated  costs of $489.3 million, and fiscal year 1962 ac tual  
costs  of $491.1 million. Uran ium concentrates are processed into  feed material s 
from which (a) plutonium is produced in the  reactors at  Richland, Wash., and 
Savannah  River, S.C., and (5) the  isotope uran ium 235 is extr acte d in plants  at  
Oak Ridge, Tenn.,  Paducah,  Kv., and Port smouth, Ohio. Production of special 
nuclear mate rials  will be at  rat es required to meet weapons productio n schedules 
and nonweapons requ irements . Work will continue on process improvem ents  to 
assure  continu ity and safety of opera tion and more economical methods of pro ­
duction.

3. Weapons program.—Operating costs for the  weapons program are estimated  
at $688.3 million in fiscal year  1964 compared with fiscal year 1963 est imated costs 
of $721.7 million and  fiscal ye ar 1962 ac tua l costs of $658.6 million. The weapons 
program includes the  prod uction of atomic weapons, the main tenance of stoc k­
piled weapons in a sta te of con stant readiness, the  development, design, and 
tes ting  of new weapons types, and par ticipation with the Depar tment  of Defense 
in experimen tal programs for detecting nuclear deto nat ions at  high alt itude  and 
underground.
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4. Reactor development program.—Operat ing costs for the reacto r development program are estimated at $530.5 million in fiscal year 1964 compared with fiscal year  1963 estimated costs of $469.3 million and fiscal year  1962 actual coats of $396.7 million. Emphasis will continue to be placed on advancing power reactor  technology in order to achieve large scale generation  of economic electrical energy from atomic reactors. Coopera tive endeavors between the Commission and in­dust rial groups, as well as with the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM ) and Canada, will be contin ued: and a cooperat ive research and development program with West German authorities will be initiated.The estimates provide for research and development  applicable to advanced systems as well ns to many cur ren t reactor  designs, fuel cycle development, a pro­gram of reactor  env ironmental and aerospace nuclear safety , and for development of separations systems for processing irrad iated  fuel elements.
Work will also be continued on developing reacto rs to meet military needs for power in remote areas, to propel merchant and naval vessels, rockets, and missiles, and to provide electric power and heat  for satellite s. Development of radioiso­tope  power sources for these lat ter  as well as terres trial applica tions will also be continued. This research and developmental effort will also provide informat ion useful in the  development of civilian power reactors.

_ Operation of tes t facilities and experimental reactors will be continued at  the Nationa l Reactor Testing S tation, Idaho , and at other locations.5. Physical research program.—Operat ing costs for physical research are esti­mated at  $219.1 million in fiscal year 1964 compared with fiscal year 1963 esti­mated costs of $182.7 million and fiscal year 1962 actual costs of $159.6 million. The physical research program consists of theo retica l and experimental investiga­tions required to suppor t the  Commission’s immediate and long-range objectives for utilizing nuclear energy. Advances achieved in the  past can be trace d back to similar laboratory invest igations. In the atomic energy program, research plays a relatively more important  role th an in o ther indus trial operations of com­parab le size. The phenomena dealt with are close to the  fringes of scientific knowledge. Unusual materials are employed and thei r nuclear, as well as their chemical and physical proper ties, must  be determined. The temp eratu res and radiat ion densities at  which these materia ls are used are outside  the range of pre­vious experience in industr ial technology.
6. Biology and medicine program.—Operating costs for research in biology and medicine arc estimated at $77 million for fiscal year 1964, compared with esti­mated costs of $68.6 million in fiscal year 1963 and actua l costs of $58.3 million in fiscal year 1962. Primary emphasis will cont inue to be placed on the protection  of th e health and safety of atom ic energy plant workers a nd the general populace from the hazards  of atomic energy operations. Research on radioactive fallout problems and related research in the biological hazards of radiation will be ex­panded with increasing atte ntion given to large-scale s tudies of chronic effects of radia tion. Continued emphas is will be placed on research efforts of pertinence in the  field of industrial uses of atomic energy. Close liaison will continue  to be main tained with other agencies performing functions interrelated  with Commis­sion bio-medical interests. Research is carried on by Commission laboratories, universi ties, and othe r independent insti tutions.
7. Training, education, and information.— Operat ing costs for the training , edu­cation , and informat ion program are estimatea at $17.2 million in fiscal year 1964 compared to fiscal year 1963 estimated costs of $14.4 million and fiscal year 1962 actual costs of $12.7 million. Primary program emphas is will continue to be placed on broadening the base of nuclear technology at  home and abroad.  Pro­gram efforts are directed toward  provis ion of ass istance to  colleges and universities in establishing nuclear curricula;  provision of assistance to States  for training in radiat ion control; operat ion, through contract , of schools and the conduct of specialized courses; offering of graduate  fellowships in the nuclear energy field; presentation of in ternation al conferences, s tudies,  and exhib its: and development and disseminat ion of technical information.
8. Civilian applications of.—
Isotopes: Opera ting costs for this program are estim ated at $9.3 million in fiscal year 1964 compared to fiscal year 1963 estimated costs of $6.4 million and fiscal year 1962 actua l costs of $5.2 million. The program consists of research and development activ ities  required to accelera te realiza tion of the potentially vast uses of radioisotopes and  radia tion technology. The program will provide for expanding the technology and utiliza tion of isotopes with  part icula r atte ntion to  civilian applica tions: and developing, through research and  deve lopment activ ­ities, application of high level or massive radiat ion, large-scale economic uses of
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fission prod uct wastes, and  methods and  technology for preservation  of foods by 
irradiat ion.

Nuclear explosives: The opera ting costs for civilian applica tions of nuclear ex­
plosives (PLOWSHARE) are estim ated  at $15.1 million for fiscal year 1964 com­
pared to e stimated  costs of $9.3 million in fiscal year 1963 and a ctua l costs of $8.9 
million in 1962. The fiscal year 1964 program provides for two demonstration  
projects direc ted toward excava tion applications , one scientific project to study  
th e  feasibility of producing heav y elements, and supporting research and  develop 
ment work.

9. Community.— Although plans for disposal are being made, AEG will continue  
to operate the community of Los Alamos, N. Mex., under contrac t during fiscal 
year 1964. In addi tion,  assistance  paym ents  will continue to be made to the 
i o i m e i  A I t co m ii iu in t i < t» f Oak  Ridge , T en n .,  an d  R ie hlu nd, Wu.-h. t (p  rating 
co sts  of  t h e  pro gra m  ar e e st im a te d  a t s il t.  1 m ill ion in fiscal  yea r 1961 co m pare d  
to fiscal year 1963 estim ated  costs of $9 million an d fiscal year 1962 actua l costs 
of $8.4 million.

10. Program diriction and administration.—Under the general heading of pro­
gram direction and administ ration are grouped together the salary  costs and 
other expenses of Commission personnel engaged in general management,  exec­
utive direction, and technical supervision of program operations; the negotia tion 
and administration  of con trac ts; other related adm inist rativ e activ ities ; and the 
discharge of regu latory functions. The corresponding costs for Commission per­
sonnel engaged in nonudministrative  and nonregulato ry activit ies direc tly related 
to a sp ec ifi c p ro gra m  are included in that  program, as for ru m pl e,  personnel 
safeguarding  classified shipments or providing fire protect ion for a community. 
Expenses of personnel of other Government agencies, including their  t ravel , doing 
work for the  Commission are trea ted  as cont ractual services, and are, therefore,  
not  included in the AEC detail  of personal services and travel.

Estimated costs of $73.4 million will be incurred in fiscal year  1964 for program 
dir ec tion  and  ad m in is tr a ti o n  com pare d w ith fiscal  year  1963 e st im a te d  co sts of 
$65.2 million and fiscal year 1962 actual costs of $59.3 million. An increase in 
staff of 148 employees is budgeted for fiscal year 1964 under this program. The 
increase of $8.2 million is related principa lly to costs resulting from the provisions 
of  th e  Po st al  Ser vi ce  am i Federal Employees Salary Act of 1963, Public Law 
87-793 and to increase in staff provided for in 1964. The costs in fiscal year  
1964 represent 3 percent of the total  operating  costs, compared with abou t 2.5 
percent in fiscal years 1963 and 1962.

11. Security investigations.—This program covers the costs of investiga tions  
performed by the  Civil Service Commission and the  Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation, at  the request of the Commission, of persons to be employed on work 
involving access to restr icted  data, under the  provisions of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended.  Costs of securi ty investigations in fiscal year 1964 
are estimated at  $8 million compared with fiscal year 1963 estimated costs of 
$7.7 million and fiscal year 1962 uctual costs of $7.7 million. The fiscal year 
1964 increase is related to costs resulting from the Postal Service and Federal 
Employees Salary Act of 1963, Public Law 87-793. This increase is part ially 
offset by a reduct ion in full background invest igations.

12. Cost of work for others.— This program includes costs incurred  by the  Com­
mission in furnishing  mate rials  and services to industria l organizations and  other 
private partie s apart  from those which it provides normally  for its own basic 
program. The costs are incurred only upon the request of others. Charges are 
made for these mater ials and  services and the  revenues derived are included under 
“ Revenues appl ied.” Costs of work for others are estim ated  to be $6.8 million 
in fiscal year 1964, compared with $6.4 million in fiscal year 1963 and $6.9 million 
in fiscal year 1962. The increase of $0.4 million in fiscal year 1964 over fiscal year 
1963 is principally related to a higher sales level of heavy water.

13. Increase or decrease in selec'ed resources.— This program covers changes in 
inventory stocks held by AEC and its  contrac tors,  collateral funds, and goods and 
services on order under  contract. The appropriat ion requi rements for these  items 
are based on the  changes in balances  from the previous fiscal year. Balances at  
end of fiscal year 1964 are estim ated at  $986.5 million j s compared with  $950.5 
million in fiscal year 1963 and  $792.9 million fiscal year  1962. The net  increase 
of $36 million in fiscal year 1964 results principally  from: (1) increases in inventory 
balances  for stores and isotopes based on projected program requi rements;
(2) increases in goods and services on order related to expanded levels of effort in 
weapons production and the reactor development and physical research programs;
(3) increases in balances  related to the  cooperative arrangements program;
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and (4) decreases in balances  related to procu rement of Cana dian uranium concentrates.
14. Revenues applied.— This program includes  income from sale and  lease of prod ucts  and  from services rendered, revenues from communities , and other miscellaneous income items. These revenues are applied against Atomic Energy Commission appropriation  requirements.  Revenues are estimated $29.5 million for fiscal year  1964, compared to an estimate of $29 million for fiscal year 1963. The increase of $0.5 million in fiscal yea r 1964 is princ ipally  rela ted to a higher sales level of heavy  water and  increases  in income from charges  made  for source and special nuclear mater ial consumed, par tial ly offset by decreases in revenue from the sale of steam at Shippingport and  from income from services performed. Revenues for fiscal year 1962 were $33.7 million.

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
JUST IFIC ATION FOR PROPOSED LANG UAGE  CHANGES----OP ERATING EX PE NS ES

Proposed changes in language are indicated as follows: Language enclosed in brackets [  ]  indica tes proposed delet ions; language  in italics indicate s proposed insertions.
1. “ [pu rch ase  of equipment; purch ase ,! hire, main tenance [ . ]  and  operation of airc raft ; * * * [purchase  (not  to exceed seven hundred  and  forty , of which four hundred  ami ten are for repla cement only) an d]  hire of passenger motor vehicles ;”
The above changes provide  for deletion from the “Opera ting expenses” appro ­pria tion autho rity  for the  acquisition of capi tal equipment not rela ted to con­struction, since such autho rity  will now be conta ined in the “P lan t and  capital equ ipment”  appropr iation in accordance with the  sta tem ent of th e Appropriations Committee of the  House of Representat ives  as conta ined in House Report No. 2223, August 14, 1962, on the  public  works appropriation bill, 1963. They also provide for the substitutio n of the autho rity for the  hire, maintenance", and operation  of airc raft  in place of the autho rity for the  purchase, main tenance, and opera tion of aircr aft.
2. “ [$2,872,224,000] $2,428,500,000, and any moneys (except sums received from disposal of prop erty  unde r the  Atomic Energy  Community Act of 1955 (42 U.S.C. 2301)) received by the  Commission, notwithsta nding the  provisions of section 3617 of the Revised Statu tes  (31 U.S.C. 484), to remain  available until expended:”
To reflect the  fiscal year 1964 appropriat ion amount.

JUS TIFICATIO N FOR PROPOSED LANGUA GE CHANGES----G ENERAL  PROVISIONS
The proposed change in the language for the  adm inis trat ive provisions is de­scribed below. Language enclosed in brackets [  ]  indica tes proposed deletions; language in italics  indicates proposed  inser tions.
1. “Any appropriat ion available under this or any othe r Act to  the  Atomic Energ y Commission may initia lly be used subject to limi tations in this Act during the fiscal year [196 3]  1964 to  finance the procurem ent of materials, services, or other costs which are a pa rt of work or activ ities  for which funds have been provided in anv other appropriat ion  available to the Commission: * * * »>
This change makes the  provision applicable  to  fiscal year  1964.2. “Not to exceed 5 per centum of appropr iations made available for the  fiscal year [1 96 3]  1964 for ‘Operating expenses’ and [ ‘Plan t acqu isitio n and con­struc tio n’]  ‘Plant and capital equipment' may be transferre d between such ap­propriatio ns, bu t neither such appropriat ion, except as otherwise  p rovided herein, shall be increased by more than  5 per centum bv any such tran sfe rs, and any such tran sfers shall be repo rted  promptly to  the  Appropriations Comm ittees of the  House and Sena te.”
This change  provides for a change  in the tit le  of one of the Commission’s appropr iations and makes th e provision applicable to  fiscal year  1964.

U.S. Atomic E nergy Commission—F iscal Year 1964 Budget Estimates 
GEN ERA L STATEMENT FOR PLA NT AND  CAPITAL EQUIP ME NT

Summary  o f requirements for fiscal year 1964
The budget estimates for the  appropriat ion  “P lan t and cap ital  equipment” for the  fiscal year  1964 provide for estimated obligations of $426,500,000 to be funded by (1) a new appropriation  of $420,200,000, and (2) the  utiliza tion of
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an unobligated balance  of $6,300,000 estim ated  to be available at the  end of 
fiscal year  1963. Of the  estim ated  total  obligations, $214.6 million is required 
for projects for which auth orization  is being requested in the  1964 authorization 
bill, $45.3 million is required for projects  previously  authorize d, and $166.6 
million is required for capital equipment not  rela ted to construction .
Revision in appropriation structure

The appropriat ion  “P lan t and cap ital  equ ipm ent” replaces the previous 
appropriat ion  tit le “Plant acquis ition and con stru ctio n.” The appropr iation 
with the  new tit le includes funds  for the  purchase  and  cons truction of plant 
and expenses incidental thereto , formerly included under pla nt acquis ition 
and cons truction, and funds for capi tal equipment not  related to construct ion 
previously funded under the “O perat ing expenses”  appropriat ion. The  increased 
scope of the  proposed appropr iation to include capita l equipment not related to 
cons truct ion is in keeping with the  inten t of the Appropria tions Committee of 
the  House of Represen tatives as expressed in the report on the  public works 
appropriat ion bill, 1963 (H. Kept. No. 2223, Aug. 14, 1962).

A summariza tion of estimated  fiscal y ear 1964 obliga tions by program follows:

Summary of fiscal year 1964 obligations

F u n d in g  for 
pr oj ec ts  

au th ori ze d  
in  p rior  

ye ar s

F und in g  for 
pr oj ec ts  

in cl uded  in  
th e  1964 

au th o ri za­
ti on  a c t

C ap it a l 
eq u ip m en t 
not re la te d  
to  c onstr uc­

tion

T o ta l

R aw  m a te ri a ls ..... ............... .......................................... $25,000 
32 ,00 0,0 00  
43 ,69 5,0 00  

115,430,000  
18 ,60 0.0 00  
2,64 5,00 0

250 ,000

$12,000 
28 ,93 0,0 00  
64 ,65 6,0 00  
28 ,49 9,0 00  
37 ,09 2,0 00  
3.60 0,0 00

469 ,000

2.24 0,0 00
450,000
91,00 0

570.000

$37,000 
60 ,93 0.000 

108 ,351,000 
143 ,929.000 
91 ,69 2.000 

6,245 ,00 0
719,000

2,2 40 ,00 0
450,000 

6,2 37 ,00 0
670 ,000 

5,0 00 .00 0

Spe ci al  n ucl ea r m a te ri a ls ________________ _____
W ea po ns ____________________ ______ _________
R ea ct or d ev e lo p m en t_______ _____ _______ ___
P hysi ca l re se ar ch ............................... ...........................
Bio logy  a nd  m ed ic in e ............ ............................. .......

$36. 000.000

T ra in in g , educati on , an d  in fo rm a ti o n .. ..............
C iv il ia n  a pp li ca ti ons of:

Is o to pes ............ ........ ....................... .....................
N ucl ear  e xp lo sive s .......... ............. ....... ...........

C o m m u n it y .. .’. .................... ......................... ...............
A dm in is tr a ti v e____ __________  . . ....................

4 ,329 .000 1,8 17 ,00 0 
100 .000

C onst ru c ti on  p la nn in g  a nd  d e s ig n .. . . .  ___ 5.00 0,00 0

T o ta l obligat io ns.......... ............................. ....... 45 .32 9.0 00 214 ,562,000 166 ,609.000 426 ,500,000

Sum mary of obligations
The following table summarizes the  total  obligations for each of the  programs 

for fiscal year  1962, fiscal yea r 1963, and fiscal year 1964. The da ta for fiscal 
years  1962 and 1963 have  been adjusted to include obligations by program for 
capital equipment not related to construction (budge ted under opera ting expenses 
in those  years) to provide comparability with the  data  for fiscal year 1964. This 
comparability adjustment totals $154,265,000 in fiscal year 1962 and  $179,309,000 
in fiscal year  1963. The deta iled justi fications beginning on page 30 present the  
programs in the  same order as they app ear  on this  summary table.

Summary of obligations by program

A ct ua l,  
fisca l yea r 

1962

E sti m a te , 
fis ca l yea r 

1963

E st im ate , 
fis ca l yea r 

1964

R aw  m a te ri a ls ___  . ______________________  . .  . . _ . $35,886 
53.3 92,418  
98.075, 247 

132,137, 221 
82. 586,427
6.321 ,13 3

358.615

1,0 98,495
251,000 

3.8 20 .65 3
511.888

$83,000 
143,249 .000  
123,376 ,000 
151,276 ,786 
143,115 ,000 

8, 576.000
638 ,000

2,1 38 ,00 0
415 ,000  

2, 570,000
‘too. 000

$37,000 
60,930.000 

108,351 ,000  
143,929 ,000  
91,692 .000 
6,245 .00 0

719.000

2,240 ,00 0
450,000 

6,237 ,00 0
670.000

5,0 00.000

Spe ci al  n ucle ar m a te ri a ls ________________ _______ ___
W e ap o n s._____ __________________________ _______ __________
R eacto r d ev e lo p m en t____________________  .
P hy si ca l re se arc h________ ________________  ____________
Bio lo gv  a n d  m ed ic in e_____________ ______ _______________
T ra in in g , educati on , and  in fo rm ati on___________  . _______
C iv il ia n  a p p li ca ti ons  of:

Is o to pes ............... ..................... ...............  . . .  . _ .
N ucle ar ex pl osi ve s_______  . _____

C o m m u n i ty .. ! ___ _____________________________ ______
A d m in is t r a t iv e .. _______ ____ _________ _______
C onstr uc ti on  p la n n in g  a n d  des ig n______  __________________

T o ta l ob li ga ti ons____________________ _____ _ .  . 378. 588.983 576 ,336,786 426 ,500,000
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Financing of obligations
The financing  of the  estimated total  obliga tions of $426,500,000 proposed in the  budget estim ates for fiscal yea r 1964, togethe r with  comparab le da ta for fiscal years 1962 and 1963, is sum marized in the following tabl e:

Sum mary of financing

Actua l, 
fiscal ye ar

1962

Es tim at e,  
fiscal ye ar

1963

Es tim ate,  
fiscal ye ar

1964

Fun ds  avail ab le :
Unobli ga ted balanc e a t begin nin g of yea r_______________
Re covery of p rio r year o bl igat ions _____ ______ ____ _____
App ro pr ia tio n_______ _________. . ____ . ____ __________
Com pa ra bi lit y t ransfer  from  “ Operat ing  expe nse s, Atomic

En ergy  Comm iss ion ’’........- .....................................................
Net  am ou nt  av ail ab le  for ob lig at ion________________

Un obligate d balan ce  a t e nd  of  y ea r....... ............ . ............ ..............
Tot al  o bli ga tio ns ......................... ...............................................

$160,807,769 
3,879,000 

195,360,000 

154,265,000

$135, 722,786 
4,860,000 

262,745,000 

179,309,000

$6,300,000 

420,200,000

514,311,769 
135,722,786

378, 588,983

582,636,786 
6,300,000

576,336,786

426,500,000

426,500,000

Expenditures for plant and capital equipment
Expendi tures from the  plant and  capi tal equipment appropriat ion  for fiscalyear  1964, are estim ated  to be $455 million. The estimated amo unts available for expenditu re in fiscal years 1962, 1963, and 1964, the expenditu res for each year,  and  the  remain ing unexpended balances  are shown in the following table : 

Expenditure analysis

Ac tual , 
fiscal ye ar 

1962

Es tim at e,  
fiscal ye ar  

1963

Es tim ate,  
fiscal y ear 

19* >4

Fun ds  av ai lab le  for ex pend itu re:
Un expended  balance, begin nin g of y ea r..................................
App ro pr ia tio n................................................................................
Tr an sfer  of es tim ate d un pa id  obligations for eq uipm en t

from  “ Op erat ing exp enses, Atom ic En ergy  Co mm is­
sio n” __ _____________ _____________________________

Tot al  fun ds  a vai lab le for e xp en di tu re . 
Less ex pe nd itu re s_______ _____________ ____

Un expended  balanc e, en d of y ea r.

$464,560,881 
195,360,000

659,920,881 
*277,015,148

382,905,733

$382,905,733 
262,745,000

645,650,733 
i 265,000,000

380,650,733

$380,650,733
420,200,000

75,709,000

876,559,733 
455,000,000

421,559,733

■ Th ese am ou nt s are  n ot  c om parab le to  the  ex pe nd itu res est im ate d for fiscal ye ar  1964 in th a t fiscal ye ar 1964 exp en di tu re s i ncl ude  a mou nt s r elated  to e qu ip m en t o bligations  wh ich  a re  now shown  u nd er  th e p la nt  an d ca pi ta l e qu ip m en t a pp ropr ia tio n ra th er  t han  the op era ting expenses  ap pr op ria tio n as is the case for fiscal y ears 1962 an d 1963. The  fo llowing a m ou nt s s hould  be  ad de d to  fiscal ye ar  1962 an d 1963 expend itu re  es tim ate s to  arr ive a t a mou nts c om parab le to th e fiscal y ear  1964 exp endit ure s: Fis cal  ye ar 1962, $137,984,000; fiscal y ea r 1963, $155,000,000.

H IG H LIG H TS OF PL ANT  AND CAPI TA L EQ U IP M E N T  PR OGRAM S

As shown in the  table  on page 29, estim ates are presen ted on an obligation basis for each of the  AEC’s functional programs. The highlights of the estim ates for which appropr iations are required in fiscal year 1964 a re as follows:
1. Haw materials.— This  ac tivity  provides for minor cons truction to  su pport the  Government-owned procurem ent installat ions , and for proc uremen t of capital equipment necessary to suppor t the operating  program. Obligationa l require ­ments of $37,000 in 1964, include $25,000 for minor modifica tions and improve­ments to  existing plant or insta llatio ns, and $12,000 for cap ital  equipment not rela ted to const ruction.
2. Special nuclear materials.— Total  obligat ions for special nuclear mate rials  plant and  capi tal equipment in fiscal year 1964 a re estimated at  $60.9 million of which $32 million is necessary to provide for new projects proposed for auth oriza­tion and $28.9 million is es timated for capital equipment not  rela ted to const ruc­tion. The  $32 million proposed for new projects includes $11.1 million for waste
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disposal facilities at  the  S avannah River  and Idaho plants, $3.7 million for waste 
management facilities at  Richland, $0.7 million for an additional boiler for a 
heating plant at  Richland, $5 million for modifications  to  p roduction  an d sup por t­
ing insta llations, and $11.5 million for general plant projects .

3. Weapons.— Total obliga tions for weapons plan t and  capi tal equipment in 
fiscal year 1964 are estimated at  $108.4 million of which $43.7 million is necessary 
to  provide for new projects proposed for authorization  and $64.7 million is esti ­
mated for capit al equipment not rela ted to construct ion. The new projects 
include $30.7 million for add itional production, development , and supporting 
facilities, and $13 million for general plant projec ts.

4. Reactor development.— Total obligations for reac tor development plant and 
capi tal equipment in fiscal year  1964 are estimated at  $143.9 million of which 
$115.4 million will provide for new projects proposed  for auth orization, and 
$28.5 million is estim ated  for capi tal equipment not related to cons truction. 
The  new projec ts include $30 million for  a spec tral shift power re acto r; $17 million 
for a fast reac tor tes t facili ty; $12 million for a milit ary compact reac tor;  $19.4 
million for nuclear safety engineering test facilities ; $7.3 million for a thorium- 
uranium fuel cycle development f acili ty; and $12 million for general p lant projects .

5. Physical research.—To tal  obligations for physica l research  plan t and capital 
equipment  in fiscal year 1964 are estimated at  $91.7 million of which $18.6 million 
is for new projects requiring  author izat ion principally for a large Van de Graaff 
facili ty for low energy physics  research and  for accelerato r improvements. Also 
included is $36 million of additional obligat ions for the Stanford  linear electron 
accelerato r and $37.1 million for capi tal equipment not rela ted to cons truction.

6. Biology and medicine.— Obligat ions for biology and  medicine plant and 
capi tal equipment in fiscal year 1964 are est ima ted at  $6.2 million of which $2.6 
million is for new projects to  be authorize d, including $1.9 million for suppor t of 
biomedical research projects  in atomic energy and  $0.7 million for general plan t 
projects . Also included is $3.6 million for capital equipment not rela ted to 
construction .

7. Training, education and information.— This act ivi ty provides for minor 
construction  in connection  with  the  Commission’s tra ining program and for 
procurement of capi tal equipment to support the  operating program. Obli- 
gational requ irements  of $0.7 million in 1964 include $0.2 million for new projects 
requiring author izat ion and  $0.5 million for capi tal equipment not rela ted to 
cons truction.

8. Isotopes development.— Obligations for isotopes development in fiscal year 
1964 are est ima ted at $2.2 million for capi tal eq uipm ent not r elated to construction.

9. Civilian applications of nuclear explosives.— Obligations for civilian appli­
cations of nuclear  explosives will provide $0.5 million for capi tal equipment not 
rela ted to cons truction.

10. Community.— Total  obliga tions for Los Alamos comm unity  plant and 
capi tal equipment in fiscal year 1964 are estimated at $6.2 million and will provide 
$1.8 million for new projects  proposed for author ization  in fiscal year 1964, 
$4.3 million to  part ially fund  a previous ly authorized community disposal project 
and  $0.1 million for cap ital  equipment not rela ted to  cons truction. The  $1.8 
million est ima ted for new p rojec ts in  fiscal year  1964 will provide for th e following: 
$0.6 million for an addit ional water dis tribution sy ste m; $0.2 million for additional 
elementary school classrooms; $0.2 million for an additional water well; and 
$0.8 million for general plant projec ts.

11. Adminis trative.— This  activity provides for improvements and modifications 
of ad min istrativ e facilities at the  Commission  headquarters  in Germ antown, Md,. 
and for procurement of capi tal equipment to suppor t the  operatin g program. 
Obligational requ irements of $0.7 million in 1964 include $0.1 million for new 
projects requi ring author ization  and $0.6 million for capi tal equipment not 
related to construction .

12. Construction planning and design.— This  activ ity  will permit engineering 
and  design on projects prio r to  th eir  being proposed for authorization, or a h ighly 
selective  basis where the complexity or magnitude of the projects requ ire such 
advance work in order  to  arrive at  a reliable  cost est ima te and pro ject  scope in 
suppor t of th e project author ization . There is $5.0 million of obl igations inelnded 
in the estim ates for this  purpose.

25- 74 5— 6: 3
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U.S. A to m ic  E n er gy  C om m is si o n

E X P L A N A TIO N  O F PR O PO SED  LA N G U A G E C H A N G ES----PLA N T A N D  C A PI TA L E Q U IP M E N T

Proposed changes in language are indicated as follows: Language enclosed in 
black brackets ind icate s proposed deletions, and italic  ind icate s proposed insert ion 
of new language.

1. ‘‘[ P la nt  A c q u is it io n  and  C o n s tr u c tio n ]  P l a n t  a n d  C a p i t a l  E q u ip ­
m e n t ” .

This change provides for chang ing the  tit le of the  appropriat ion to reflect the  
fac t th at  capital equipment not  rela ted to construction will now be purchased  
unde r this  a ppro pria tion  in accordance with  the sta tem en t of the  Appropria tions  
Committe e of the  House of Representatives as contained in House Rep ort No. 
2223, August 14, 1962, on th e public  works app ropriat ion  bill, 1963.

2. “For expenses of the Commission, as authorized by law, in connect ion with 
the purchase and const ruct ion of pla nt and the acquisition of capital equipment * * * 
purchase (not to exceed four hundred and twenty-three for replacement only, including 
two at not to exceed $3,000 each) and  hire of passenger motof vehicles ;” .

This change provides for the  acquisition  of equipment, including passenger 
moto r vehicles, from this  app ropriat ion. Authorizatio n of the  procuremen t in 
fiscal year 1964 of 423 passenger motor vehicles which are requi red for replacem ent 
of older vehicles is requ ested. The estimate includes  the  replacement of two 
medium  weight  sedans at  $3,000 each. All vehicles to be replaced will meet or 
exceed the  GSA replacement standa rds .

Con trac tors  are assigned passenger motor  vehicles as Government-furn ished  
equ ipment and operate  them in carry ing out  the Commission’s program. The 
passenger vehicle fleet will numb er 2,442 a t the end of fiscal year 1964.

3. “[$262,745,000] $436,145,000, to remain available  unti l expended” .
This  change provides for deletion of the  amoun t app rop ria ted  in fiscal year 

1963 and insertion of amount  of the fiscal year  1964 appropr iation reque st.
4. ‘'Provided, Th at  [n ot  t o exceed $4,500,000 of th is appropriation  for carrying 

out  improvem ents on U.S. Highway 95, Nevada, as au thor ized  in the  Commission’s 
1963 auth orization act, may be tra nsfe rred  to the  Bureau of Public  Roads, Depar t­
ment of Commerce]” .

This  change provides for deletion of language not required .
5. “Provided, Th at  the obligated balance as of Ju ne SO, 1963, o f amounts included 

in  appropriations to the Atomic Energy Commission fo r ‘Operating expenses’, for 
capital equipment not related to construction, shall be merged with this appropriation:”.

This  change provides for tran sfer to  this appropr iation of the remaining obligated  
balance , as of Jun e 30, 1963, of appro pria tions previously made to the Commission 
under the  appropr iation “Operating  expenses” for capi tal equipment . This 
change will permit  paym ent of the u npaid obligations, as of June 30, 1963, for this 
equipment from this appropr iation.

6. “Provided further, That the unexpended balance as of June SO, 1963, of the 
appropriation ‘Plant acquisition and construction’ shall be merged with this appro­
priation”.

This  change provides for merging  the unexpended  balan ce as of Ju ne 30, 1963, 
of the former appropr iation with the  funds to be app ropriated in this appro ­
priation.

7. “Provided further,  That not to exceed $30,000,000 for a spectral shift power 
reactor may be transferred from this appropriation to the appropriation for ‘Operating 
expenses’, if  the Commission determines such transfer to be necessary to carry out such 
cooperative power reactor demonstration program as may be authorized by law.”

This  change provides for the  tran sfer  of funds for the  spectral shif t power 
reac tor to  the “Operating expenses” appropria tion if the  Commission is able to 
enter into  a cooperativ e arrangeme nt whereby the  Commission’s parti cipa tion  
would be research and development assistance and possibly design assistance, 
rat he r tha n direc t Gov ernm ent const ruction of the reactor.

A ppr o p r ia t io n  R eq u e st

Senator Hill. You may proceed, if you will.
Dr. Seaborg. Mr. Chairman and members of the  committee, I am 

pleased to appear once again before your committee  to discuss the 
Atomic Energy Commission’s programs and budget estimates for 
fiscal year 1964.
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As you know, we do not have as yet a bill passed by the House. 
I unders tand floor action will take place today. However, we do 
have the House Appropriat ions Committee report which would pro­
vide fiscal year 1964 appropriations for the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion in the amount of $2,688,169,000 or a reduction of $161,476,000 
from the amount included in the President’s budget.

While I will discuss these specific reductions as I highlight the 
programs and budget amounts  for the Atomic Energy Commission 
for the fiscal year 1964, I would like to make this general observation. 
Some of the reductions, particularly  in the research and development 
programs of the Commission, would most severely limit the Com­
mission’s ability to meet its responsibilities to advance nuclear 
technology and research in the physical and life sciences anti the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy. We have submit ted to your com­
mittee our comments d irected toward the specific reduction proposed 
by the  House committee and our proposed restorations. The remarks 
I make in this statement regarding these reduc tions are in the interest 
of emphasizing and lending additional support to the written justifi­
cation materia l we have provided you.

BLA NK ET RE ST ORA TI ON NO T REQUEST ED

As you will note, we have been selective in determining which of 
the reductions we would appeal. We have not requested a blanket 
restoration. We note that in a number of instances the House 
reductions were based, in part , on the fact that for the first par t of 
this fiscal year, the Commission has been operating under the terms 
of the continuing resolution which precluded program increases or the 
sta rt of new programs.

Senator Hill. Doctor, if I may inte rrup t there, I think they made 
an across-the-board reduction, didn’t they, on that basis?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes, they did.
Senator  H ill. Everything in the public works bill.
Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Hill. Is that correct?
Dr. Seaborg. With the exception of the weapons part  of our pro­

gram.
Senator  H ill. Except for the weapons?

R E D U C T IO N  IN  F U N D  R E Q U IR E M E N T S

Dr. Seaborg. Yes. And, as I will indicate later on, this may not 
be too relevant to some of our program because the spending was 
programed for the second half of the fiscal year.

In some instances, this delay in appropriations has reduced our fund 
requirements, and we have so recognized in the amounts we are not 
requesting to be restored. The Commission has for a number of years 
received its appropria tions la te in the fiscal year. Our estimates have 
contemplated in many instances tha t program increases would take 
place in the last half of the fiscal year, thereby minimizing the effect 
delayed appropriations would have on the amount of our budget 
request.

At this point I should like to touch briefly on the major program 
activities  and budget estimates for those activities for fiscal year 1964.
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R aw  M a t e r ia l s  P ro gr am

The Coinmission’9 estimate of $324.8 million for the raw materials program would provide for deliveries of 18,537 tons of uranium con­centrates. This estimate is $153.8 million less than the costs we in­curred for this program in 1963 wdien deliveries were 26,982 tons.The deliveries estimated for 1964 would be made under current procurement contracts after giving effect to our est imate of the results of the stretchou t of domestic procurement announced by the Com­mission in November of 1962. The stretchout program provides for the extension of contracts previously scheduled for completion by December 31, 1966, for those producers who agree to defer a portion of the pre-1967 deliveries until the 1967-68 time period. In con­sideration of this deferral, the Commission will agree to purchase in 1969 and 1970 quantit ies of concentrates equal to the amount de­ferred. It  is expected tha t this stretchou t program will result in a deferral of about 15,000 tons of material which otherwise would have been delivered prior to December 1966.
However, negotiations in this regard are still going on. Depending upon the outcome of these negotiations, it may well be tha t the amount allowed by the House committee, some $4.8 million below our estimate, will prove insufficient. We are not appealing the House committee reduction, but in the event concentra te deliveries this year should require more funds, the Commission will have to reprogram its available funds to cover this need.
Senator Pastore. How would tha t happen, Doctor? Do you mean if we were able to negotiate a stretchout, tha t our obligation, our curren t obligation, would become a little more severe, and that if we were able to negotiate the s tretchout  comfortably, we could live within the reduction of $4.8 million? Is t ha t it?
Mr. Luedecke. That is correct. If we are able to negotiate  the kind of stretchout we anticipate , we believe this will be adequate. If we fail to reach the amount of deferred tonnage, it is possible then tha t we couldn’t cover the deliveries we would have to take under contract.
(Discussion off the record.)

S pec ia l  N ucle a r  M a t e r ia l s  P ro gr am

Dr. S eaborg. Operating costs in the amount of $480.5 million are included in the Commission’s budget request for this fiscal year to finance the production of special nuclear and other special materials required in the Atomic Energy Commission’s programs. This amount covers the costs of operating the major production facilities for the enrichment of uranium at Oak Ridge, Tenn., Paducah, Ky., and Portsmouth, Ohio, and for the production of plutonium and tritium at Hanford, Wash., and Savannah River, S.C. These prod­ucts are the special nuclear materials for our nuclear weapons and nuclear reactors for military and civilian uses.
The House committee allowance would reduce the Commission’s estimate by $5.5 million. We are not requesting restorat ion of this reduction. We believe tha t on the basis of our recent production cost experience and anticipated future cost trends, the Commission will be able to carry out this program within the amount provided in the House committee allowance.
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W e a po n s  P ro gr am

Fiscal year 1964 costs for this program, now estimated at $783 
million, reflect program actions recently taken by the Commission in 
keeping with the safeguard commitments under the Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty. Funds  were recent ly reprogramed to provide a more inten­
sive rate of underground testing and to maintain a readiness capability 
to resume atmospheric testing  in the event the trea ty is abrogated. 
Also included in the estimate  for the weapons program, are the costs 
incurred for the production of nuclear weapons and for the conduct 
of research and development a t the three major weapons laboratories— 
Los Alamos, Livermore, and Sandia.

Senator  P astore. The House left tha t undisturbed.
Dr. Seaborg. The House left this figure undis turbed.

R ea c to r  D e v e l o p m e n t  P ro gr am

The fiscal year 1964 operating costs for the reactor  development 
program are estimated at $530.5 million, an increase of about $61 
million over the 1963 level. It is significant to note the areas in which 
the major increases occur are for the nuclear rocket propulsion pro­
gram, Rover, $28 million; the development of satellite and small power 
sources, SNAP, $12 million; and research in the fields of nuclear 
safety, $10 million. While these activities receive the major portion 
of the increased funds we are requesting for fiscal year 1964, 1 cannot 
overemphasize the importance of the programs which either continue 
at essentially the 1963 level or which were allowed more modest in­
creases. These programs encompass the development of civilian 
power reactors, merchant ship reactors, propulsion reactors for naval 
vessels, the development of transportable  and mobile reactors under 
the Army reactors program, and the continuing quest for improved 
and new technology under the activities for advanced reactors systems 
research and development and general reactor technology research.

H O U S E  C O M M IT T E E  A C TIO N

The House committee action would reduce our request for this pro­
gram by $33.5 million based, in major part, on the late availability of 
the 1964 appropriat ion. While there is no question that  the late ap­
propriation will delay the start, or expansion of some of our proposed 
programs, a good portion of our planned growth in reactor  develop­
ment activities was scheduled for the lat ter  par t of the fiscal year, 
thereby  serving to minimize the effect of the late appropriation on our 
fund requests. The Commission proposes to appeal $25 million of the 
$33.5 million reduction, thus  accepting an $8.5 million reduction in 
the estimate  because of the late appropria tion. The Commission also 
requests consideration by the Senate to provide $3.5 million added by 
the House committee for development work on the seed and blanket 
civilian power reactor concept. As a result, the total  restoration in 
operating costs we are requesting  amounts to $28.5 million.

C O O P E R A T IV E  P O W E R  D E M O N S T R A T IO N  P R O G R A M

While the written justification material presented to the committee 
sets forth the specific program activities involved in our requested



36 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 1964

restoration, I would like to talk to one particular  element reduced by 
the House committee. Their action would elminate $3 million in 
operating costs and $12 million of additional and related obligations 
budgeted under the selected resources program for a total of $15 
million requested by the Commission for the cooperative power 
demonstration program. The effect of such an elimination would be 
to stop all further efforts on our part to get power reactors built in 
cooperation with the utility  industry and it would be a serious blow 
to our program of developing a competitive nuclear power economy. 
We agree tha t the technology for light water reactors has reached the 
point in development where it may not be necessary for further 
Government support and assistance, but our planned use for the $15 
million requested was not for light water reactors. These funds would 
be used to finance cooperative arrangements with manufacturers and 
utilities under proposals for construction of more advanced reactors— 
the high temperature  gas cooled and sodium graphite  reactors being 
examples.

By entering into such arrangements, it would be possible to save the 
Government the cost of direct Government construction of prototype 
reactors of the more advanced type. As was discussed in detail in 
our report to the President last year, light-water reactors may not be 
able to meet the competition in large segments of the Nation, and as a 
result there is a need for more efficient, lower cost systems to make 
more effective use of our natural resources. It  is these systems—high 
temperature  gas-cooled or sodium graphite reactors, for example— 
which have not reached the point of economic competitiveness, but 
which are key links in our overall program for competitive power, 
which would be built under a cooperative program with utilities. 
Thus, by this means we would be meeting our program objectives 
with a minimum expenditure of Government funds in physical 
facilities and with a maximum partic ipation of industry in the de­
velopmental phases of the program.

A M OUNT IN V O L V E D

Senator Pastore. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman, in order to 
clarify some of these subjects?

Senator H ill. Certainly .
Senator Pastore. This $15 million, which you have been discussing, 

is included in the cut of $33.5 million?
Mr. Luedecke. $3 million of it.
Senator Pastore. $3 million of it is?
Mr. Abbadessa. The other $12 million is in our selected resources 

line. It  is the total of the $3 million in cost and the additional $12 
million, which is obhgational  authority not expected to be spent during 
the year, tha t gives you a total of $15 million.

Senator Pastore. What  I am trying to ascertain for the purposes of 
the record, and the purposes of the conference in the event tha t we do 
decide to restore this amount, is where does that  put us with this 
reduction? I mean does tha t leave this cooperative effort absolutely 
bare or are there funds remaining?

Do I make my point clear?
Mr. I  jUEDecke. I believe so, sir.
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CO NT RO VE RSIAL AREA

Senator Pastore. This is one of the areas tha t will he very contro­
versial.

Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator P astore. Especially in conference with the Members of 

the House. I understand tha t, maybe this is not the choice word to 
use, but 1 unders tand tha t the “cut” was more or less indiscriminate. 
Was any just ification given for the cut?

I mean was there any reason given, tha t we are going too far and 
too fast with this, tha t it is no longer necessary or was it jus t a cut? 
Was any justifica tion made by the House?

HOUSE  REPORT

Mr. Abbadessa. I can read you the House report on this subject. 
The tota l comment tha t they have for reacto r development is:

The  reduction of $33,548,000 which the comm ittee  has made in thi s program 
includes elimination of abo ut half of the increase requested over the 1963 fiscal 
level. This  red uction is based  on 6 months’ avai labi lity  of th e 1964 appropria tion . 
In  addi tion , $3 million budg eted  for research and  development and  design assis t­
ance to  utilit ies which may wish to  con stru ct power reactor s has been deleted.

This is their  rationale, sir:
It  is the committee’s opinion  th at con tinuation of this subs idy program is no 

longer necessary to stimu late the construction of power reac tors  since i t has been 
dem ons tra ted  t ha t they  are now producing electric power at  competit ive cost at 
least in those areas of h igh conv entio nal fuel costs.

INT ERESTED IN MORE ADVANCED TYPES  OF REACTORS

As the chairman has testified, sir, wi th the light-water reactors, in 
our high cost power areas like the Northeas t and California, we are 
becoming competitive. However, our request  is for power demon­
strat ion assistance, and we are interested in the more advanced 
types of reactors which are n ot competitive at this time.

We believe it is necessary to have this assistance in order to get 
indus try to invest their money, and in the long run save the Govern­
ment from p uttin g money in to capital assets.

Dr. Seaborg. It isn’t actual ly true that  they are now producing 
electric power at competitive costs. The situat ion is tha t reactors 
can now be designed which we expect will produce electricity at 
competitive costs.

Senator  Pastore. I realize tha t, and I am personally very much 
interested  in this program, as you gentlemen know. I am one of those 
who feel tha t if you stop it shor t now, or you render it stagnant, tha t 
will make all of the money tha t we have spent thus far maybe a useless 
gesture.

NEED TO KEEP PROGRAM GOING

This is a program tha t has to keep going in order to prove itself ou t. 
Until you reach tha t point of practicability in competitiveness, but  
so far you have been ta lking in general terms.

I would like you to be a little more specific. I mean precisely what 
will happen and what projec ts will have to be abandoned in the event 
tha t this cut is sustained?
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I want the record to be specific, because in conference we will have 
to be specific. You just can’t say, well, it is going to impede the 
program and somebody will say, “I don’t think so” and there you are.

I would like to have you tell me specifically what are the projects 
tha t we will be unable  to undertake, tha t we are already planning to 
undertake in the event tha t this cut is not restored?

D r . S ea borg  s L e t t e r

Senator Pastore. In connection with this, I would like to have 
included in the record a t this point Dr. Seaborg’s le tter to me of No­
vember 19, 1963, and a memorandum prepared by the Executive 
Director of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, at my request, 
also dated November 19, expounding on this program.

(The lett er referred to follows:)
[Memorand urn]

C o n g r ess  o f  t h e  U n it ed  St a t e s ,
J o in t  C o m m it t ee  on  A to mic  E n er g y ,

November 19, 1963.To: All committee  members.
From : John T. Conway, Executive  Direc tor.
Subject : Coopera tive power reactor dem ons trat ion  program.

Atta ched is a let ter  from the AEC concern ing th e current sta tus  of t he  achieve­
ment of economic cent ral sta tion civilian nuclea r power.

This let ter  is prompted by the recent action by the  House Appropriat ions 
Committee , cuttin g the  entir e appropriat ion for new projects in the  cooperative 
power reactor demonst ration program. This action by the Appropria tions Committe e was repo rted  to you in our memorandum of November  15.The  AEC sta te's ;

“There are severa l large commercial nuclear powerplants * * * now being 
planned for uti lity  construction  which have projected power gene ration costs 
competitive with  conventiona l plan ts in areas  of high fossil fuel costs ; bu t the re 
are no plants  on the  line tod ay which are producing power com petit ive with conventional fuel costs .”

The AEC indica tes its hope th at  future  suppor t by the Government of water- 
typ e reactors “m ight be avoided .” However, the  AEC sta tes  th at  the re is a 
need for th e sup port of advanced reac tor concep ts leading to  t he  development of 
breeder  reac tors . The AEC advocates  the  continued use of cooperative arran ge­
ments  with  manufac turers and utilities in order  to carry  out  this  development 
program with  a “minimum of d irec t Governm ent construction.”

U.S. Ato m ic  E n er gy  C o m m is sio n , 
Washington, D.C., November 19, 1963.Hon. John O. Pastore,

Chairman. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
Congress of the, United States.

Dear Senator Pastore: You have asked abo ut the  current sta tus of the  
achie vement of economic cent ral stat ion civilian nuclear power.

There  are several  large commercial  nuclea r powerplants employing ligh t water  
moderated  and  cooled reactors now being planned for uti lity  cons truction which 
have  projected power generating  costs competitive with conventional plants  in 
areas  of high fossil fuel costs; bu t the re are no plan ts on the  line today which 
are producing  power competitive with conventional fuel costs.

It  is our belief, however, th at  the techno logy of light  water reactors,  such as 
are now being built,  has reached the  po int  of development where they  can be 
expected to be economically competit ive in large sizes in some high-cost areas. 
It  is to be hoped th at  subseque nt cont inued improvem ent of light wate r power 
reactors by  in dus try will result in the ir economic app lication to b road er geographic 
areas than those of the  highest fossil fuel costs, and th at  fur ther sup por t by the 
Government might be avoided. It  is to be noted, however, th at  the  economics 
of such plants  have  not yet been demonst rated, th at  the re is a lack of long-term 
experience in the ir construction and operation , and th at  the re is financial risk to
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the  util ities  in under taking  the projects p artic ular ly in the  economics of the  nuc lear 
fuel cycle.

There is a need for the  support of advanced converter reac tor concepts . The 
development of such concepts is a logical step  in the  realization of breeder re­
actors . which is the  ultimate objective  of our long-te rm program. The  develop­
ment of breeder  reactors will p erm it the  addi tion of a virtually  unlim ited source 
of economic energy.

We should try  to carry  out  this  logical development with a minimum of direct  
Government cons truction. This  can best  be accompl ished by enter ing into 
cooperative arrangements with man ufac ture rs and util ities for the  cons truction 
and opera tion of more adva nced  converter  reactors. In this  way. the  goals of 
bet ter  fuel economy and more efficient utilization of our nuclear  mate rials  re­
sources can be realized at  a lower net cost to the  Government.

Sincerely yburs,
Glenn T. Seaborg.

A M O U N T  PR OGRA M ED

Mr. Abbadessa. Dr. Pittman  will talk about  tha t, but  first I will 
answer the question that  you asked regarding whether this reduction 
will leave us bare from a funding point of view.

At the present time, from our funding availabi lity from prior years, 
we have approximately  $21.4 million. However, at  this time we have 
contracts in being or are negotiating contracts which the .Joint Com­
mittee has authorized with the city of Los Angeles, where our estimate 
is $8 million, southern California where our estimate  is $6.4 million, 
and Connecticut Yankee where our estimate is $6 million, which means 
we have programed about $20.4 million.

This leaves us approximately $1 million available, and that  is all.

R E Q U E ST  FO R NEW  PR OPOSA LS

In our  budget request, which is before this committee now, we have 
$15 million for new proposals. Tha t is the $3 million in cost and  $12 
million in obligational authority , and this is the $15 million tha t the 
House committee has taken.

We also have some $2.5 million to continue our other projects, and 
tha t money is left in the budget.

EFF ECT OF  $15 M IL LIO N R E D U C T IO N

So, for all practical purposes, I think it would be a fair statement 
that if this $15 million cut is allowed to remain, we really have no 
funding ability to go ahead with any of the new programs. Dr. 
Pittm an can tell you which programs this $15 million contemplated 
and which we would not be able to do.

Senator  P astore. Is it all right to have Dr. Pittman  discuss that 
at this point?

Senator Hill. Certainly.
Dr. P ittman. Mr. Pastore, Mr. Hill, the lack of any available funds 

to carry on a further demonstra tion program would mean we would 
not be able to consider proposals that we expect to get from such 
people as Rochester Gas & Electric, for instance, who are right now 
considering proposals from the indust ry for various types of high- 
temperature  advance reacto r systems. We would not be able to con­
sider a proposal which we expect to get within the next year or year 
and a half from the ESADA group, which is a group of New York 
utilities also looking for the construction of a reactor  an advanced 
type.
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Although we don ’t know that  there is going to be a specific proposal right now, if a proposal resulted from the discussion going on with the California Water Authority for the construction of reactors to move water over to Tehachapi Pass—and furnish the power of 1,000 megawatts—we would not he able to consider it.It  is the advanced type of reactors that would he affected by the budget we are talking about.
I nder no conditions would we he able to even consider such pro­posals because there would be absolutely no funding available for these except the uncommitted $1 million Mr. Abbadessa mentioned.Dr. Seaborg. Isn’t there a group, also, in Nevada, the Sierra Pacific group?
Dr. P ittman. There is a group in Nevada, the Sierra Pacific Power Co. in Nevada, considering a reactor. The reason 1 didn’t mention tha t is because they are considering a spectral shift reactor which is a reactor  in our program.
Dr. Seaborg. It hasn’t been refined to that  extent.Dr. Pittman. As a m atter of fact, other groups are looking at the spectral shift reactor.
Since there is only one spectral shift reactor authorized we might expect a proposal from these other groups at a later  date for other systems.

U T IL IT Y  CO M PAN IE S IN T E R E ST E D  IN  C O O PERA TIN G

The point is th at there are at least a half dozen utility companies seriously interested in cooperating with us in the  construction of these advanced-tvpe reactors under conditions where we would not have the funds for the facilities, and it would be to our advantage , as well as to the advantage  of the utilities, for us to have the funds available.Senator Pastore. Can you enter  these negotiations or discuss these proposals without having money appropriated?That question would be thrown at us, and I think the record has to be clear on that point.
I)r. Pittman. No, sir. If there is a lack of funds, 1 feel it would be unfair to proposers for me to give them any encouragement about the possibility of us considering the  proposals. We do have, as you know, in the authorization bill, the auth ority to car ry on this, but with­out the funding I would feel we are in no position to seriously discuss with these people the construction of reactors—whether they would build reacto rs and we, in tu rn, would carry out the developments.

DOLL AR E X P E N D IT U R E S

Senator Pastore. There would be no money commitments much before July  1, 1964, would there?
Dr. Pittman. If we entered into any kind of discussions now, the commitments, the actual dollar expenditures in fiscal year 1964, could be $3 million.
Mr. Abbadessa. That is why we only show $3 million in costs.Dr. P ittman. We can’t enter into it unless we have the full funding available to us.
Senator Pastore. Why can’t you?
Mr. Corso. We have to obligate those dollars, sir, when we sign the contracts to assure that  we can make good on the Government commitment.
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S IG N IN G  OF  CONTR ACTS

Senator Pastore. And these contracts  will be signed if these nego- 
tions are successful before July 1, 1964?

Dr. P ittman. We hope so, yes, sir; at least on one and possibly on 
two of them.

Senator Pastore. So the failure to appropriate this money will 
mean tha t all these other  proposals will be foreclosed?

Dr. Pittman. That is right, sir.
There will be no more cooperative ventures  beyond those tha t are 

now underway until we get further funding.
Senator Pastore. Th at accounts for the $15 million.
What are you doing about the $33,548,000 in which this is in­

cluded? Is this all you are asking for restoration?
R E S T O R A T IO N  R E Q U E S T E D

Mr. L uedecke. No, we are asking for restorat ion of $28.5 million.
Senator Pastore. What are you going to do with the balance of the 

money?
Dr. P ittman. The House appropriation, in making the cut, made 

an across-the-board cut of $33 million and, in addition , suggested tha t 
we absorb the $3% million extra tha t Admiral Kickover needs for his 
seed and blanket development program. That made a tota l of 
roughly $37 million t ha t was cut  across the board.

U S E  O F F U N D S

Of the $28.5 million tha t we are asking to be returned to the budget, 
$3% million would go to Admiral Rickover’s program for the continua­
tion of the seed and blanket studies tha t have been underway, as you 
know, for a couple of years.

The remaining $25 million would be reapplied across the board to 
the entire program.

What it would amount to is we would take an $8% million cut across 
the board, and we have not at this moment worked out the details of 
where that  cut would be taken.

A L L O C A T IO N  O F  H O U S E  C U T

Mr. Abbadessa. WTe would have to take the House cut primarily 
against three of our more important and expanding programs. They 
are covered in the first part of the Chairman’s statement, and include 
the Rover program for nuclear rocket propulsion, the SNAP program 
for the development of satellite and small power sources, ami the 
very important program for research on nuclear safety.

Our cuts would have to be taken primarily in those three programs 
because those are the three programs in our reactor  development 
division tha t show the major growth. The House cut, in effect, 
eliminates about 50 percent of our requested increase.

Dr. P ittman. I would like to add, sir, that  in those three areas 
most of our planning had already indicated the increase for 1964 
would be in the second half rath er than  in the first half of the year, 
so it is a difficult job to  take any cut.

But the $8 million tha t we are not reques ting be reins tated would 
be applied across the board, or th e large fraction of it.
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W A T E R  R E A C T O R S

Sena tor  Pasto re. Would you say  th at  you pre sentl y envisage th at  wa ter  r eac tors are  economical ly com pet itiv e?
I)r.  P ittma n. Th ere  is no econ omically  comp eti tiv e rea cto r on the  line to dat e.
Senator  Pastore . I used  the word “e nvision .”
Dr . P ittman. 1 wanted to get the first st at em en t in, though , Senator . \\  e expect rea cto rs now bein g designed for co ns tru cti on— with  the  decreas ed fuel cycle cos ts th at  will take  place over their  life time in the are as whe re they  are  bu ilt , which are  high cost fuel area s-  to produce  comp eti tiv e power .

Q U E S T IO N  T H E  N E E D  FO R  A D V A N C ED  R E A C T O R S

Senator  Pastore . If  th at  is tru e, the n why  do we need these ad ­vanced  rea cto rs?
Dr.  P ittman, There  ar e two  reasons we need advanced re actor s, s ir. One is that the  wa ter  reac tor s as of today, as we envision it,  can  be com pet itiv e only in the  high -cos t area s. We cann ot  assure ourse lves that, the impro vem ents in wa ter  re actor s are going to make them  com­pe tit ive  in low-cost areas of the  co un try  and, the refore , sp rea d the  benefits of nuclear ene rgy . The reason , the refore , that  we wan t to d( >velop t he improved reac tor is to make it possible to hav e com pet itiv e power in oth er area s.
Now, anoth er reas on we wa nt to develop  advanced  rea cto rs is that  the  wa ter  rea cto rs are  not the  bes t rea cto rs for uti lizi ng the raw  ma­teri als  .that we dig ou t ol the  gro und. Th ey  hav e a low conv ersio n rat io  com pare d to some  of the  advanced hig h-conv ers ion-ratio reac ­tors . We would like to develop  econ omically comp eti tive rea cto rs th at  utiliz e the fuel that is in the  g rou nd a litt le bit  be tte r than  do the  wa ter  rea cto rs to pos tpone the  day when we will be forced  to use bre ede r reacto rs.  Eve n whe n we get  to breede r rea cto rs,  we will stil l need to have  the  conv er ter -ty pe  reactor s.
So it isn’t a shor t-t erm pro gra m we are  look ing at . This will go well into  the  next centu ry.
Senator  Pastore . So, to sum up, the  mere  fact th at  this cut was pre dic ated upon the  length  of time  it has  tak en for the  Congres s io act upon these budget  reques ts, the fac t of the  m at te r is th at  these req uests  were subm itted  with that in mind?
Dr . Pittman. Absolute ly, Sen ato r.

N E E D  FO R  F U N D S

Senator  Pastore . And,  fur the rmore , much of the $15 million  in­cluded in this  $28.5 million  for res toration  is mon ey that  became  obl igated at the  tim e th at  thes e proposals, agreem ent s, are con sum ­ma ted ?
Dr. P ittma n. '1 he whole am ount becom es obl iga ted .
Senator Pastore . When you do th at  in Oc tob er and  April you are up aga ins t a piopos ition th at  you  need the  ap prop ria ted fun ds before the y can be obligate d?
Di . P ittman. Th at  is r ight , sir.
Dr . Seaborg. I migh t make one more  poin t abo ut the  need for thi s $15 million.  These rea cto rs are also a sor t of bridge , a pro vin g
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ground toward the ultimate attainment  of the  breeder reactors, and 
this is another consideration.

Dr. Pittman. That is using the sodium technology. We will he 
developing intermediate reactors which need sodium technology tha t 
will be of use for fast breeders. The $12 million tha t we mentioned 
is not par t of the $28 million. Tha t is added.

Dr. Seaborg. $12 million.
Senator  Pastore. It  is not par t of that?
Dr. P ittman. No, sir. The $3 million is however.

E F F E C T  O F C U T  ON O V E R A L L  PR O G R A M

Senator Pastore. So, psychologically, and as a practical proposi­
tion, if this cut is made at  this time, what would it do to the overall 
program?

Dr. Seaborg. It  would d rag it to a halt, stop it.
Senator Hill. It would just  stop this program?
Dr. Seaborg. This cooperative program, which, in a sense, is the 

payoff for the whole program that we have spent  a considerable 
amount of money on because of its promise in the past.

Senator  Hill. I think one of the best points you have made here, 
too, is this. When you made out  this budget, requested this money, 
you contemplated tha t a large part of it would be used, say, from 
January 1 to Ju ly 1. Is th at correct?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator  Hill. When von think  of making a reduction, it is the 

idea tha t you didn’t get your first 6 months, it simply doesn’t fit 
this particu lar situation.

Dr. Seaborg. No. Tha t only applies to a small par t of it.
B R E A K D O W N  O F P R O JE C T S

Senator Bible. Mr. Chairman, in line with tha t question which 
you just asked Dr. Seaborg—do you have a breakdown showing us or 
showing the committee how that is programed? Most of it comes 
between Jan uary  1, 1964, and July  1, 1964?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes, we have.
Senator  B ible. It  didn ’t seem to be in your statement except as a 

conclusion.
Dr. Seaborg. I said in my statement tha t only $8% million of i t 

would not be in the category of obligating in the second half of 
the year. In othe r words, the principle of reducing-----

Senator Bible. This is why you asked for $28% million instead of 
$33% million?

Dr. Seaborg. Tha t is right.
Senator Bible. But  I mean do you have the programs of the 

individual advance reactors tha t figure in the  $15?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes, we do. Tha t is a program, a time schedule 

tha t we would like to apply there.
Senator Bible. That is before the committee, the time schedule?
Dr. P ittman. That has been submitted to the committee in the 

form of a breakdown of the various projects tha t would come in 
mostly in the second half. Tha t has been submitted, sir.

Senator Bible. Thank you very much, Dr. Pittm an.
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H A L T IN G  GF PR OG RA M

As I understand it, then, if you were not to receive this $15 million 
for the advanced reactors, this program would grind to a halt. You 
would simplv he hack to the Congress asking for the same program in 
the next few months because you are convinced that this is a necessary 
pa rt of developing the overall cooperative reactor partnership?

I)r. P ittman. That is right, sir. The cooperative effort with the 
utility and the equipment manufactur ing indust ry will stop now if 
we don’t get this money. It  stops at a time when we have gotten 
our whole program to the point where the “proof-of-the-pudding” is 
in the utilities coming into this program and using these reactors. 
The only way we can get them to use these advanced reactors is to 
do it on a cooperative venture, because the advanced reactors have 
not yet gotten to the point  where they are quite economically com­
petitive, so it is a very crucial period in our whole development of 
civilian nuclear power.

S IE R R A  PA C IF IC  PO W ER

Senator Bible. I want to jus t finish my thought there.
1 am aware of the interest  tha t one of our principal private utilities 

in the State of Nevada has in this program, and tha t is Sierra Pacific 
Power, which was alluded to by Dr. Seaborg. I know they have 
spent many, many man-hours at work in an atte mpt to work out a 
proposal tha t could be helpful in an area where theie  is no further 
hydroelectric power and there simply is no other sources for power 
other than this proposed atomic reactor, and in tha t respect this 
would certainly be a very disappointing development because they 
press along in this direction and are hopeful tha t they can work out 
something.

So I would see nothing whatever to be gained, Mr. Chairman, by 
delaying this for a ma tter  of 6, 7, or 8 months. It  seems to me it 
would be a real blow.

Dr. Seaborg. The Sierra Pacific people came to Washington and 
had an interesting conference-----

Senator Bible. So I am advised.
Dr. Seaborg. With the Commission on their interest. It is a very 

considerable interest.
Senator Bible. It  is a very acute and live interest , and they are 

prepared to go forward in at ieast the exploratory stages.
I c an’t see what would be gained by completely cutting this off for, 

say, a period of a year.
B R E E D E R  T Y PE S

Senator Pastore. Are these advanced types tha t we are talking 
about, are they to do with breeder types?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes. Some of them are steps on the road to breeder 
types. The sodium cooled graphite reactor is an advanced converter, 
but much of the technology tha t would be learned about handling 
sodium for cooling would apply to the breeders tha t use sodium for 
cooling, and tha t is a broad area of the breeder technology.

Senator Pastore. You know this and others know it, but for the 
purpose of the record the breeder type is the reactor  that  produces 
more fuel than it consumes.
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Dr. S eaborg. Tha t is right, and hence uses all of the raw material, 
all of the uranium, or all of the thorium.

CONTRIB UTIO N BY  IN DUST RY

Mr. Abbadessa. Mr. Chairman, could I make one point tha t is very 
important?

We have continually referred to this as a cooperative arrangement. 
1 think i t is importan t to realize that this $15 million doesn’t represent 
the Government spending all the money for the reactors. Industry  
puts in a large portion of the money. For ins tance, in the three most 
recent projects, southern California, the city of Los Angeles, and 
Connecticut Yankee, we are using our money for assistance, primarily 
design assistance. In Connec ticut Yankee we are putt ing in about 
$6 million, but they are put ting  in between $60 and $70 million. 
Our contribu tion represents  about 10 percent. They are actually 
building the reactor and the generating  facilities, so when you look 
at the $15 million, in conjunction with indus try expenditures, it is 
really a much larger amount of money tha t is being put into the pro­
gram, and it is a case where the Government puts in less than private  
indus try as of this stage. I think  this might be important in your 
deliberations.

Senator Pastore. But you have already got the money for the 
Yankee and for the city of Los Angeles. The point you are making 
is tha t this other money will be used more or less along the same 
formula.

A M O U N T OF G O V E R N M E N T A L  A SSIS T A N C E

Dr. S eaborg. I think  Mr. Abbadessa is making the point tha t the 
governmental assistance here is a fraction of the tota l cost, 15 
percent or so, perhaps.

Senator Pastore. And withou t it the whole program falls on its 
face.

Dr. Seaborg. Without it these three reactors that  he referred to, 
the Southern California Edison and the Los Angeles Power & Light 
and the Connecticut  Yankee would not have been buil t or would 
not now be under planning for building.

They, of course, haven’t been built yet.
Senator H ill. I take it from what you said Federal funds are 

absolutely essential to go forward?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes, sir.

S C IE N T IF IC  K N O W LED G E AND L E A D E R SH IP

Senator Hill. But  perhaps we might say that the greater  contri­
bution you make is in your scientific knowledge in advice and counsel 
and the leadership you provide, is th at  correct?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes, we make a great contr ibution there because of 
the large program on reactor  technology tha t the  Commission has 
carried on over the years. The utilities look to us for the develop­
ment of the type, and at a certain stage when it has neared final 
development, they are ready to build a particular  reactor with this 
cooperative arrangement under which the Commission then provides 
a small fraction of the cost.

Senator H ill. Any other questions on this?
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All right,  Doctor.
Dr . Seabohg. All rig ht .

P h y sic a l  R esea r c h  P ro gr am

The es tim ate  for thi s program  am ou nts to  $2 19  million or ab ou t 
$36 million ove r fiscal ye ar  1963. Alm ost $17  mill ion of this increase  
is for researc h in high-energy physics . In  thi s field, two new ma jor  acc ele rators—one  at  Camb ridge , Mass.,  and  one at  Prince ton , X .J .— 
have been pu t into full opera tion during the  pa st  year  and  ma jor  
modifications  to  the  be va tro n at  B erkeley , Calif ., hav e been com ple ted . 
I am also plea sed  to st at e th at  a shor t tim e ago the new 12.5  bev  zero 
grad ient  s ynchrot ron  (ZGS ), a t Argonne Na tio na l La bo ra to ry  sta rte d 
ope rat ion s. With  the  s ta rt  of thi s machine,  the Com miss ion now has eig ht  ma jor  high-en ergy  accel era tor s in opera tio n.

I will have the pleasu re of going  to Chicago  on Decem ber  4 to help 
dedic ate  the  ZGS, and  I will go to Pr inc eto n on Decem ber  7 to help ded ica te the  proton  accel era tor  at  Princeto n.

/Vs im po rtan t as high-energy physics is, I wou ld no t wa nt thi s com­
mitt ee  to lose sig ht of the  very excellen t research 1 believe we are 
per formin g in the othe r phy sical sciences, inc lud ing  our low-energy 
physics pro gram, and  ou r chem ist ry and  mate ria ls researc h act ivi ties .

I believe T have emphas ized  thi s each time th a t I hav e app eared befo re your com mittee, Mr. Chairma n.

C o n tr o lled  T h er m o n u c lea r  R esea r c h

I also belie ve the  research we are  doin g in the field of con trol led 
the rm onuclea r rea ctions will prove to be mo st rew ard ing .

I would like to stop for  a mo me nt and  say  som eth ing  ab ou t this , 
because we are  ap pa rent ly  beginning to near the po int of im po rta nt  breakthrou gh s in thi s field.

Ju st  before I came here th is mo rning, Dr . Jo hn  Foste r, who is the  
Di rector  of the  Liv erm ore  La bo ratory , and Dr. Ch ester  Van Atta , 
and  Dr . Ric hard Post,  wh o has  the  more dir ec t responsibil ity  for the  
the rm onuclea r rea ctions research a t Liverm ore , came in to see me in 
my office to tell me ab ou t some exc iting  r esu lts  th a t they  a re now ob­
tainin g. Th ey  have dev ised  a co nta inmen t me tho d which seems to 
be very successful wh ere by  th ey  have two coil s wi th opposing m agn etic 
fields which gives lise to an an ular  space of min imu m ma gnetic field 
between the  two coils so th at the  ma gnetic field is increasing in all 
dir ect ion s from thi s anulu s, from  thi s do nu t. Th is is exac tly  w ha t we 
have been sea rch ing  for all these years , because th is makes  it poss ible 
to confine this pla sma in a region where it  is sta ble, where the field is 
increas ing  a t all times so th at it  conta ins  it  in thi s analu s, in this do nu t.

Th ey  feel w ith this  it will be possible to get  much  lo nger confinement tim es than  hav e been poss ible in the  past.
I sing a prin ciple sim ilar  to this , bu t no t as good , Sov iet scientis ts 

have  increased con fine ment times by  a tho usa ndfold within  the  las t 
ye ar  or two. Th is was an ap pa ra tus th at  I saw  when  1 visi ted the  Sovie t Union .

So we are on the  thresh old  of a breakthrou gh  here . And it would 
be iron ical  and  un fo rtu na te  if j us t as we reach thi s po int  we fail to go 
ahead  with  it, whereas  the  Sov iets  and  the othe rs  recog nize the
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importance of it, and begin to put  increased emphasis on it at this 
time, which they are, by the way.

With respect to this research, it would he most unfortunate if the 
Commission were forced to eliminate, a t this point in time, one of the 
research approaches to the controlled thermonuclear program as 
recommended by the House committee. It  is premature to make an 
informed judgment at this time regarding which of the several alter­
nates should he eliminated. The Commission expects to have enough 
research behind it in 2 years to be able to make concept selections.

The amount of $3,750,000 was earmarked by the House committee 
as the reduction  related to this program, and we are requesting restora­
tion of this full amount.

Ot h e r  R esea r c h  P ro gr ams

The House committee would reduce the other activities of the 
physical research program by $23,190,000 on the basis ot holding these 
activities to the fiscal year 1903 level with the exception of high-energy 
physics which is allowed some growth. If one assumes tha t the basis 
for the increase allowed for high-energy physics was to permit opera­
tion of new facilities on which construction has recently been com­
pleted, I would point out tha t we have a comparable basis for in­
creases in the o ther activities of the  physical research program. For 
example, under the programs of low-energy physics, mathematics, 
chemistry, and metallurgy, we will have coming mto operation such 
major research tools as the Ames research reactor, the Brookhaven 
high-flux beam reactor, the Oak Ridge high-flux isotope reactor, and 
the LRL Berkeley 88-inch cyclotron. These facilities represent an 
investment of tens of millions of dollars. Under the budgetary re­
strictions  of the House committee allowance, the effective utilization 
of these facilities would not be possible. However, in recognition of 
delays occasioned by the late appropriation, we are not requesting full 
restoration. We have estimated tna t the amount provided by the 
House committee report for other than the Sherwood programs should 
be increased $20,250,000.

R e sea r c h  P ro gr am  R ed u c tio n

This amount together with the Sherwood restoration would total 
$24 million which we believe should be added to the House committee 
allowance for th is program.

Senator Pastore. What did they cut vou?
Mr. Corso. $26,940,000.
Senator Pastore. You are asking for $24 million?
Mr. Corso. Yes, sir.

BIOLOGY AND MEDICINE PROGRAM

Dr. Seaiiorg. Operating costs for the biology and medicine pro­
gram in fiscal year 1964 are estimated by the Commission at almost 
$77 million, an increase of about $8 million over the amount budgeted 
for fiscal year 1963. It is mv judgment that the medical and biologi­
cal research we are conducting in the field of radiation  is among the 
most important being conducted in the life sciences in the world today.

25—745— C3
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I t is vita l that  we imp rov e our  know ledge and un de rst andin g of these fields of science which can so pro fou ndly affe ct fu tur e dev elo pm ents in oth er fields ran gin g from the  dev elo pm ent of nuc lea r weapons, nuc lear  exp losive d evices for peaceful uses, the develop me nt of c ivil ian and mi lita ry rea cto rs,  to the  use of rad ioa cti ve  isotopes in indu str y,  agriculture , and  medicine.
With  the  demands for knowledge  so urg ent  in this field of science, I am most concern ed with  the  effect the  proposed House comm itte e redu ction of ove r $8 million  mig ht hav e o r our research  progress. Ce ita inlv the re will be some  saving s because  of  t he  delay  in  the  a pp ro ­priatio ns,  but  at mo st this  would am ount to slig htly  over $1 million. I would also add  that the  Commission pur sues and  will con tinue  to pursue a policy of a high degree of se lec tiv ity  in appro vin g researc h project proposals  to assure  the  selec tion of those which will make the greates t contr ibuti on  to the  programs of the  C omm ission. In keep ing with the  u rgency  of th is pio gra m,  we a re req uesting  th at  $7 million of the  proposed reduct ion  of $8,328,000 in this  pr ogram  be  res tored by  th e Senate.

IN T E R E S T IN G  PR O G R A M S

1 migh t say  that  there are some very int ere sting  pro grams  here  in biology; pro gra ms  on the  mechanism of the inducin g of cancer,  for exam ple, where some im porta nt progress  has been rec ent ly made at  the Oak Ridge La bo ratory; and  oth er prog rams in the  field of biology and medicine , from extension of life in general to the  study of the  me cha­nisms of var ious diseases, in add itio n to stu die s on the  effect of radi a­tion , and 1 thi nk  it would be too bad  if this were cut down.I do n’t know wheth er you wan t us to say  som eth ing  abou t th at  pro grr m.
NE ED  FOR INCR EA SE  OVER 1963 AP PR OP RIAT ION

Senator  Pastore. Before you  do, ma y I ask  a quest ion  to  ge t an answ er on the record?
Ap paren tly  the  House gave you  the  same  figure th at they  g ave  y ou las t yea r?
Dr.  Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Pastore. Now, wh at hav e you  go t to answer  to th at ? Th is was im po rtan t last  ye ar  a nd  it was im po rtan t this year.Dr . Seaborg. Yes.
Senator  P astore. Wh y do you  need $8 million more  thi s year?  That  is the  argume nt you are  going  to get . Expla in th at .Dr.  Seaborg. Yes. Fo r one thing , of course, ju st  to ca rry  on last  ye ar ’s pr ogram will cos t $5 million more , even if we on ly did  the  s ame thin gs th at  we did la st  y ear .
Senator  P asto re. Why? Tel l us why.
Dr . Seaborg. The increased  cos t of ca rry ing  on research,  the increased cost  of facili ties , the  general  cos t of living,  increased sala ry for  the  scient ists  and the  tec hnicians  and so fo rth  amo un ts to some thing  of the  ord er of 6 to 8 perce nt per y ear, a nd  we kno w thi s from  exp eri­ence for every  year  since  the beg inn ing  of the Ato mic  En ergy  Co m­mission, so thi s doesn ’t am ou nt  to very mu ch more than  holding ou r own.
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It would probably mean a couple of million dollars expansion on a 
highly selective basis in areas that  have shown some of this promise 
that  I have alluded to.

Senator Fast ore. I think that  answers my question.
Dr. Seaborg. Do you want to add anything to tha t, Dr. Dunham?
Dr. Dunham. 1 will be glad to answer any questions.
Dr. S eaborg. Maybe you might say something about tha t program 

in Oak Ridge.
Mr. Abbadessa. Also, the Livermore program is a new program.

A R G U M E N T  IN  C O N FE R E N C E

Senator P astore. In conference you will be beset with the argument 
we gave you the same amount this year.

It is a  good program. It  is an important program. It was good 
last year. It still is good this year. We are giving you the same 
amount of money this year as we did last year.

Now, I would like to know the rebuttal to that.
Dr. Dunham. The rebu ttal is a twofold rebuttal. One, we have 

come into new facilities which will make the inci eased cost of utilizing 
them about $2 to  $2# million. There is the cost of living, and finally, 
there is the new program, intensification of effort in the field of the 
understanding of the production, transport and eventual dissemina­
tion of fallout from nuclear weapons and from the Plowshare program, 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Senator Pasture. Which we did not have in last year’s budget?
Dr. Dunham. We did not have this in last year’s budget, and we 

would like to bi* able to spend about $2 million operating funds on 
tha t program this year.

Senator Pasture. No. 1, if the House cut is sustained, you will 
have to abandon tha t program, either tha t or take it out of other 
programs?

Dr. Dunham. I don’t think we can. We will have to take it out 
of somebody else’s hide. As I think we indicated in one of our s tate ­
ments, l ast year we scanned our program very carefully and we elimi­
nated about $2 million worth of offsite activity, and I don't know how 
much of th at sort of thing we can do regularly.

Senator  Pasture. In other  words, with this expansion and the cut 
of $8 million, if that cut is sustained, you really would have to contract 
your activities?

Dr. Dunham. Definitely would have to back up; definitely.

P rogram  at  O ak R id g e

Now, as to the program at Oak Ridge, we have a joint activity 
with the National Cancer Inst itute  of two types. One, making 
available some of the talents there in the study of chemical and 
radiation carcinogens. Another rather fascinating development is 
that  one of the biologists there has modified the gas centrifuge in such 
a way that he can get out of human white cells virus particles in 
patien ts with leukemia, in over 80 percent of the cases. This is a 
very important breakthrough, and the effort is jo intly supported by 
AEC and by the Cancer Insti tute.  In fact, they are p utting in more 
money than we are at this moment because they are so excited about it.
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Senator Hill. I didn’t get that. Will you state that again? Senator Pastore. I just told him this for your benefit.Dr. Seaborg. 1 think this is very impor tant. Tha t is why Iparticularly wanted to mention this one. 1 had the opportuni ty of going down and looking into this program firsthand a few weeks ago. and 1 was very impressed by it, and also impressed by how tightly the program is funded. They cannot realize the potential if it is cut back at all; it was clear to me.

C E N T R IF U G E  T E C H N IQ U E S

Mr. Dunham. To get back to your question, Mr. Chairman, the people at the NIH  have demonstra ted in experimental leukemia in mice the presence of these virus bodies, and they can with conventional centrifuge techniques concentrate them to a certain extent and trans­mit the disease. The question has always arisen wliat has this to do with human leukemia? In some human leukemia cases with con­ventional centrifuge techniques viruslike particles are seen. But with this new centiifuge, which was an offspring of one developed for production purposes-----
Dr. Seaborg. Developed by the Atomic Energy Commission.Dr. Dunham. We now can get it out of 80 percent of people with leukemia out of their  white cells.

J O IN T  E F F O R T

One of those centrifuge heads is now at the National Cancer Inst i­tute.  1 was over there the other day and they are very excited as they see these things come out. It is a real step forward, I think, in the cancer field, and it pleases me as a join t effort on behalf of the two agencies, and so it takes a l ittle of the  t ag away from AEC of always producing something harmful to the people.I th ink we are going to be helpful.
Dr. Seaborg. This was a centrifuge, an ultracentrifuge of a special kind, developed in connection with our classified weapons program, but it was known within the laborato ry tha t this was available, and this led to this joint program with the National Inst itutes of Health , which we are all very excited about, but which needs a t this critical stage the funding to  carry it on.

G R O W T H  IN  PR O G R A M

Dr. English. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one more point.The problem of cost of living has been mentioned. However, dur­ing the last fiscal year in this program, and this is true , also, of other programs, there was a planned small growth, which means that the program we had going as of the end of the fiscal year was a larger program than the average during the year, so that* if we are held to the same average level in 1964 it means the program must go down again. So really holding it to last year ’s level means a reduction in the program for this reason, too.
Senator H ill. It would completely impair the program?Dr. English. 1 think so.
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T r a in in g , E d uc a tio n , an d  I n fo rm atio n  P rogr am

Dr. Seaborg. Our 1964 budget estimate of $17,194,000 provides 
for the continuat ion of the activities  of the Commission supporting 
training in the nuclear sciences and engineering and the dissemination 
of the technical information reflecting the results of the Commission’s 
research and development activities. This amount also provides 
$1,210,000 not included in the 1963 budget for prepara tion for a 
Third International Conference on Atomic Energy to be held in 
Geneva in the fall of 1964.

You will recall that  two previous conferences were held in Geneva 
in 1955 and 1958.

The Commission carries out its training responsibilities by means 
of operating courses, and granting of fellowships, and items of equip­
ment to qualified individuals and institutions , respectively. Our 
responsibilities to disseminate technical information are carried out 
through the support of technical publications, museums, and exhibits.

The House committee allowance of $14,350,000 represents a reduc­
tion of $2,844,000 to our request and would bring our program down 
to essentially the 1963 level. If this reduction were allowed to stand, 
it is obvious that we would not be able to meet our responsibilities 
for support of the Third International Conference to be held at 
Geneva and would severely curtail to a dangerous point, in my per­
sonal opinion, our ability to support essential training, educational, 
and informational activities. Therefore, on a selective basis, the 
details of which are set out in our written  justification materials, the 
Commission is requesting restora tion of $2,400,000 of the proposed 
reduction of $2,844,000.

I so t o pes  D e v e l o p m e n t  P ro gr am

The fiscal year 1964 operating cost estimates for this program 
amount to $9.3 million. I believe we have only scratched the surface 
in the potential exploitation of the use of radioisotopes in our com­
merce and industry. 1 am also convinced tha t radioisotopes have a 
role in space technology as a source of auxiliary power for which there 
exists no suitable substi tute. Also, I am sure you are well familiar 
with the promising research we are conducting in the use of isotopes 
for the radiation pasteurization of food. It  is most impor tant that  
the Commission conduct the research and do the development work 
to gain the technology that  will permit effective utilization of radio­
isotopes in these endeavors.

Therefore, 1 am sure you will unders tand my concern over the 
detrimental effects on the progress in this program which could result 
from the reductions made by the House committee. Accordingly, 
the Commission is proposing restorat ion of half of the reduction, or 
$700,000. The details in support of this requested restoration are set 
forth in the  justification materia l we have submit ted to you.

C iv il ia n  A p pl ic a t io n  o f  N u c lea r  E x pl o siv es— P lo w sh a r e

The Plowshare program is devoted to developing nuclear devices 
for scientific and excavation uses. While the $15.1 million in oper­
ating costs budgeted for th is program in fiscal year 1964 does reflect 
an increase of over $5 million from the 1963 level, this increase is 
fully warranted by the level of experimentation which must be con-
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ducted to fulfill within a reasonable time period the tremendous 
promise th at nuclear devices have for a varie ty of civil applications. 
The budget level proposed by the House committee, a reduction of 
$5 million from the estimate, would severely limit our ability to 
perform necessary experimental detonations and thus possibly defer 
indefinitely the time by which we could expect to reap the benefits 
of this development effort.

Senator H ill. Doctor, this program has been going on some time, 
hasn’t it?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes. This program has been going on for about 7 
years.

Senator H ill. When do you expect to have the answers?
Dr. Seaborg. We are developing the explosives tha t are needed, 

and the technology for using these explosives, on a program time 
schedule which could lead to a sufficient technology to dig a major 
canal—for example, a second canal against the Isthmus—in about 5 
years.

EFFE C T  OF  L IM IT E D  N UC LEA R  W EA PO N  T E ST  BAN TR EATY

Senator Hill. You wanted to ask a question, Senator?
Senator Pastore. Yes.
What have you got to say to the argument which was made at the 

time of the nuclear te st ban agreement hearing to the effect tha t much 
of this work a t the present time, unless an exception is worked out, 
would be in violation of the  nuclear test ban agreement?

Dr. Seaborg. The work in fiscal years 1964 and 1965 wouldn’t 
have this problem. This program envisages the conduct of under­
ground nuclear tests to develop the clean nuclear explosives that  are 
required, and certain other underground tests, and possibly some very 
small earthmoving experiments that  would not have any chance of 
injecting sufficient radioactivity into the air to violate the test ban 
agreement.

U N D E R G R O U N D  T E ST IN G

Senator Pastore. Wouldn’t you have about the same objective 
when it comes to even weapons tests underground? Do I make 
myself clear? You are asking for money and are receiving money 
for underground testing.

Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Pastore. Now, this is part of the underground testing, too.
Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Pastore. And the objectives are more or less the same, 

aren’t they, insofar as these underground experiments are concerned?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes, but  these are not truly  weapons development 

experiments, these underground explosives. Sometimes they have 
both aspects to some extent, the development of weapons and the 
development of explosives tha t are particularly applicable to the 
Plowshare program. When that  is the case, then we budget from 
both budgets, the weapons development budget and the Plowshare.

But the amount of money t ha t we need here is required in order to 
conduct those experiments th at are clearly Plowshare in their  applica­
tions concerning the clean devices tha t would be used in the Plowshare 
experiments.
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COM M IT TED F U N D S----- W E A PO N S T E ST IN G

Senator Pastore. In other  words, are you saying that  the money 
tha t will be appropriated or is appropr iated for weapons testing under­
ground is all committed or will he committed?

Dr. Seaborg. Is all committed, is committed to testing  weapons 
which are not suitable for the Plowshare program. So we quite 
carefully keep these two programs apart .

Senator Pastore. In other words, there is no utilization you could 
make of that  money to accomplish the objectives that  you have in 
mind under this appropriation?

Dr. S eaborg. 1 would say we make the maximum utilization that  
we can, as long as they are weapons tests.

Obviously the weapons tests have brought us to the point we are, 
and have made constributions to the Plowshare program, but in 
addition to tha t we need to test  devices that  are oriented to the 
Plowshare program, and wouldn’t contribute  to the weapons program.

Mr. Abbadessa. Mr. Chairman, could I clarify that? I believe 
our chairman is saying we make the maximum use of the technical 
knowledge we get out of the weapons programs. However, we 
cannot and would not use money that  the Congress appropriated  for 
weapons in this program to supplement  this line in our budget.

P R E P A R A T IO N  F O R  C O N F E R E N C E

Senator Pastore. In conference, I like to go with my strongest 
foot forward and I don’t like to enhance a weak cause for fear tha t it 
might destroy my position on a st rong one.

The point I am trying to establish here is this: I think I asked Dr. 
Seaborg when he appeared before our committee whether or not we 
had any of these projects in contemplation for at least the next 4 or 5 
years, and I think  your answer was in the negative.

Now, you come in here and the House has allowed you the same 
figure as you were granted last year, which would indicate tha t there 
is a step-up even in this, even in face of the nuclear tes t ban agreement.

I was wondering just how strong my position would be with reference 
to this as against your biology and your isotopes and your cooperative 
demonstration program. In other words, I am try ing to get down to 
bare necessities on this, because I am afraid if you begin to  advocate 
a weak cause you take the steam out of a strong one.

Dr. Seaborg. Yes. We need this to develop devices in under­
ground explosions tha t will be cleaner than devices we now have, so 
tha t they can be applicable to the Plowshare excavation projects 
later on.

The budget is such tha t in order to carry on a program at the rate 
tha t we think  is feasible and desirable, we need about $15 million.

D E V E L O P M E N T  O F F A L L O U T  F R E E  D E V IC E

Senator Pastore. Do vou really seriously feel tha t you can de­
velop a device that  will be fallout free and not in violation of the 
nuclear test ban agreement to accomplish these harbors  and these 
canals you are talking about?
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I)r . S eaborg. 1 th ink that we can  deve lop a device th at  will he 
so rel ative ly fallou t free th at  we could, 1 do n’t know  how soon, 
cond uct a large  exc ava tion  experim ent  with in the  boundar ies  of the  
United  States  that would  not vio late the  test  han trea ty .

Th en  before we could ac tua lly  use thi s to dig  a harbo r or  a canal 
across th e isth mu s or wh at-hav e-y ou, we would  have  to have a 
mod ifica tion in the  trea ty .

N ee d  fo r  I ncrea se d  B udg et

Se na tor  P astore. Now, will someone explain the ste p-u p of $5 
million over last  yea r?

Dr. Seaborg. I th ink  th at  we have detaile d figures here, bu t 
perhap s Mr. Kelly,  who is in cha rge of the Plowsh are  program , 
could  give  the  best exp lanatio n.

Se na tor  H ill . Do you wan t to come aro und a lit tle  closer, Mr . 
Kelly?

Mr.  K elly . Ma ybe  if I ta lk  loud  you can hea r me from here.
I might point out that in fiscal year 1963 we di dn ’t do any ma jor  

exper iment  tow ard  develop ing the  app lica tion.
In fiscal yea r 1964 we would hope that we can do th at . Also, we 

would  hope to speed up the  dev elopment  of the devices th at  Dr . 
Seabo rg has talk ed abou t.

Th ere  are several such proje cts  th at  we know of and  have  been 
appro ached about.

D E V E L O P M E N T  O F IN F O R M A T IO N

Also, in these undergr ound sho ts deve loping the devices and  the  
smal l-scale exp eriments  de veloping the cra ter ing  technolo gy, we l earn  
more ab ou t how th<‘ device  in ter ac ts with  the media, the rock , and  
th at  s or t of thing. We are develop ing inform atio n th at will be useful  
in min ing and oil reco very indust ries . We are carry ing  on a numb er 
of con ver sat ion s with those  indust ries, and expect to receive within  
the nex t 12 mo nth s or  so severa l proposa ls for thi s so rt of uti lization  
of nuc lear explosives.

In add ition, we are  look ing a t some scient ific app lica tions,  th at  is, 
using the  very  high neutr on  flux from nucle ar explosives  to make 
isoto pes of elem ents  th at  are  very ha rd to mak e othe rwise, that  is the  
tra nsuran ium elem ents , and  we have m ade  some progres s in this , and  
we expect  to make more within the  next 6 to 12 mo nth s.

B R E A K D O W N  ON U SE OF M ON EY

Dr. Seaborg . I th ink  I can give you a breakd own.
Sena tor  Hill. Go ahe ad,  Docto r.
Dr. S eaborg. As an exam ple,  the re is ab ou t $4 million ou t of the  

$14 million, it was $15 million bu t thi s would be $14 million, for re ­
search and  develop men t to explore thes e various  app lications of 
Plow share, $4J£ million is for the  tes tin g of thes e devices,  try ing to de­
velop a very clean device , ab ou t $3 mi llion is for dev eloping cra ter ing  
tech nolo gy, and then ab ou t a lit tle  less than  $3 million is for such  
scien tific exp erim ents as the  prepara tio n of new tra nsuran ium ele­
me nts  and o the r isotopes. Tha t is abou t how it add s up to $14 million.



PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 19 64 55

CRATERING

Senator Bible. How do you work that cratering, Doctor? Is that  
similar to tha t Sedan you had in the test site?

Dr. S eaborg. Yes, hut we wouldn’t he able to do it on tha t scale 
now.

Senator Bible. But you still can conduct it in the atmosphere?
If it is kept small?
Dr. Seaborg. No, no; these would he very small shots, and in 

some cases even chemical explosives, hut before we could conduct a 
large excavation experiment under the test ban we would have to 
have cleaner devices than we now have. Tha t is why so small a 
proportion of the budget is in crate ring technology in fiscal 1964.

You see, it is mostly in the other areas development of the clean 
devices, and the research and development aspects of Plowshare.

Ot h e r  T est  P ro gr am s

Senator Bible. Under what category does the testing which you 
did out at Fallon, that isn’t the Plowshare program at all?

Dr. S eaborg. No, sir; Vela.
Senator Bible. That was the detection program?
Dr. S eaborg. Yes; that  is another budget; Vela is actually in the 

Department of Defense, hut experiments are conducted by the 
Atomic Energy Commission.

Senator Bible. Was there  any fallout as a result of tha t?
Dr. Seaborg. No.
Senator Bible. Was it all contained?
Dr. Seaborg. All contained and completely contained.
All the shots tha t we have carried on since the  test ban trea ty have 

been, in effect, completely contained—100 percent contained.

A c t iv it ie s  P la n n ed  U n der  T rea ty

Senator Bible. Then your response to the House statem ent I 
think it is fairly clear, but they make a p oint'that by virtue of the test 
ban trea ty the program will be delayed.

Dr. Seaborg. No.
Senator Bible. Your answer to that , straight up, is that that 

statement  is wrong?
Dr. Seaborg. Tha t is right; it is wrong.
Senator Bible. For the reasons you have given?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
The time when we can apply them full scale may be delayed, but 

the program that we have to develop them, the clean explosives, can 
go forward.

Senator Bible. You are not only delaying it, but you are increasing 
it again from $10 to $15 million?

Dr. Seaborg. Yes; and this is, of course, in part due to this em­
phasis on developing these clean devices. But these are devices that 
we would have to develop in any case, whether we had a test ban treaty 
or not.

We changed the order of our program a little bit because of the 
test ban treaty , and will develop the clean device first before we do 
the cratering experiments.
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Senator Bible. But if no test ban trea ty had been signed, then you would be asking for this amount of money in any event., in this parti cu lar  field?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Bible. The Plowshare program?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes: we would. It  would be about the same.Senator Bible. Thank you, Doctor.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PR O G R A M  D IR E C T IO N  AND A D M IN IS T R A T IO N

Dr. Seaborg. Tha t completes my outline and budget picture for the operating programs ol the Commission. The funds to cover the costs ot the day-to-day workload associated with the adminis tration of the execution of these operating programs are provided under the heading “Program direction and administration.” These costs estimated at $73,415,000 in fiscal year 1964 cover the costs of salaries, travel, supplies, utilities, and so forth for the employees engaged in the direction of the Commission’s operating activities as well as those employees administer ing the regulatory activities of the Commission. 
N U M B E R  O F E M P L O Y E E S

Senator Hill. How many employees do you have to date, as a whole?
Mr. Corso. Our employment as of October 31, 1963, was 7,048 people.
Mr. Abbaoessa. Of which, 5,462 is our planned June 30, 1964, staffing level in the “Program direction and administra tion” category which we have been talking about here.
Dr. Seaborg. These responsibilities are manifold and have increased in complexity in recent years and every indication leads to the con­clusion that they will continue to increase in complexity in future years. The Commission has been most modest in requesting addi­tional staff in keeping with, the increased complexity and level of our activities, preferring to meet these demands by increased product ivity including staff reassignments and reorganizations. However, the Commission was given approval to request in its 1964 budget an increase of 148 employees. Subsequent to tha t approval, as a result of the negotiation of the  test ban treaty, the safeguards program was developed, and the Commission was given approval to reprogram over $100 million for its conduct—the bulk of these funds coming from prior year unused appropriations. With the assumption of these additional safeguard responsibilities, the Commission would have been justified in requesting a commensurate increase in its staffing, but it did not do so, choosing instead, to divert the staff suppor t for adminis­tration of this program by reassigning staff from less important activities. Therefore, the effect of the reduction proposed by the House committee in the budget estimate for program direction and administration and the commensurate reduction of 73 people from the staff request of the Commission would be doubly acute. Although we are not proposing full restoration of the proposed funds reduction, we strongly believe that  the Commission’s request for increased staff of 148 is necessary and should be approved. We now estimate tha t
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this can be accomplished along with related needs in other  objects of 
expense if $1,355,000 of the $1,855,000 reduction is res tored.

C O ST O F S A F E G U A R D  PR O G R A M

Senator Pastore. You have connected with this restoration 
request with our responsibility on the safeguards?

Dr. Seaborg. We have noted that in carrying this out, which 
includes the expenditure of $100 million more money than  we had 
anticipated when the request was made originally, tha t we would 
need supervisory personnel. This would require an increase-----

Senator Pastore. This would cost you $100 million?
Dr. Seaborg. The safeguards program will cost $100 million, yes, 

and in order to supervise tha t, the proper spending of tha t, we are 
pointing out here that personnel are needed, and perhaps it should 
have been in addition to the 148 tha t we requested. But we would 
carry this on somehow, this additional supervisory responsibility, 
within the increase of 148.

Senator Pastore. Where is the $100 million tha t will be necessary 
for the safeguards?

Mr. Corso. It  is in the weapons program.
Senator Pastore. It  is in the weapons program, right?
Mr. Corso. Tha t is right.
Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
Senator Pastore. This is the supervisory. In other  words, this is 

exclusive of whatever is necessary under  the weapons program?
IN C R E A S E  IN  S T A F F IN G

Mr. Corso. This is right, sir. What the chairman is talking about 
is tha t we had permission to request an increase in staffing of 148 
people in our fiscal 1964 budget. Subsequent to tha t approval, the 
safeguards program was approved.

Senator Pastore. These 148, are they within the weapons program?
Dr. Seaborg. No; the whole Commission.
Senator  P astore. The whole Commission?
Dr. Seaborg. And it was subsequent to tha t approval tha t the 

safeguards program with the additional responsibility came into 
being.

Senator Pastore. And you are willing to absorb that responsibility?
Dr. Seaborg. Yes; within the 148.
Mr. Corso. That is right.
Dr. Seaborg. I am pointing out tha t to go below the 148-----
Senator  P astore. By a half million dollars.
Dr. Seaborg. Would be very difficult.

P O S IT IO N S  R E Q U E S T E D

Mr. A bbadessa. We have requested 148 positions, sir. At the 
time of the safeguard program, we just put  in money to operate  the 
program and did not pu t in any money for additional Government 
employment. Now, the House has come along and cut our 148 
request by  73, so it really has a double effect, because we were planning 
to absorb the increase in our Government payroll for the safeguard 
program out of the original request for 148 positions.
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Senator Pastore. The point I am trying to establish, though, the personnel tha t you require under your weapons program, is tha t by contract as against this which is civil service employees which are required in the home office to see tha t the program is properly carried out?
Mr. Abbadessa. That is correct, sir.
Senator  Past ore . That is w hat we a re tal kin g abou t.Dr . Sexborg. These people, yes.
Mr . Abbadessa. 'The hundred  million dol lars  would cove r ha rd­ware,  co nt ractor  pers onnel, labora tori es,  and  expenditu res  of that na tur e, hut none  of that  mon ey goes to increase  the Go vernm ent pa y­roll which is in thi s line item . At the  time that  the Commiss ion con ­side red our  test ban req uir em ents,  it realized th at  we would hav e to put some super visory  personnel on the  Gover nm ent  payroll bu t the  Commission did not req uest add itio nal funds and  pla nned to absorb it out  of this req uest for 148 posit ions.
The House has  now red uce d thi s to 75. Th ey cut  it by  73, so that in addit ion  to-----

B U D G E T  B U R E A U  A PP R O V A L

Senator  Pasture . Who authorized 148? You mean you made a req uest for 148?
Air. Abbadessa. Tha t is correc t, sir.
Senator  Pastore . Nobody ever auth orized  148?
Mr. Corso. Th e Bureau  of the  Budget gave us perm ission to put  funds in our  bud get  for 14S a dditio nal pos itions in 1964.Mr . Abbadessa. 'They appro ved  it.
Se na tor  Pastor e. So wh at  they  ac tua lly  did was cut  it in two?Mr . Abbadessa. Th at  is cor rec t, sir, the comm itte e cut it appro xi­ma tely in half the y gave us the  plus one.
Se na tor Pastur e. Gave you  the  benef it of the  doub t?Mr . Abbadessa. Yes, sir.
Se na tor  P ast ore . All rig ht , th at  is clea r to me,  and I thi nk  it is clea r in the  reco rd now.
Se na tor  Hill, (io  ahead , Doctor.

C h a n g es  in  S e l ec te d  R eso u r c es

Dr. S ea borg. Un der this  he ading a re p rovided  the  obligat ions which are  rel ated to the  op erat ing cost s for each of the  Comm ission’s pro­gra ms  1 have  jus t discussed. I alread y men tion ed the  need  for restor a­tion  of the  $12 m illion  of obligational au th or ity  th at  is rel ate d to the  cos ts for proposed coopera tive arr angeme nts  for the  demo ns tra tio n of civi lian  power. Th e Com mission  would prop ose res tora tio n, also,  of $11 million for the  o bligat ion al au thor ity  r ela ted  to the  othe r program resto ra tio ns  I have discussed. In summ ary  the n, of the  $25,002 ,000 red uctions  proposed by’ th e House com mi ttee, the  ( omniission r equests  res to ra tio n of a to ta l "of $23 mill ion.

P la n t  and  C a pit a l  E q u ip m e n t

1 would now like to sum marize briefly’ the  bu dg et  est im ate s for pla nt  and  capit al equip me nt proposed for fiscal ye ar  1964. As you know, it is und er thi s ap prop ria tio n th at  we budget for the  cons tru c­tion pro jec ts lor each of ou r majo r pro grams  which are  authorized
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annually by the Congress. In fiscal year 1964, we are also budgeting 
for the capital equipment replacements, and additions to our existing 
plant. In prior years this latt er category has been provided under 
our operating expenses appropr iation. The justification material  
submitted to the committee includes a listing of all of the projects 
for which the Commission is requesting obligational authority  and 
so I will not go into those specific items.

I would like to point out,  however, that of the $46,145,000 reduction 
proposed by the House Appropriations Committee, $17,945,000 relates 
to the 12 construction projects the Commission proposes to undertake 
in keeping with the safeguards program under the nuclear test ban 
treaty .

Senator Pasture. Can you be a little more specific on that?  
Precisely what?

W e a po n s  P ro gram  C o n str u c tio n  P r o je c t s

Dr. Seaborg. Yes. Wc have under consideration, and we have 
requested authorization for 12 buildings, divided among the Livermore 
Weapons Laborato ry, the Los Alamos Weapons Laboratory  and 
the Sandia Weapons Labora tory, in order to strengthen these labora­
tories, in order to give them needed facilities in compliance with the 
directive by the President tha t these laboratories be strengthened 
during the test ban trea ty. In order to keep these laboratories strong 
and healthy,  we have felt that they needed these facilities. These 
facilities, as a mat ter of fact, have been long overdue in a number of 
cases, and we have asked the Joint Committee for authorization for 
these 12 buildings, and also are asking the Appropriations Committee 
for the funding rela ted to these 12 buildings.

Senator Pastore. And can you use this money and commit this 
money or obligate i t before-----

A M E N D E D  R E Q U E ST  FO R A P P R O P R IA T IO N S

Dr. S eaborg. During fiscal 1964, that  is right. The House Appro­
priations Committee has not yet acted on this. This came in as an 
amended request for appropria tions. Thus, in a sense, it is not some­
thing they have cu t out of our program. They haven’t ye t acted on it . 
But it is included in their tota l cut tha t we have given here.

Senator Pastore. You mean they haven’t acted on the authoriza­
tion?

Dr. Seaborg. They haven’t acted on the appropriation for these 
12 buildings.

Senator Hill. The estimates you mean?
Dr. Seaborg. The funding.

H O U SE  ACT IO N

Mr. Corso. They did not include the money in their allowance on 
the basis t ha t these projects were not as yet authorized.

Senator Pastore. In o ther words, this is not included in the cut? 
Mr. Corso. Yes, sir, it is included in the reduction. The amount 

allowed by the House will not provide for the $17,945,000 tha t these 
projects would require, on the basis tha t they were not as yet au­
thorized.
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Senator P astore. Then  why do you sav  they haven’t acted on it? Of course they have acted on it if they cut it out, haven’t they? I don’t follow you there.
Mr. Corso. What the Chairman meant, they have not acted on it  in the way of exercising any prejudicial a ttitu de toward the projects. They omitted them from the allowance because they were not au­thorized.

PR OJE CTS NO T AUTH O R IZ ED

Senator Pastore. Th at is the point, they haven’t been authorized
Dr. Seaborg. They haven’t been authorized. The House Appro­priations Committee, as 1 understand it, has jus t set them aside. They have not  been approved, pending authorization.
Senator Pastore. But they are included in the figure that  you consti tute as the overall figure of the  cut.
Mr. Corso. That is right, sir.
Dr. Seaborg. They are included in the $46,145,000 that we consti tute as a cut; yes, sir.
Senator Bible. What is the status of the authorizing legislation? You completed your hearings before the Join t Committee on Atomic Energy ; is tha t correct?
Dr. Seaborg. We completed those hearings.
Senator Bible . Was the  bill reported out on the House side?
Senator Pastore. I guess the House has a point here. It  has got to be authorized before it is appropriated, and if there is any delay a t all, it would be the responsibility, of course, of the Commission in bringing it  up late and our responsibility in not  repor ting it out early. When I say our, I mean the Join t Committee.

R E Q U E ST  FO R A UTH O R IZ A TIO N

Senator H ill. When did you ask for the authorizat ion?
Dr. Seaborg. A couple of weeks ago.
Senator Hill. Jus t a couple of weeks ago?
Senator Pastore. We are ready to report it out but  the fact of the mat ter is th at you might go to conference before tha t is done.Dr. Seaborg. Of course, this all has developed since the signing of the test ban treaty .
Dr. E nglish. Or presumably they could have shown appropriations subject to authorization. But  they chose to await action on the authorizat ion.

Q U E ST IO N  OF  M EC H A N IC S

Senator Pastore. The House had n’t acted in t ha t way. Of course if there is any excuse not to appropriate, they won’t, and the author­ization has been made in the past. I am getting  into the mechanics not  the justification. It  is a question of mechanics because if we go to conference before t ha t authorizat ion bill is approved by the Con­gress and signed by the President, I don’t think we will be able to recoup this money, and you might have to wait for a supplemental. Th at is about the size of it. That is the size of it.
That is the reason why I brought the subjec t up, although in the overall cu t tha t the House made, it included this, you see.
The argument  here—there is no question at all about it if the House did review this on i ts merits would allow it.
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Dr. Seaborg. I think so, because yon will recall t ha t tha t was the 
one part of our budget, the weapons part , where they didn’t make 
any cut at all.

Senator Pastore. Yes.
Dr. Seaborg. The operating budget.
Senator Pastore. All right.
Now, that  is the $17,945,000. You are going to explain the dif­

ference between that  and the $46,145,000.
O t h e r  C o n s t r u c t io n  P r o je c t s

Dr. Seaborg. Yes.
The funding for these projects was excluded from th e House com­

mittee allowance on the basis that  they were not as yet authorized. 
I am hopeful tha t the authorization action will take place in the near 
future  and that  the Senate will provide the associated funding. 1 
should like also to mention the other specific reductions proposed by 
the House Appropriations  Committee of $250,000 for the Puerto Rico 
Nuclear Center and $750,000 for the county building at Los Alamos, 
N. Mex. The Puerto Rico Nuclear Center construction amount is 
necessary to provide altera tions  and additions to the research and 
training  facilities at both the Mayaguez and Rio Piedras  locations. 
The major portion of this amount—$150,000—will be used for a shop 
building at the Mayaguez campus. This is needed to carry on ef­
fectively our training mission at this location. The amount for the 
county building at Los Alamos is in keeping with the Community 
Disposal Act provisions to turn  over to Los Alamos, when it assumes 
the responsibility of self-government, facilities in good condition to 
house municipal functions. We are progressing in our endeavor to 
convert Los Alamos into an independent, self-governing community 
rath er than a Federal town, and in my view it would be most unfor­
tuna te if thi s progress were to  be curtailed because of the  deferral of 
this facility. The estimated cost of this building has been reviewed 
intensively and in our view an adequate facility could not be provided 
at a reduced estimate.

COMMUNITY BU ILD ING IN LOS ALAMOS

Senator Bible. On that point, Doctor, because the House com­
ments on t ha t r athe r emphatically, I tun wondering if there are more 
supporting arguments than  tha t. It  says it includes $750,000 
programed for community building in Los Alamos.

The committee would be glad to consider funding of such a building, bu t it is 
convinced th at  an adequa te facili ty can be provided at a lower cost.

You are convinced i t cannot be provided at a lower cost?
Dr. Seaborg. General Betts, do you want to speak to that?
General B etts. I think the thing we can say about tha t, Senator 

Bible, is that we have had the experience of going through a disposal 
activity  for the community at Oak Ridge and the community  at 
Richland, both of which were provided community buildings in the 
course of that disposal procedure. In looking at Los Alamos, we 
have one difference.

That is, that  Los Alamos has to provide not on l/ '/o r the county 
administration but  also the municipal adminis tration,  whereas at
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Richland and at Oak Ridge it was only the municipal administra tion 
that  they had to provide for.

We take those into account and we find tha t the Los Alamos 
building is about 20 percent larger in terms of available square footage

Now, if we accept tha t as a bona fide requirement, we find out tha t 
the costs come out about  the same for the building proposed a t Los 
Alamos, taking into account the increased construction costs tha t 
have occurred since 1956 when the other buildings were provided.

S IZ E  O F  B U IL D IN G

Senator Bible. How large a building is it?
General Betts. It  comes out to about 37,000 square feet, sir.
Senator Bible. Is that detail in the record? 1 assume it is.
General Betts. We have th at in the backup papers, I am sure; yes, 

in the construction.
Senator Bible. How many square feet, again?
General Betts. 37,000, sir.
Senator Bible. 37,000 square feet a t a cost of $750,000?
General Betts. This total cost here will include some other costs, 

engineering, and site preparation besides just  the square footage of 
the building.

COST  F IG U R E S

Senator B ible. Were the details of the cost given to the House 
committee?

General Betts. The building costs out at $16 a square foot.
Senator Bible. $16 a square foot?
General Betts. Yes, sir; and t ha t is a very reasonable cost, it seems 

to me, for a remote site such as Los Alamos.
Senator Bible. Does this compare with o ther cost figures you have 

had in recent years?
General Betts. That figure comes from our experience in the Los 

Alamos area on other  construction.
Senator Bible. Tt will average out at $16 a square foot for a com­

parable building within the last couple or 3 years at  Los Alamos?
General Betts. Yes, sir.
Senator Bible. Was all this information given to the House com­

mittee at the time you justified the $750,000?
General Betts. We did not discuss the size of the building in detail. 

I believe our reference at that time was to a facility similar to tha t 
which had been provided for Richland and Oak Ridge in the course of 
those disposal activities.

Senator Bible. I was ju st attempting, Mr. Chairman, to build into 
the record substantiation  for the building of this size at a cost of 
$750,000.

The House report is very clear that they leel tha t they could have an 
adequate  facility, I  assume t ha t would be a smaller facility, at a lower 
cost.

D U A L  U SE O F B U IL D IN G

Senator P astore. Is it your understanding, General Betts, that 
there is a misunderstanding on the par t of the House th at this was to 
house both the county and the municipal agencies? I mean, this is a 
guess that you are making?
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General Betts. This may well be the case. I don’t know because 
we did not discuss this with them in terms other than tha t we would 
have to provide a facility of this nature.

I don’t believe we went into this difference in the governmental 
construction.

Senator Pastore. In other words, this comparison was made on 
the premise of other buildings which did not have to house both these 
two complexes.

General Betts. I am making that as an assumption, Senator 
Pastore. I did not discuss this subject with the House committee.

Senator Pastore. Where are these activities housed now at Los 
Alamos?

General Betts. What activities are now going on in Los Alamos 
pertain ing to the county and municipal administration-----

Senator Pastore. Tha t is right , tha t need new housing-----
S A V IN G  TO  T A X PA Y E R

General Betts (continuing). In some old World War II wooden 
buildings, old converted barracks. In looking at the business of 
providing the community with a starting position in terms of the dis­
posal procedures, we feel tha t it is appropriate to give them the same 
kind of capability here as was given in the Richland and Oak Ridge 
situations.

Senator Pastore. Which, in the long run, means a big saving to 
the taxpayer.

General Betts. It  means tha t those communities sta rt off with a 
running sta rt and not already behind the eight hall with less than 
adequate  facilities from which to run their government.

R E V IE W  OF PR OJE CT

Senator Pastore. Now, have you given this a second look since 
the House took i ts action?

General B etts. Yes, sir. We have reviewed this.
Senator P astore. You seem to be appealing for your original figure. 
General Betts. We went back to the Los Alamos staff, discussed 

this with them, discussed this within our own staff in terms of the 
standards against which we would measure the request, and have 
decided that  indeed we were reasonable in our request the first time.

Senator Pastore. The House did not cut this down. It  excluded 
it entirely, did it not?

General Betts. No, sir. They said they thought that a facility 
could be provided for somewhat lesser funds.

Senator Pastore. So they took it all out?
Dr. Seaborg. I guess that is right.
General Betts. That  is right.
Senator  Pastore. All right.

COM PARIS O N W IT H  GS A C O N ST R U CTIO N  CO STS

Senator H ill. Tell me this: How do your costs compare with GSA 
construction costs?

Mr. Derry. Very much the same, sir.
Senator H ill. About the same?

25 -7 45 — 63 —---- 5
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Mr. Derry. Yes. Our jobs are designed by the same kind of 
organizations, tha t is independent architect-engineers. We take 
competitive bids, and we test it in the same manner they do. Our 
cost experiences are identical with theirs. We check very closely 
with both the Corps of Engineers and with the GSA in setting our 
cost indexes and our cost records.

OA K R ID G E  B U IL D IN G

Going back it might be pointed out tha t the county building at 
Oak Ridge cost $500,000 in 1956. Tha t same building today built at 
Los Alamos would cost $790,000. We are talking about  the same 
thing. Costs have gone up about  25 percent since 1955-56—every­
body’s construction costs, GSA as well as ours.

Senator Bible. What  was the square feet in the Oak Ridge building 
as compared with Los Alamos, approximately the same?

Mr. Derry. About 30,000 square feet, sir. Then there is ano ther 
thing; the difference in cost in building at Los Alamos. It  costs 25 
percent more to build at Los Alamos than it does at Oak Ridge. It  
is simply a cost differential because of location.

Senator Bible. Thank  you.
Senator Pastore. If you delay this any further, the only thing is 

that the costs go up.
Mr. D erry. Another 3 percent  per year.
Senator Hill. All right, Doctor.

R E D U C T IO N  IN  O B L IG A T IO N S

Dr. Seaborg. Finally, gentlemen, 1 would like to address myself to 
the reduction in obligations on the basis that there may be slippages in 
contract ing for construction projects. I cannot deny we have 
encountered such slippages and 1 woidd hesitate to sta te tha t we will 
not in the future encounter such slippages. However, our appropria­
tions requests and our financing plans are based on reserving for each 
project which the Congress approves the dollars tha t are necessary 
to obligate when we contract for the construction of tha t project. 
The reduction of $27,950,000 proposed by the House committee would 
mean, in effect, that we would not have the funds in hand to contract 
for and construct production and developmental facilities already 
approved and authorized by all parties concerned. Therefore, the 
Commission is requesting full restoration of this reduction.

C O N C L U S IO N

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this concludes my 
prepared statement.

R E S T O R A T IO N  R E Q U E S T E D

Senator Hill. Doctor, what is the overall amount that  you ask 
be restored?

Dr. Seaborg. The sum total  for the restoration?
Senator  H ill. The restoration. How much of the $161,476,000 do 

you request?
Mr. Corso. $137,200,000, sir.
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Senator H ill. Your different requests as you went through these different programs adds up to tha t?
Mr. Corso. Yes, sir.
Senator H ill. Senator Pastore?
Senator Bible?
Senator Bible. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator H ill. Is there anything you would like to add, Doctor? Dr. Seaborg. No, I don’t believe so, unless any of the staff wouldlike to add anything for the record.
Senator H ill. \\ ould any of the  staff like to add anything?Dr. Seaborg. I believe not, then,  thank you.

G E N E R A L  R E D U C T IO N

Senator Pastore. Mr. Chairman,  I think  we ought to hear a little more on this slippage amount.
Dr. Seaborg. On the  capital?
Senator Pastore. Yes. What does it  mean? If we don’t restore this, what is the result? What do we lose?
Mr. Corso. Sir, there  is no question but tha t every year-end we do have some unobligated funds. But  these funds are which are ear­marked for particular projects.
Now, what it does mean if we do not have this amount restored is tha t projects which we had intended to obligate, and merely because certain phases of them did not get under contrac t, we would not have the funds available to let those contracts when we were ready to proceed. In the event that this restoration were not made, this would impose an additional burden on our next y ear’s budget in which no provision is made for the particular  projects tha t would have had the obligational authority  taken from them.

SL IP PA G E

Senator Pastore. But do you need the  whole $27,950,000?Certain ly there  is going to be some slippage.
Mr. Corso. There is no question but tha t there is going to be slippage, sir. It  is just  a question of trying to identify which projects you will not contract for on schedule, and then considering what effect this  has next year when you are in a position to le t the contract for th at particular  project—where does the money come from? This is the crux of the problem.
Senator Pastore. Are you willing to compromise on any per­centage, 5 percent, 10 percent?
There must be some leeway. Of course I realize tha t what you have in mind when you go to conference you end up get ting half of it, if you are successful.
Mr. Corso. The reason why it is difficult to arrive at a particu lar percentage is because this  amount tha t we are requesting for the plant appropriation represents, for the most part , the sum of about 45 different line item projects tha t we have in the budget, and it would be very difficult to determine at this time which one or several of these items is not going to get under contract or what portion of a particular item is not going to get under contrac t.
Senator Pastore. I realize that,  bu t th at is precisely why they took it out.
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Mr. C orso. Yes, sir.
Senator Pastore. The reason why they did take $27,950,000 out 

for slippage was for that  reason.
Mr. C orso. Yes, sir.
Senator Pastore. Because you can’t tell with any precision, so 

they gave you an overall cut. And this  is the  am ount tha t they took 
out, and you are asking for the full amount to be restored.

Mr. C orso. Yes, sir; because we would need the funds when we 
let the contracts for the projects.

Senator Hill . Any other questions?
(Discussion off the record.)

COMMUNICATIO NS

Senator H ill. Are there any further questions, gentlemen?
1 have three le tters here addressed to Senator Hayden, the chairman 

of the full committee, one from our colleague, Senator Randolph, of 
West Virginia, and two from the National Coal Conference. If there 
is no objection, we will put these in the  record.

(The documents referred to follow:)
National Coal Policy Conference , I nc.

Washington, D.C., September 16, 1968.
Hon. Carl H ayden,
Senate Office l luil ding,
Wash ington, D.C.

Dear Senator Hayden: A few days ago you received a letter which we 
addressed to  every Member of Congress raising severa l per tinent  questions 
relat ive to  th e wisdom of cont inued enormous Federa l expenditures in an attem pt 
to tlevelop nuclear power to  compe te with coal. These  subsidies become even 
more inexcusable in view of claims now being made by the  industry th at  plan ts 
soon t o be bui lt will be competit ive even withou t subsidies.

Natura lly,  the  coal indu stry , which at present provides more than  200 million 
tons of coal annua lly to  generate 67 percent of the  Na tion’s steam -generated 
elect ricity, is alarmed over the  th re at  posed by this  Government subsidy to 
its future  exis tence and to  the  2.5 million persons dependent upon  coal and allied
indus tries for a livelihood.

In  th e beginning, Government subs idy for this  new' indust ry was justified on 
the  grounds th at  only with  Fede ral funds could the development of workable, 
practica l reactors be achieved. There fore, Congress authorized large approp­
riations for research and development work on r eactor prototypes.

Unfortunate ly, the nuclear powrer program now has gone fa r beyond this  original  
concept . Today the  modified “round three” of t he  Atomic Energy Comission’s 
cooperative power reactor  dem onstrat ion program is concentrated, for the  most 
par t, on subsidizing the building of proven, large-scale projects to produce 
elec trici ty for commercia l sale, and which are economic to build  only because of 
the  size and  exten t of the  Governm ent subsidy. New experimen tal, pro totype 
reac tors  are now being largely neglected.

This is happening even in the  face of claims by a prom inent electric uti lity 
official th at  nuclear pla nts  can alre ady  compete  with  conventional fuel plan ts 
withou t subsidy. Air. Louis II. Roddis, Jr. , pres ident of the Pennsylvan ia 
Elect ric Co., has sta ted  tha t two commercial-size nuclear plants  to be built on 
the eas t a nd west coasts “* * * will p roduce electr icity at a lower uni t cost tha n 
fossil-fuel p lants in the same loca tion .”

In  a speech enti tled “Nuclear Kilo wat ts Become Comp etit ive” before the elec­
tric companies’ public information program in Chicago recen tly, Mr. Itoddis 
contended th at  water-cooled reac tors  slated  for opera tion in 1967—68 will be 
“c ompetitiv e with fossil fuel at  30 cents per million B. t.u .’s, indica ting th at  
nuclear kilowatts are competit ive with fossil kilow atts in approximately one- 
half of the  United S ta te s/ ’ He sta ted  that  this  cost is “on a nonsubsidized 
basis.”

In view’ of such an assertion by a respected and capable  leader  in the util ity  
industry, there  can certa inly be no justifi cation whatsoever for any addi tiona l
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expe nditures  of Government funds  to build nuclear plan ts to produce power at  
the  expense of a major existing  indu stry .

And yet,  even in the  face of such claims from the industry  tha t competitiveness 
has already been reached, the Atomic Energy Commission is pushing ahead 
with dete rmin ation to see that  add itional  large capacity  nuclear plants, paid for 
in par t by G overnment money and susta ined in operation  by Governm ent subsidy, 
will be built . Dr. Glenn Seaborg, AEC Chai rman , in test ifying before the Joi nt 
Com mittee on Atomic Energy thi s year, declared th at  the AEC proposes  to 
“st imu late  and supp ort the uti lity  industry in the  cons truction of 10 to 12 full- 
scale pow erpla nts during the next dozen years to dem ons trate the competitiveness 
of reac tors  of increasingly improved design.” Please note that  these reactors 
referred to are not  experimen tal prototypes, which have, in the past , been the 
Governmen t’s justification  for being in the atomic energy business in compet ition  
with  privat e industry, bu t are merely larger and perhaps more efficient plan ts of 
a type already built.  The only excuse used for this major continuing program 
is tha t the Government wants to prove th at  they can be competitive with fossil 
fuels—in other words that  they  can take  over the util ity  marke t from coal.

Even if these plan ts fail to prove themselves competit ive, it is important to 
recognize that  they will be actual  production  plants, and not  demonstrations, 
and will produce power to fill a marke t need which otherwise would be filled by 
plants  burn ing fossil fuel. Twelve plan ts of about 500,000-kilowatt capa city,  
which is the  size contemplated , would burn , during thei r estimated 20-year life­
time, the  equivalent of 280 million tons of coal.

Many exper ts have p redicted  th at  by 1980 as much as 20 percen t of the Nation’s 
electric power needs will originate in nuclear plan ts. As the enclosed press re­
lease, which we recen tly issued, poin ts out,  this will be the equivalent of 190 
million tons of coal annually.

The present AEC prac tice  of subsidizing large, nonexperim ental , and identical 
nuclear plants  mus t be ended. The huge Government expe nditures  involved in 
the subsidies are not  necessary. There is ample  coal and othe r fossil fuels to 
generate increasing amounts of e lectr icity  to meet the  Na tion’s needs for electric 
power. And certa inly,  if Mr. Itoddis is cor rect, there can be no furth er justif ica­
tion for the  Gove rnment continuing, by financial contributions, to stim ula te 
the building of private nuclear electric plants . On behalf of the coal and allied 
industries, and  the millions of people depende nt on them , we earnestly urge you, 
as a Member of Congress, to oppose any fur the r appropriat ions to provide sub­
sidies for the  nuclear power reac tor development program, and to rejec t the 
AEC’s requ est for an extension  of time in which to accept proposals to build 
plan ts under its so-called third round program with  the  help of Gov ernm ent 
funds.

I would apprecia te any comment you might care to make.
Sincerely, J oseph E. Moody, President.

[Advance release from National  Coal Policy Conference, Inc.,  for use in mor nine  paper s of Wednesday, 
Sept* 11, 1963]

Washington, S eptem ber 10.—Only one of th e many  forms of subsidy used by 
the  Federal Government to encourage the  development of a civilian nuclear  
power indust ry could have the  effect of wiping out  a marke t for 173 million tons 
of coal by 1980, a spokesman for the coal industry decla red today.

Joseph E. Moody, president  of the Nat iona l Coal Policy Conference, said this  
one subsidy—the  p roviding of nucle ar fuel to private* utili ties under Government 
financing rat he r tha n requ iring  the utili ties  to own, process, and reprocess thei r 
own fuel under more expensive inve stor  financing—“will have a profound effect 
upon the growth rate of th is new in dustry which will compete with  coal as a fuel 
for the  generation  of electric ity.

“T he Atomic Energy Commission has estimated  th at  unde r the  present Gov­
ernment subsidy program, nuclear power will develop  to the  point where it will 
be the  source for up to  20 percent of the  Nation’s elect ricity  needs by 1980,” 
Mr. Moody declared.

“ Dr. Theodore Baum eister, Stevens Professor  of Mechanical Engineering  at  
Columbia Unive rsity , has estimated  th at  this 20-percent share  would be reduced 
to only about 2 pe rcen t if Government financing is discontinued and the  utili ties  
are requ ired  t o go into the private money marke t to provide the ir own financing .

“ It  is easy to see w hat  this  means to the  coal industry.



68 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS,  19 64

“ By 1980, it is es timated  th at  to ta l consumption of e lect rici ty will amount  to 3,000 billion kilowat ts.
“I f Government financing of nuclear fuel is continued and  nuclear power meets 20 perc ent of this expanded requ irement, as AEC pred icts it  will, this  means a potent ial market for 192 million tons  of coal will be replaced.“ If th is Government subsidy in the  form of cheap financing is removed and the  nuclear power share of the  m arket is held to 2 percent, as Dr. Baum eister  believes it would be wi thout the  financing subsidy, the  replacement of coal markets  would be 19 million tons.
“Thus, the  difference this one Government subsidy for nuclear power would make in the  potentia l market for coal in the  electric uti lity industry by 1980 amounts to 173 million ton s.”
The  President of NCPC, which represents coal producing companies,  the  United Mine Workers of America, coal-hauling railroads, coal-consuming electric utilit ies and manufac turer s of coal mining equipment , also poin ted out  tha t othe r Government subsidies used to encourage development of nuclear power in com­pet ition with  priv ate indust ry’s fossil fuel plants include reim bursement by AEG for design costs on large, nonexperimental plant s, waiver  of all costs for the  use of Government-owned fuel during the  f irst 5 years of a pl an t’s life, continued ren ting  of Government-owned fuel at  charges far below what it would cost the  uti lity  to provide its own fuel, and Government sponsored inde mni ty insurance at  a fract ion of wha t this insurance would cost if boug ht from private insurers.“The Government has spent to date $1,275 billion on its civilian nuclear power program and it is continuing to  spend at  the rate of $216 million a year,” Mr. Moody said.
“The sole purpose of these massive Government subsidies is to try  to make nuclear power competitive  with  coal. We think it is wrong to use tax pay ers ’ funds in this fashion.
“I f nuclear power is needed, and if it  can be produced economically, the neces­sary  plants  will be bui lt by priv ate  enterprise  without  the  necessity of vas t Government subsidy.
“ We have yet to see persuas ive evidence th at  the plants  are needed or can be made competitive with  coal-fired plants.
“This is one vas t Government expenditu re th at  should be ended.”

National Coal Policy Confe rence, Inc.,
Washington, D.C., Augus t SO, 1963.Hon. Carl Hayden,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
D ear Senator H ayden: The  National  Coal Policy Conference speaks for the great industria l federa tion built around bituminous coal—the coal-producing companies, the United  Mine Workers of America, the  coal-hauling railroads , coal-consuming electric utili ties and manufac turer s of coal mining machines and equipment. Members of this  organ izatio n have invested more tha n $32 billion in plants  and facilities, and provide a livelihood for more than 2.5 million Americans.
We, as an organization speak ing for this vita l force in our  economy, are deeply concerned over the civilian nuclea r power program as it is presently being con­duc ted by the  Atomic Energ y Commission.
The private electric uti lity  indust ry is now by far the largest single market for bitum inous coal. The AEC program, the heart of which is massive subsidies, is direc ted toward replacing coal with nuclear power as the  major  source of the Na tion’s electric power supply. If all charges of a nuclear plant are fully applied  we have reason to believe th at  the  cost of making elect ricity  would still be higher tha n making it with the  basic fuels in spite of G overnment subsidization.Therefore, we must speak  out in opposition to the expendi ture  of taxpay ers’ funds  on a program which cannot  be justified  and which, if not checked, could very well have the ultim ate effect of wiping out  this great American ind ust ry to the  detriment  of the natio nal secur ity.
For some reason, this massive subsidy program has not received the att ention it  rightfully deserves. We respectfully  ask th at  you keep these  following con­sideration s in mind in connection with legislation which will authorize and  ap­propria te funds for this  program:
(1) The AEC program no longer  is concentrated on research and development work in connection with reactor prototypes. Rather,  the  chief and almost
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exclusive emphas is is now upon building large-scale, identical installat ions  in the 
400- to 500-megawatt range. The AEC has made clear th at  without  massive 
Government subsidies for both  cons truct ion and operations these  plan ts would 
not be bui lt nor would the electr icity  they produce come anywhere near  being 
competitive with coal-produced electr icity  even in the so-called high-fuel -cost 
areas.

(2) There is no  present or impending shor tage  of elec tric power to just ify such 
massive Government parti cipa tion  in tne civilian nuclear power program. True, 
the  consumption of electric power is expected to quadruple by the  year  2000, 
but  all evidence proves that  there  will be sufficient fossil fuels—part icularly  coal— 
to meet this  vast ly expanded need. The  Geological Survey has repo rted that  
present known reserves of coal, recoverable with present techn iques and at  ap­
proximately present prices, equa ls more th an  200 billion tons , o r 500 times c urrent  
annual consumption. With continued improvement in the  technology of coal 
transp ortation and even lower costs of produc tion,  there is every reason to ant ic­
ipate th at  coal will be available to utiliti es at  even lower costs in the years  ahead, 
thus making  it an even more att rac tiv e fuel. The conclusion is inescapable  th at  
wha t the civilian nuclear power program amounts  to is the  forced feeding of a 
new industry to use up the  excess capacity developed by AEC over the years 
and to jus tify  present appropr iations and  levels of operations.

(3) To date , the  Gove rnment has spe nt abo ut $1,275 billion on the civilian 
power program. Its  current budget is $216 million annually to fur the r and 
expand  the  p rogram of subsidy. Over the  assumed life of one large nuclea r p lant 
(Connecticut Yankee Atomic) the total  Government subsidy will amount  to 
$45.6 million. Obviously, a nuclear pla nt with a subsidy of this magnitude will 
enjoy a tremendous advantage  over priv ate ly built  and privately financed coal- 
fired electric util ity plants .

(4) There is a ma tter of safe ty involved in the  construction of nuclear power­
plants, par ticu larly in or near center s of population , which has not  been settled. 
The proposals to build nuclea r plant s in the Borough of Queens in New York; 
near  Atlantic City, N.J .; and in the San Francisco  and Los Angeles areas of 
California have  created deep concern for the  welfare of th e residents of th e areas. 
To quote an eminent scient ist, “what  is involved in a tomic plan ts is the fact th at  
accidents of one kind or ano ther are an abso lute cer tain ty. They are inevitable. 
The difference here is th at  an accident associated with atomic  power is of an 
altogeth er different magnitude tha n an accident associa ted with coal-fired gen­
eration plants .”

The law requires priv ate insurance of up to $60 million must be carried on 
atomic energy powerplants , depending on the  installed capacity.  In addit ion 
each atomic plant must be indemnified in the amount  of $500 million against 
accidents. The  $60 million is the maximum amount th at  priv ate  insurance com­
panies will write. Thus, since it is impossible (for the  first time  in the  histo ry 
of America) to obta in the  enormous amoun t of insurance considered  necessary 
for an atomic plant the Gove rnment supplies the  $500 million indemnity at  a 
nominal  insurance premium of only $30 per year per thermal megawa tt of ins talled 
capacity . For a plan t of 140,000 electric kilowatts of c apac ity, this would come 
to abo ut $12,000 or $13,000 per year. This insurance alone proves the  colossal 
dang er of an atomic energy plan t, part icularly  one close to  centers of hab itat ion.

Thus,  it seems to us, in ca refully  reviewing the  nuc lear power program, th at  the 
massive Governm ent subsidies which have been, and  are continuing to be spent , 
on the  building of large nonexper imen tal commercial pla nts  can not  be justified.

The umbilical cord between the Governm ent and the  civilian nuclear power 
industry must be severed and this  new industry mus t be made to stand  on its own 
feet in the  rough competit ive power bat tle.  Under  such condit ions, if nuclear 
powerplants are needed and  are feasible, they  will be built , and  withou t Govern­
ment subsidy. But it is our belief, based  upon a careful study of all relevant  
economic data,  that  w ithout Governm ent subsidy these plants  would not  be buil t 
nearly as rapidly  and in as great numbers as they will be under the  present AEC 
subsidy program.

We sincerely believe that  i t is unfa ir, and  in contradiction of our  free enterprise  
system, for the  Government to spend the taxpay ers’ money—including taxes col­
lected from coal and other fuels industries—to encourage  thro ugh  subsidy the 
construction  of plants th at  threaten to undermine the futu re growth of—and 
perh aps eventua lly to destroy—coal and associated industries upon which so many 
people depen d for a livelihood and which play such a vita l role in our economy, 
and  in addi tion  endanger thei r lives and property.

Sincerely,
J oseph E. Moody, Presi dent.
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U.S.  StNATE,Committee on Public Works,
November 18, 1868.Hon. Carl Haylen,

Chairman, Committee on Appropriations ,U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Chairman: The Committee on Appropria tions  of the  House of Represen tatives has reported the public works appropriations  bill for fiscal year 1964. Under “Ti tle 111—Independen t Offices,’’ are the  recommended appro­priations for the Atomic Energy Commission.It is my understanding th at  a special subcommittee of the Senate Committee  on Appropriations will conduct a closed hearing unde r security  conditions to ­morrow morning on Atomic Energ y Commission budget estimates.I have only general comments to make on the  classified AEC items; namely, to express the  hope th at  the  Appropriat ions Committee of this body can and will find appropr iate ways, without endangering secur ity, to recommend more substantia l reductions in funds for nuclear weaponry and special mate rials  tha n did the Appropriations  Committee of the House. In fact, the committee of the other  body did not recommend any reduct ion in the  $783 million AEC estimate for nuclear weapons, and recommended a cut of sl ightly  under $5.5 million from the AEC estim ate of $480,471,000 for special nuclear materia ls.In addition to reduct ions in foreign aid for which I voted during action on t he  autho rizat ion bill, it has been my hope th at  there would develop in this  session considerable savings in the  areas  of defense, space, and atomic  energy  so th at  vital domestic program needs would not have to bear  the  bru nt of economy chopping to accomm odate a tax cut.We failed to shave the  funding  for defense below the  level of the  last fiscal year. It remains to be seen wha t the  action will be with respect to the  space and atomic energy program s. But it is mv view th at  we must try  harder in these areas so as not to place the  bulk of the  economy burden on the  tools of foreign policy administ ration and on the programs to meet human and com­munity needs in the  United States.We will soon be confronting our responsibilities and our opportuni ties in the  mat ter of appropriat ing for the  atomic  energy program. I have made observa­tions concerning the special nuclear materia ls and weapons items of the  AEC budget. Those two, toge ther  with the reactor  development  items, account for almost $1,794 million of the tota l AEC budget estim ate of $2,423,500,000 for fiscal 1964.

1 am not an advocate of shortchanging research in any field, including that  of atomic energy. 1 hope the House Appropriations Committee, in recommending a $33.5 million reduction from estimates for nuclear reac tor development,  a cut  of almost $27 million for physical research, and another  of approximately $8.3 million for biology and medicine AEC programs, did not endanger research  prog­ress in vital areas.
But I commend for favorable  consideration the  language in the  House com­mit tee’s report in which i t expresses “the opinion that  contin uation of the  subsidy program (of development and design assis tance to utilities) is no longer necessary to stimulate  the construct ion of power reactors, since it has been demonstrated that  they are now producing electric power a t competitive costs, at least in those areas  of high conventional fuel costs.’’
It continues to be disturbing to those of us from conventional fuel producing regions—especially coal economy areas—to be informed that  someth ing in the  neighborhood of $200 million remain in the  House comm ittee recommendations, and more than  that  in the AEC budget  estim ates now before the Senate  com­mittee. for grant s to utiliti es under  tin1 reactor development program ot the
Mr. ( hairman, huge subsidies have been paid to utilities to aid in nuclear power development to make such power competitive  with that  generated by coal-buring and oil-burning plant s. But I know of none having been paid or pledged to progressive investor-owned utilities making very large investments in new plants in the coalfields to generate  ex tra high voltage electric ity for t ran s­mission to the load center s where energy requi rements are increasing.1 he subsidies to utilities to aid them in nuclear power development  are both shocking and inequitable when compared with the  small  amounts of coal research subsidized by the same Government  which is aiding utilities to find ways to substitute  nuclear energy for coal and othe r conven tional fuels. Here, then,  is Government assistance for an effort to destroy  coal markets without a compen-
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sato ry degree of aid and effort to help research and develop new uses and  new 
markets  for coal. There  must be parity . This is simple justice. Nothing less 
will suffice. If an amount  on the  order  of $200 million annually is subscribed  in 
research  and deve lopment and design assistance* to fur the r the  progress of nuclear 
power, why should  coal research and deve lopm ent not  be accorded a similar 
amoun t in Government subsidies? We must give profound consideratio n to the 
fact th at  the  electric power marke t is coal’s major existing  ou tle t—indeed,  its 
last front ier unt il some radica l breakthrough  in coal research creates a vas t new 
horizon.

In light of these  factors, it should  be underst and able th at  the current act ivity 
of th e Atomic Energy  Commission which, more than any othe r, is of the  grea test  
concern to the  conventiona l fuel industries—par ticu larly coal—is th at  of sub­
sidizing construction  of large, nonexper imen tal commerc ial nuclear electr ic plan ts 
embodying th e pressurized wate r or boiling-water  reactors .

I am aware th at  section 110(c) of Public Law 87-701 (AEC Authorization s for 
Fiscal Year 1963) authorized the  Commission to furnish  funds for design assis tance  
to utiliti es, notw iths tanding the  “no subsidy ” provisions of section 169 of the  
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. This, in my judgment , was a mistake 
and it should have  been corrected.

It  is diUcult  to unders tand how the  Government subs idiza tion of these large 
commercial plants—convenient ly term ed “de monstration pla nts ”—can be jus ti­
fied. Nevertheless, the  AEC is in the  process of working ou t cont rac tua l arrange­
ments  for the  construction of th ree  such p lan ts in th e 400.000- to  500,000-kilow’at t 
range. The  plants  and the  amounts of dire ct AEC subs idy involved are as 
follows:

Fu el  w aiv er 
su bs idy

De sign
su bs idy

So uthe rn  Ca liforn ia Ed ison _______________________ _____ ________________
Co nn ec tic ut  Ya nkee At om ic__________________________________ ______ _
Los Angeles Dep ar tm en t of W ater_______________________________ _______

Tota l................................................ . . . ............ .................................... ................

Grand  to ta l___________________________________ __________________

$6,500,000
7,1 45 ,00 0 
8.2 00 ,00 0

21,845 ,000

$6,522 ,960
6,050 ,00 0 
8,0 00 ,00 0

20,572 ,960

42,417,960

I hope it  will be the  consensus of the Appropr iations Committee of thi s body 
that,  as t he  House commit tee has s tat ed  in its report, “co ntin uat ion  of this subsidy 
program is no longer necessary to stim ula te construction  of power reac tors , since 
it has been dem ons trated th at  t hey  are now producing electric power at  competi­
tive  cost, at  leas t in those areas of high conventional fuel costs.”

In fact, I feel th ere is jus tific ation for suggesting th at  the re be provided  in the 
fiscal 1964 appropr iations  for the AEC a prohibition aga inst the  use of any  such 
funds, under the  civilian nuclear pow’er program, for construction of add itional 
w'ater reactors or any type  of reactor w hich has been proven.

There should be no argu ing the  fac t th at  the  water reacto r concept is thoroughly “p roven.”
(A reactor  concept is considered by AEC to  be proven when it has developed to  

the stage  where engineering feas ibility has been estab lished or where reactor  
experiment or pro toty pe experience has dem ons trated confidence in reactor  
reliability for the  general size con template d.)

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, the  AEC Chairman, has s tated  tha t th e pressu rized  water  
and boiling water reactors are examples of proven concepts.

In its rep ort  to the  Pres iden t of the  United Sta tes  on civilian nuclear power, 
November 20, 1962, th e Atomic Energy Commission  decla red th at  w ater reac tors  
“have definitely arr ived.” To this asse rtion  the  AEC report  added:  “They are 
reliable a nd safe. It  is believed t ha t large  reactors of this  type  could now be bui lt 
and ope rated in high cost fuel areas with  a lifetime promise of greater economy 
tha n conventional plants .”

This being the  case, wrhy should the  Gov ernmen t cont inue  to subsidize utili ties 
for any  water reac tor installation or design assistance?  And why should the  
Governm ent subsidize  the ir supp ly of generat ing material s? Let the nuclear- 
minded utili ties  finance the ir own capi tal expans ions and  fuel requ irem ents , as do 
utilit ies using conventional fuels in the ir generat ing processes.

And for those who do not recognize the  pace of nuclear power  developmen t, or 
who possibly wish to cover up the  fac ts, att en tio n is called to appraisals by uti lity
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executives who declare th at  “nuclear kilowat ts” are on the threshold of being 
competit ive with “fossil kilowat ts”—and  mainly because of the  impetus given to 
the  development by the  Government, much of it at  the  dire ct expense of long- 
estab lished conventional fuels industries. Please note the following:

Joh n V. Cleary, senior vice president  of the  Consolidated Edison Co., in de­
fending his company’s in ves tme nt in a 275,000 kilow att nuclear powerplant with  
a proven wate r reactor, decla red: “T he Ind ian  Point sta tion * * * is one of 
the  company’s production p lants , essential to the prod uction of elec tricity to meet 
our present load requi rements. In fact, it is classified as a base-load plan t.” 
He added th at  his company plans to insta ll an even larger nuclear powerplant 
with  the  same type  of w ater  reac tor in the  Borough of Queens, New York City , 
and one major  consideration for the  decision to build this  plan t (Ravenswood) 
is that , “from a cost stan dpo int,  it will be competitive with our late st so-called 
conventional pla nt. ”

Louis H. ltoddis, Jr. , pres iden t of the  Pennsylvania Electric Co., has sta ted  
th at  two of the large nuclear powerpla nts listed to be bui lt on the  east coast and 
west coas t with Government subsidies of over $12 million each for design assis t­
ance and  fuel waiver, “will p roduce e lectri city at  a low-er unit cost tha n fossil fuel 
plants  in the same location.” He added th at  on a “nonsubsidized basis nuclear 
kilowatt s will be competitive with fossil kilow atts in approximate ly one-half of 
the  United Sta tes” by the  time these nuclear powerplants go into opera tion in 
1967-68.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, we have it  on the  authority  of the Atomic Energy  Com­
mission and of spokesmen for the  investor-ow ned electric utili ties th at  we are not  
dealing with  experimental plan ts in these  large wate r reac tors . They are of 
proven concept, and, according to autho rita tive and highly placed uti lity  execu­
tives, they can compete w ith coal-fired p lants in some sections  of th e Nat ion tod ay 
on a nonsubsidized basis.

Westinghouse and General  E lectric, I am informed, are commercially producing 
and selling the  wate r reactors to privat e utilities. I am told  th at  one atomic 
expe rt has said th at  “these reactors have become so pedest rian  th at  you can jus t 
abo ut walk in and buy one off the shelf.”

The  question arises, then , as to  why continued G overnment subs idy is necessary 
to encourage the  construct ion of proven, commercial nuclear plants .

Although Consolidated Edison has announced  it will not seek a design subsidy 
or waiver of fuel use charges for the  first 5 years of its inte nded Ravensw’ood 
operations (Queens, New York City ), as will be provided the  Southern  California 
Edison, Connecticut Yankee  Atomic, and Los Angeles Depar tment  of Water 
plants at  a cost of more than $42 million in taxpay ers’ dollars, we know these 
Gove rnment-provided benefits will accrue  to Consolidated  Edison :

Use of Government-owned nuclear  fuel at  Government interest rates instead of 
the  much higher priv ate financing r ate s; also, $500 million in indemni ty insurance 
from the  Government at  significantly less cost than  private insurance; and the  
sale to the Government a t a fixed price  of $10 per gram of the  plutonium manufac­
tured in burning the Government-owned fuel.

Mr. Chai rman , in th e case of the three  p lants—two in California and Connecti­
cut Yankee—scheduled for cons truct ion in the  immediate  future  with subsidies 
which probably  will exceed $42 million, we recognize th at  con trac ts already are 
signed and th at  paym ents  will be made from appropr iations provided AEC in 
prio years.

But  i t seems to  me th at  there is a clear -cut need for the  Congress to insure th at  
no Gov ernm ent funds are pledged to  the  subsidization of add itional large, com­
mercial nuclear powerplan ts which use the  proven pressurized water or boiling 
water reactor. I hope th at  there will not  be appropriation s made for such pur­
poses and , indeed, th at  the re be prohibitio ns against using appropriated moneys 
for any  new utilization  in this area.

Perhaps the  long-range solution to  the  problem lies in amending the  Atomic 
Energy Act to make more exp licit t he  procedure the AEC mus t follow in licensing 
plants  of proven design as commercial insta llations, rather  th an  as exper imenta l or 
demonstrat ion plants.

Respectfully  subm itted .
J e n n in g s  R a n d o lph .

Senator  H ill. Is there anything further anyone would like to add? 
If there are no further questions, we s tand in recess.
(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., Tuesday, November 19, 1963, the 

subcommittee recessed.)
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TU ESD A Y , N O V EM BER  19 , 1 9 6 3

U. S. S e n a t e ,
S ubcom m it te e of t h e  C om m it te e  on  A ppr o pr ia t io n s ,

Wa shi ngton , D.C.
The  su bc om m itt ee  m et  a t 2:05 p.m., purs uan t to  no tic e,  in roo m 

S. 126, U.S. Cap ito l Bui ld ing,  Sen at or  Lis te r Hi ll (c ha irm an  of th e 
su bc om mitt ee ) pres iding.

Pr es en t: Sen at or s Hi ll an d Sten ni s.
Also  pr es en t: Sen at or  Co op er.

TEN NES SEE  VALLEY AUTHORITY
STATEMENT OF A. J. WAGNER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, TEN­

NESSEE VALLEY AUTH ORITY; ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK E.
SMITH, DIRECTOR ; L. J. VAN MOL, GENERAL MANAGER; G. 0.
WESSENAUEB, MANAGER OF POWER; GEORGE P. PALO, MAN­
AGER, OFFICE OF ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CON STRUCTION;
LEWIS B. NELSON, MANAGER OF AGRICULTURAL AND CHEMI­
CAL DEVELOPMENT; CHARLES J. MCCARTHY, GENERAL COUN­
SEL; MARGUERITE OWEN, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE; E.
PH ILIP ERICSON, ASSISTANT TO THE GENERAL MANAGER
(BUDGET AND PL AN NI NG ); AND L. E. ELLIS, CHIEF, BUDGET
STAFF

St a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  C h air m a n

Sen at or  H il l . The  co m m itt ee  will  ki nd ly  com e to  ord er.
C ha irm an  W ag ne r, we  are ve ry  hap py to  ha ve  yo u here.  We are 

ve ry  ha pp y to  see yo u als o, M r.  Sm ith . I t  is a pl ea su re  to  ha ve  yo u 
he re . Befor e proc eeding , th er e will  be placed  in th e reco rd  a t th is  
po in t a su m m ar y of your ap pr opr ia tion  re qu es t an d in ad di tion , 
se lected  ta bl es  se tt in g  fo rt h  a su m m ar y of yo ur  op er at io ns  invo lv ing 
ap pr opr ia te d an d no nap pro pri at ed  fund s.  No w, you ge nt lemen  m ay  
proc eed in yo ur  own way .
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(Th e ma ter ial  referred to follows:)

Summ ary of budget financed from  appropr iations
[F or fisca l ye ar s en d in g  J u n e  30 , 1962, 1963, a n d  1961]

1962 a c tu al 1963 es ti m ate 1964 est im at e

ACQUISITION o r  ASSETS

N avig a ti on , flo od  co nt ro l, an d  po w er  pr og ra m :
M ult ip u rp ose  d am s:

M el to n  H il l D am  a n d  R es er voir _______  _____ ______
N ic kaja ck  D am  a nd  R es er voir ..............................................

N avig ation  fac ili tie s:
N ew  loc k a t G unte rs v il le  D a m ................. ...........................
N ew  lock  a t W he el er  D a m ......................................................
N ew  loc k a t W ils on  D a m .................. .....................................
R ehab il it a ti on  of o rigi na l loc k a t W he el er  D a m ...........
A dd it io ns an d  im pro vem ents  a t ex is ti ng  nav ig at io n

fa ci li ti es ...................................................................... . .............
F lood  co ntr o l fa c il it ie s ......................................... . ........... .............
A ddit io ns a n d  im pro vem ents  at  ex is ting  m ult ip le -u se

fa ci li ti es ..............................................................................................
In vest ig a ti ons for fu tu re  fa ci li ti es ........................... .....................
D is tr ib u ti o n  of ad m in is tr a ti ve  a n d  ge ne ra l ex pe nse s............

$7,326,377

57,602 
7,89 5,796 

227,783 
5,64 8,554

162,723
8,986

646,489
69,674

273,196

$2,677,000 
i 600 ,000

2,5 90 ,00 0 
4,4 71 ,00 0 

330 ,000 
338 ,000

809 ,000
32,000

705,000
219,000
410,000

$2,054 ,000 
4,300,000

8,500 ,00 0 
232,000

171,000
1,00 0,00 0

282,000 
249.000 
522,000

T o ta l nav ig at io n , flood co ntr o l,  and  po w er  p ro gra m ........ 22,3 17.180 13,181 ,000 17,310,000

Fer ti li zer , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  and  m u n it io n s  pr ogr am :
C hem ic al fa ci li tie s........................................ ........... .............
D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a d m in is tr a ti ve  a n d  ge ne ra l e xp en se s.

T o ta l fe rt ili ze r,  ag ri cu lt u ra l,  a n d  m un it io n s  p r o g r a m .. ..

C ooper a tive val le y  d ev e lo pm en t pr og ra m :
Beech R iv e r m u lt ip urp ose  w ate r con tr o l s y s te m _________
In vesti ga ti ons  fo r f u tu re  f ac il it ie s _____ ____ ____________
D is tr ib u ti o n  of  ad m in is tr a ti v e  a n d  ge ne ra l e xpense s............

T o ta l co oper at iv e va ll ey  d eve lo pm ent pr ogra m  . .  

G en er al  s er vi ce  ac tiv it ie s:
G en er al  f ac il it ie s___________________________ ______
D is tr ib u ti o n  of  ad m in is tr a ti v e  a n d  ge ne ra l e xp en se s.

T o ta l ge ne ra l se rv ice ac tiv it ie s.  

T o ta l ac qu is it io n  o f a ss et s........

EX PE NS ES

N av ig a ti on , flo od  c ontr o l,  and  po w er  p ro gr am :
N av ig a ti on  o pera ti ons ......... ................. ........................... ...............
F lo od co ntr o l o p e ra ti o n s .. .................................... .........................
M u lt ip u rp o se  re se rv oir  o pera ti ons_____ ____________ ____
T opogra ph ic  m a p p in g ......................................................................
D is tr ib u ti o n  of  a d m in is tr a ti ve  and  ge ne ra l ex pe ns es ............

T o ta l nav ig ati on , flood  co nt ro l,  an d  po w er  p ro g ra m .........

F ert il iz er,  ag ri cu lt u ra l,  an d  m un it io ns  pr og ra m :
F er ti li zer , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  an d  m u n it io n s  d eve lo pm en t............
D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a d m in is tr a ti ve  a n d  ge ne ra l e xpense s______

T o ta l fe rt il iz er , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  an d  m un it io ns p r o g r a m .. ..

C ooper a tive va ll ey  d ev elo pm en t pro gr am :
C ooper a tive va ll ey  d eve lo pm en t________ ____ ______ ____
D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a d m in is tr a ti ve  an d  ge ne ra l e xpense s............

T o ta l co oper at iv e va ll ey  d eve lo pm ent p ro g ra m .................

G en er al  s er vic e a c ti v it ie s:  M ain te nance  of  br id ge s f in an ce d b y
o th ers  o n  T V  A d a m s______________________________________

T o ta l ge ner al  s er vi ce  ac ti v it ie s ..................................................

T o ta l ex pen se s..................................................................................

2, 563,833 
38,501

2,6 02,334

8,8 44 ,000  
50 ,00 0

8,89 4,00 0

..............  2,4 50 ,00 0
95,606 82,000

2,924 55,000

98,530

732 ,420  
8,0 26

740, 446

25 ,75 8,490

2,5 16,638  
410,080

2,845,444 
136, .530 
226,920

6,135,612

3,529 ,00 5 
125,421

3,6.54,426

1,469,116  
81,671

1,55 0,787

5,674

5,674

11,346,499

2, 587 ,000

1,1 38,465  
15,000

1,153.465

25,815 ,465

462,000 
451,000 

3,1 91 ,00 0 
90,000 

231,000

4,4 25 ,00 0

3,9 92 ,00 0 
145,000

4,137 ,00 0

2,135 ,00 0 
105,000

2,2 40 ,00 0

9,000

9,0 00

10,811,000

6,8 35,000  
60,000

6,8 95 ,00 0

2,537, 000 
551, 000 
75.000

3,1 63 ,00 0

3,1 42 ,00 0 
25,000

3,1 67 ,00 0

30 ,53 5,0 00

489,000 
449,000 

3,2 82,000  
90,000 

245,000

4, 555,000

6,0 69,000  
230,000

6,2 99,000

2,7 20,000  
145,000

2,865,000

30,000

30,000

13,749,000

1 R epre se n ts  th e  u nob li gat ed  bal an ce  o f f unds b udgete d  fo r H al es  B ar le ak ag e a b a te m e n t.  T h is  b al an ce  
w il l be  he ld  in  r es er ve for  a pp li ca ti on  to  t he  N ic ka ja ck  p ro je ct .
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Summ ary of budget finance d from  appropriat ions— Co nti nued

INVENTOR IES AN D PROPERTY TRANSFE RS

G en er al  s er vi ce  a ct iv it ie s:
G en er al  i nv ento ri es________________ ___________
P ro p e rt y  tr an sf e rs --------------------------------------------

T o ta l in vento ri es an d  p ro pert y  tr an sf ers ...........

T o ta l b udge t fin an ce d from  a p p ro p ria ti o n s .. ..

FINANCING
A p p ro p ria ti o n - .................. ....... .............
B al an ce  b ro ugh t fo rw ar d----------------
B al an ce  c ar ri ed  fo rw ar d------ ------------

T o ta l fi nanci ng ............................

1962 ac tu a l 1963 es ti m at e 1964 est im ate

$39,275 
-7 0 ,2 53

-3 0 ,9 78

37,074, 011 $36 ,626 ,465 $44 /284,000

38 ,20 3,0 00  
426 ,476

-1 ,5 55 ,4 65

35 ,07 1,000
1,556,465

44,28 4,0 00

37,0 74,011 36,6 26,4 65 44 ,28 4,000

Summ ary of budget finan ced  from power proceeds and  borrowings
(F or  fisc al yea rs  e nd in g  Ju ne  3 0,1 96 2,19 63  an d|19 64 ]

ACQUISITION OF ASSETS

N av ig a ti on , floo d co nt ro l,  an d  po w er  p ro g ra m :
M u lt ip u rp o se  d am : M elt on  H il l D am  and  R es er vo ir .........
P ow er su p p ly  f ac ili tie s:

W  id ow s Cre ek  s tc am p la n t u n it  8 .........................................
C o lb ert  s te am p la n t u n it  5--------------------------- --------------
P ara d is e  st eam p la n t u n it s  1 and  2------------------------------
B u ll  R u n  st eam p la n t u n it  1_________________________
A dd it io nal st ea m  u n i t ................... — .....................................
W ils on  hydro  u n it s  19 to  21------------------------------------- —
W he el er  hyd ro  u n it s  9 to  11--------- ---------- -------------------

T ra nsm is si on  s y st em  fa ci li ti es ---------- ------------------------------
C oal  l and  an d  r ig h ts ---------------------------------------------------- - - -
A ddit io ns an d  im pro vem ents  at  ex is ti ng  po w er  fa c il it ie s ..
In vesti ga ti ons  for fu tu re  fa ci li tie s.................................................
D is tr ib u ti o n  of a d m in is tr a ti v e  an d  gen era l e xp en se s............

T o ta l acquis it io n  of  as se ts ----------------------------------------------

EX PE NS ES

N av ig a ti on , flo od  c ontr o l,  a n d  po w er  p ro gra m :
P ow er opera ti ons---------------- --------------------------------------------
A llocat io n  o f m ult ip u rp ose  r es er voir  o pera ti o n s ........... .........
D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a d m in is tr a ti v e  a n d  ge ne ra l ex pe ns es ---------

T o ta l ex pe ns es ...................................... ...........................................

INVE NT OR IES AN D DE FE RR ED  CHARGES

N av ig a ti o n , flo od  c on tr o l,  a n d  po w er  pr ogra m :
P ow er in ven to ri es---------------------- ---------- --------------------------
D ef er re d  c ha rg es ____ ____________________________________

T o ta l in ven to ri es an d  de fe rr ed  c harg es--------------------------

T o ta l bud g e t fi nance d from  po w er  pr oc ee ds  an d  bor­
ro w in gs—

FINANCING

B al an ce  b ro u g h t fo rw ard . 
P ro ce ed s from  bo rrow in gs .

C u rre n t pr oc ee ds :
P ow er opera ti ons______________________________
Sal e of  ret ir ed  p la n t___________________________
M is ce ll an eo us re ce ip ts _________________________

T o ta l cu rr en t p ro ce eds. ............. ........... ...................

P a y m e n ts  t o  T re asu ry :
R educ ti on  o f a p p ro p ri a te  i n v e stm e n t----------------
D iv id e n d  (r e tu rn  o n app ro p ri a ti o n  i nvest m en t)

T o ta l pay m en ts  t o  T re asu ry . 
B al an ce  c ar ri ed  fo rw ar d____ ______

T o ta l fina nc in g.

1962 ac tu a l 1963 es ti m ate 1964 es ti m ate

$7,4 47,7 67 $9,225 ,000 -$ 64, 000

20,765 ,603 
21,364 ,744 
71,718 ,863
6,192 ,66 8

16,453 ,000
3,406 ,00 0

28,796 ,000 
31,824,000

70,000

14,0 62,0 00
1,39 5,00 0

11,601,000
53,249 ,000

1,567,000
2,408 ,30 0
7,697,015

33,774,375 
640,626 
742,064 
113,855 

2.0 88,211

7,000 
2,5 61 ,00 0 

37,000,000 
1,250,000  
1,506,000  

204,000 
2,049 ,00 0

486,000
50,000 ,000

1,000,0 00
1,247,000

322 ,000
2,0 50 ,00 0

174,954,091 134,351 ,000 136,915,000

142, 047,492
1,905,674
2,5 35 ,14 2

155 ,497,000 
2,1 38 ,00 0 
2,7 16 ,00 0

166 ,411,000 
2, 201, 000 
2, 920 ,000

146 ,488,308 160 ,351,000 171 ,532,000

3, 946, 748 
3,76 5

- 2 ,  723, 000 
-4 3 ,0 00

-6 31 ,0 00
-2 1 ,0 0 0

3,950, 503 -2 ,7 66 ,0 00 -6 52 ,0 00

325 ,392,902 291 ,936,000 307,7 95 ,00 0

5,538 ,60 6 
94,382, 500

-1 5,7 84,5 28 
65,000 ,000

-2 0 , 737,528 
64 ,70 0,000

254 ,779,43 3 
429,406

1,020,069

269 ,282 ,000  
473,000 

1,103,000

289 ,877,000 
206 ,000  
428,000

256 ,228,90 8 270 ,858.00 0 290, 511 ,000

-1 0,0 00,0 00
-3 6,5 41,6 40

-1 0,0 00,0 00 
-3 8 .8 75,0 00

-1 0 ,0 00 ,0 00  
-3 8 , 200, 000

-4 6,5 41,6 40 
15, 784, 528

-4 8, 875 ,0 00 
20,737 ,528

-4 8 ,2 00 ,0 00  
21, 521 ,528

325 ,392,902 291 ,936,000 307,7 95 ,00 0
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Su m m ar y budget fina nc ed  from  nonpower proceeds
[F or  f iscal ye ar s en din g  J u n e  30, 1962, 1963, an d  1964]

1962 ac tu a l 1963 e st im at e 1964 es ti m at e

EXPENSES

N av ig a ti on , flood  co nt ro l,  an d  po wer  pr og ra m : M u lt ip u r-  
r po se  r es er vo ir  o p e ra ti o n s .. _..............................................................

f t

$292,396 $333 ,000 $351,000
Fer ti li ze r,  ag ri cu lt u ra l,  an d  m unit io ns pr ogr am :

Fer ti liz er , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  and  m unit io ns d e v e lo p m e n t. .........
D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a d m in is tr a ti ve  a n d  ge ne ra l ex pe ns es . .. .

T o ta l fe rt ili ze r,  ag ri cu lt u ra l,  a n d  m un it io ns  p ro g ra m .. ..

C ooper at iv e val le y  d ev e lo pm en t pr og ra m : C ooper a ti ve val le y  
deve lo pm en t..... ..................................................

19,014,778  
446,848

19,9 73,0 00 
475 ,000

17,857,000
440,000

19,461,626 20,448,000 18,297,000

60,628 357 ,000 486,000
G en er al  s er vi ce  a c ti v it ie s:

R ei m burs ab le  s er v ic es .................... ........... ........... ......................... 5,058,161 
77,442

10,697 ,000
200 ,000

8,2 87,000  
150,000D is tr ib u ti o n  o f a dm in is tr a ti v e  a n d  ge ne ra l e x p e n se s ..........

T o ta l ge ne ra l se rv ice a c ti v i ti e s .. .................... .........................

T o ta l ex pen se s___ _____ _____________ _________ _______

5,135,603 10,897 ,000 8,4 37,000

24,950,253

-1 ,2 34 ,8 60

32,035,000

-5 00,0 00

27,571 ,000
INVENTORIES

F er ti li zer , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  a n d  m un it io n s  p ro gr am : C hem ic al in ­
ven to ri es .......................................................

T o ta l b u d g e t finan ce d fro m n onpow er pr oc ee ds .................

FINANCING

B al an ce  b ro u g h t fo rw ar d , in c lu d in g  c o n ti nu in g  fu nd

C u rre n t pr oc ee ds :
N av ig ati on  o p era ti o n s________________  .

23, 715,393 31, 535,000 27,571,000

2,760, 211 2, 294,142 1,011,142

1,64 8 
292, 396 

17,048 ,313 
68,553 

6,135, 603 
702, 811

4,000 
333,000 

18,176 ,000  
358,000 

10, 897,000 
484,000

5,000 
351,000 

17,714,000  
487,000 

8, 437,000 
576,000

M ult ip u rp ose  r es er voir  o p e r a t io n s ......... ...........
F er ti li zer , ag ri cu lt u ra l,  a n d  m un it io ns  d eve lo pm ent . .
C ooper a tive val le y  d eve lo pm ent........................
R eim burs ab le  ser v ic es ______
Sa le of  re ti red  p la n t an d  m isce llan eo us  re ce ip ts __________

T o ta l c u rr en t pr oc ee ds ............ .........
B al an ce  c arr ie d  f o rw ar d , in c lu d in g  c on ti nu in g  fu n d .

T o ta l f in ancin g .......................... .................  .

23, 249,324 
- 2 ,  294,142

30, 252,000 
-1 ,0 11 ,1 42

27, 570,000 
-1 ,0 10 ,1 42

23, 715,393 31,535 ,000 27,571,000
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R eq u e st  B e f o r e  C o m m it tee

Mr. Wagn er. Th ank you, Mr . Ch air ma n.
The req uest befo re your comm ittee  toda y is for a to ta l of $48,284,- 

000. This am ou nt  prov ides  for continu ing  TV A’s resource dev elop­
ment program s, with which you  are  fam ilia r from  long  yea rs of a cq ua in t­
ance  with the m.  There  is the pro gra m of navig ation  dev elopm ent . 
Traff ic on the riv er is se tting  new reco rds  each year.  Use of the na vi ­
gation cha nne l has  shown a 100-percent gro wth in the  last 10 years. 
The appro priat ion  req uest includes co nti nu ati on  of TV A’s work in 
flood con trol . Th at  is prog ress ing well, too. In ma rch  of th is yea r, 
for inst anc e, we reg ula ted  a m ajo r flood and  saved Cha tta no og a alone 
$100 million , and  pre vente d anoth er  $14 m illion  dam age s elsew here  in 
the Tennessee Valley and on the lower Ohio and  Mississippi Riv ers .

The approp ria tio n req uest also pro vides for con tinuin g pro gra ms  in 
forest ry and agr icu lture,  and  for tr ib ut ar y area dev elopment .

In  addit ion , it provides for operati ng  the  mu ltip urpose dam and  
reserv oir  sys tem , a sys tem which , as you  know , benefits no t on ly the  
Tennessee Val ley,  bu t neighborin g regions too. Fo r exam ple, in the  
dry we ath er thi s fall—and  i t h as b een  very  dry in much  of the c ountr y, 
as you kno w—abou t one-third of th e flow of th e Mis siss ippi River 
below th e mou th  of the Ohio was pro vided by  relea ses from  TV A’s 
mu ltipu rpose rese rvoirs in th e Ten nessee Valley. These  releases 
add ed ab ou t 2 feet to th e nav igable  de pth in th e lower Mississ ippi , at 
a very crucia l time.

Sena tor  H il l. They would have  been  in pre tty  serious  trouble; 
would they  not ?

Mr . Wagner. Yes, sir; 2 feet is extr emely  v ita l in a d ry  period such 
as this .

G u n t e r s v il l e  Loc k

The approp ria tio n req uest pro vid es for continu ing  constru ction  
alread y under way, pro jec ts wi th which you  are  fam ilia r—continuin g 
constru ction  of the  Gu nte rsv ille  lock  in no rth ern Alabam a—some 
fun ds------

Senator  H ill. When will you finish th at ?
Mr. Wagner. That  will be com ple ted  in 1965 unde r the present 

schedule.
Senator  H ill. Unless, some un toward even t should happen.

M el to n  H il l  P r o je c t

Mr. Wag ne r. That  is cor rec t. Our requ es t also pro vid es for 
ess entia lly  com ple ting  wo rk at  the Melton  Hill  pro jec t, an d for con­
tinuin g the reha bi lit at ion of the  c hem ical  faci litie s at  M uscle Shoa ls— 
work on a new  phosph oru s furnac e and air- cleaning eq uip men t rela ted  
to it,  a ni tr ic  acid  plan t, and for wo rk on a numb er of othe r facil ities  
the re.

N ic k a ja c k  D am  an d R eser v o ir

In  ad dit ion  to thes e continu ing  act ivi ties, funds are req ueste d for 
new p rojec ts.  The first  of these is the  N ick aja ck  D am and Reservo ir. 
Th e requ es t is for $4.3 mill ion for fiscal year 1964, and the to ta l es ti­
mated  cos t is ab ou t $70 mill ion. Th is will be a mu ltip le-purpo se 
projec t prov iding  for navig ation , flood con trol , and power pro duction
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on the Tennessee River. It  is unusual in tha t it will be built to 
replace the existing Hales Bar Dam and Reservoir below Chattanooga. 

Senator H ill. That dam and reservoir is pr etty  old; is it  not?
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir, it is. It  was buil t in the period from 1905 

to 1916 and was acquired by TVA from the Tennessee Electric 
Power Co. in 1939, along with other generating and transmission 
properties.

Now, this dam, as you recognize, was built a long time ago, at a 
time when knowledge about  foundations was much less complete 
than it is now. Construction methods were rather primitive in 
those days. I have here a photograph  tha t will give you an idea 
of the nature of this  construction. You see timber stiff leg derricks, 
wooden cribs, and so on.

Senator H ill. A little different from what you have today; isn’t 
it?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir. And I think it is not surprising tha t with 
construction methods a t tha t stage of development, all of the solution 
channels and potential  leaks in the foundation were not discovered. 
Shortly after the reservoir was filled, the owners of the project found 
tha t the dam was leaking badly, and they undertook extensive work 
to correct the leaks with partia l success.

When TVA acquired the dam, the leakage was again considerable. 
From 1940 to 1943 we undertook a program to correct the leaks. 
It  was temporarily successful. But  additional channels have since 
opened in the limestone. We started another leakage abatement 
program in 1960, and at this time started foundation exploration for 
a new, large lock tha t was going to be needed at the project. This 
revealed even a poorer foundation condition than we had been aware 
of up to tha t time, as we got downstream from the main axis of the 
dam.

We examined the whole situat ion very carefully and brought in 
some consultants  to check our own judgment . We determined tha t 
it would be so costly to repair  this foundation to a point where we 
could be certain it was safe and would last a reasonable length of 
time and tha t it would be b ette r to build a completely new dam and 
reservoir about 6 miles downstream, where there was a sound 
foundation.

This is the background of the Nickajack project.
F lo od  C o n tr o l  P r o je c t  for  B r is to l , T e n n .-V a .

Another new project in the appropriation request is a local flood 
control project for Bristol, Tenn.-Va., in the upper reaches of the 
watershed. Included in our requested appropriation is $1 million 
for star ting this work in fiscal year 1964. The estimated total cost is 
$2.9 million. We would hope to complete it in 1965.

The towns of Bristol, Tenn., and Va., are  upstream from the area 
controlled by our present dam and reservoir system. The cities 
have damaging floods every 4 or 5 years, and in some years have 
flooded as many as five times. There is a  potent ial damage of $2.9 
million from a single flood, and the average annual damages are about 
$232,000.

We have been working with the governments of these two towns, 
and with their engineers and planning groups for several years, trying

25—745— 63-
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to develop the best solution to this problem, and we are now ready to 
move on it.

NEW  F E A T U R E S IN  PR OJ EC T

There are several new features in this project. For example, we 
have determined exactly what  areas within the cities are subject to 
flooding; the city of Bristol, Va., has enacted a zoning ordinance to 
prevent further construction in its flood danger areas, and Bristol, 
Tenn., has such zoning ordinances under consideration.

This is a part of the program we have encouraged for some time, to 
direct the new development in cities away from flood danger areas. 

W e e k l y  N e w sl e t t e r

Senator Hill. In connection with your discussion of the Bristol 
project I am placing in the record a portion of the  weekly newsletter 
published by TVA, referring to the progress being made in planning 
for this proposed item.

(The information referred to follows:)
W ee k l y  N ew s L e t t e r  o f  T e n n e s s e e  Va lley  A u th o r it y , K n o x v il l e , T e n n .

TVA said today th at  final arrangements have been completed with Bristol, 
Tenn., and Bristol, Va., for a local flood damage prevention plan which is the 
first of it s kind in the  Nation’s long histo ry of work with local flood problems.

Under the coopera tive plan more tha n 2 miles of creek channe ls will be enla rged; 
nearly 400 commercial and industrial  buildings  may be made water tight;  and 
two small  dams and  reservoirs will be bui lt on creeks several miles above the  cities. 
Total cost is es tima ted at  $3^ million.

The dams are to be dete ntion type with  o utle ts of a size t ha t will release flood- 
wate rs gradually . One will have  a dry reservoir except when holding back 
floodwaters. The other will ha ve a 35-acre permanen t pool for recreat ion.

In addition, each of the  cities will revise its zoning ordinance, subdivis ion 
regulat ions, and building  code to provide contro ls over areas which will still be 
sub ject  to some flooding.

Since 1953 TVA has worked with more tha n a hundred  Tennessee Valley 
communities, through  State planning  agencies, to help mee t flood problems th at  
are beyond  the reach of its regional flood con trol on the  Tennessee Rive r and  its 
larger tribu taries. Three  dozen of the cities and comm unities have formally  
adopted  regula tions contro lling development in areas sub jec t to flooding. More 
than 70 have take n less formal action.

TVA’s role has been to prepare engineering repo rts and  give technical help 
needed as a basis for local ac tion.  The program has att racted  national  att ent ion  
as a proving ground for techn iques to deal with  simila r flood problems faced by 
hundreds of American cities and  towns.

The  Bristol project includes a new policy of encouraging flood proofing of 
buildings and recognizing th at  cost as part of the  local cont ribut ions.  This also is 
the  first projec t in which local officials and citizens were required to ta ke a greater 
degree of leadership in formulation of the plan to assure  th at  all available sugges­
tions and experience would be included.

One of the dams and reservoirs is to be on Beaver Creek and the other will be a 
few miles n orth  of th at  s ite, on the  tribu tar y Clear Creek. The permanen t pool 
or lake of abou t 35 acres is to be in the Clear Creek detention reservoir area.

Bristol, Va., plans the deve lopment of full recreational facilities around the  35- 
acre lake as well as limited  facilities thro ughout  the  rema inder of the  200 acres 
in the Clear Creek Reservoir area and 175 acres in the  Beaver  Creek Reservo ir 
area. Various types of recrea tion will be available in the  two areas. Washington 
County may work with the  city of Bristol in developing these  areas.

The two Bristols organized a join t flood study comm ittee  to determine the  
most desirable plan among several possibilities, TVA sa id, and more tha n a score 
of local citizens worked for over 2 years in p repar ing it.

Similar projects are under consideration at  Sevierville and Athens, Tenn., 
TVA said.
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Mr. Wagner. Now, in addition to zoning by the cities, some of the 
buildings already there are to be flood proofed, by sealing off basement 
windows, waterproofing walls, and protecting electrical equipment and 
tha t sort of thing. These steps will be taken by the private owners 
at a cost of better than $200,000, with some technical assistance from 
consultants to be employed by the cities and advice from TVA with 
respect to potential flood heights. In addition the cities will take on 
the job of enlarging the channels of the streams through the cities, 
and adjusting bridge heights at a further cost to them of about 
$200,000.

TV A’s P art

TVA’s par t is to build two detention dams upstream which will 
reduce the volume of water tha t could descend on the cities. One of 
these reservoirs will have a small permanent pool which will serve as 
a basis for recreation development by the city of Bristol, Va., and 
the city will pay abo ut $120,000 toward the cost of the project, 
representing the extra expenditure that is needed for this purpose.

The lands behind detention dams, you understand, are covered 
with water only in the periods when there are floods being controlled. 
The rest of the time the land is there with the trees on it, and it is 
open and available for use. Generally such land has not been used. 
I t has ju st been held for flood storage.

We are trying  to develop, with the two cities, plans whereby they 
would manage these lands for recreation. They can lay out  hiking 
and horseback riding tra ils, and picnic areas—the latter probably just  
above the flood level—and the reservoir lands would have year-round 
usefulness. The effort is to find out whether these lands can serve 
some purpose in addition to flood control.

Senator H ill. This is something new, isn’t it?
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir, this is a new idea. We hope if it develops 

here it can be used in de tention reservoirs which may be built in other 
part s of the country.

The third major new project-----
C O O PE R A T IV E  E N T E R P R IS E

Senator Hill. This is a cooperative enterprise with TVA and the 
two cities, is that right?

Mr. Wagner. Th at’s correct, sir—cooperative both in the way the 
project will be used, and in the provision of funds to build it and  oper­
ate it.

Senator H ill. Protect  the cities from the floodwaters, and then 
to make use of the lands tha t might be flooded—make use of th at  land 
when it  is not under water, is th at correct?

Mr. Wagner. That is correct, yes, sir.
Senator Hill. Which is a new idea.
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; as far as we know this is a new idea.

L A N D  B E T W E E N  TH E  L A K E S

The third major new project  is the proposed development of a 
recreation area which we call Land Between the Lakes. The appro­
priation request-----
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Senator Hill. Excuse me a minute. Senator Cooper, if you have 
any questions to ask as we go along, don’t hesitate. We are coming 
to Kentucky right now. I can hear the whistle blow. I saw you lean 
forward.

Th at’s off the record.
Senator Cooper. I would like it  to be on the record.
Senator II ill. All right, we will pu t it on the record.
Go ahead, Mr. Wagner.
Mr. Wagner. The requested appropriation includes $4 million 

for this project in fiscal year 1964. This project  involves a land area 
of something over 170,000 acres between Barkley and Kentucky 
Reservoirs.

As you know, the Kentucky Reservoir is already built and fdled — 
built by TVA. The Barkley Reservoir is under construction by the 
Corps of Engineers. It  is due to be partially  filled in the fall of 1964 
and completely filled a year later.

Senator H ill. The Barkley is on the Cumberland, and the Ken­
tucky is on the Tennessee.

Mr. Wagner. Tha t is correct.
I have some small maps here which outline this area. You may 

be interested in looking at them.

O P PO R T U N IT Y  FO R D E V E L O PM E N T  OF  TR AC T OF R E C R E A T IO N A L  LAND

You will see tha t the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers, in their 
lower reaches, flow parallel to each other, about 6 or 8 miles apa rt, for 
a distance of nearly 40 miles. This creates a unique opportunity for 
the development of a recreational area with special emphasis on 
water-based recreation.

This area is heavily wooded. It  is thinly populated—so far as we 
have been able to determine on the basis of preliminary estimates, 
there are only 2,600 to 3,000 people in this entire area of 170,000 acres.

The land is far from the best land in the Tennessee Valley area. 
It  is relatively unproductive, except, of course, in some of the small 
creek bottoms. There are no virgin forests, no natu ral wonders here 
to preserve as is done in our nationa l parks. But this will be a fine 
area for families to use for camping, to study nature , and to enjoy 
a wide varie ty of outdoor recreation activities.

C IT IE S W IT H IN  50 0- M IL E R A D IU S

At one side of the small map which you have you will see some 
concentric circles showing tha t within 500 miles of this area, a days’ 
drive on modern expressways, there are such cities as New Orleans, 
Birmingham, Kansas City, Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland, St. Louis, 
Cincinnat i, Louisville, and Atlanta . I mention this because we believe 
tha t as our economy becomes more and more an industria l and urban 
economy, the need increases for opportunities for factory workers anti 
their families, office workers and their families, to get into the outdoors 
for recreation, and unless we are careful, as the need increases, the 
opportun ities will become fewer.

TVA intends  to develop this area pr imarily for inexpensive camping 
by families and groups such as Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, boys 
clubs, and  other groups who find occasion to seek outdoor  recreation.
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The area offers unusual opportuni ties for water sports, for fishing, 
for camping, and for nature  study, and TVA will also promote the 
propagation of waterfowl and wildlife.

W IL D L IF E  R E F U G E

2V p art of it, nearly 60,000 acres, is already established as a wildlife 
refuge under the direction of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Some of 
the area now used for waterfowl feeding grounds will be inundated 
by the Barkeley Reservoir, but is being replaced further upstream on 
the reservoir. But we would propose to operate the entire Land Be­
tween the Lakes Aiea to promote the propagation of fish and wildlife— 
both waterfowl and upland  game. And we hope here to learn whether 
it is possible to let the people who get into the o ut of doors get a l ittle 
bit closer to waterfowl and to game, and to observe them. Game and 
fowl will be propagated for the benefit of the general public as well as 
for those who would hunt.

O P E R A T IO N  O F F O R E S T  LA N D S

We also propose to operate the forest lands on a sustained yield 
management  basis, and we plan to use this forest as an outdoor con­
servation classroom. If people are camping in the area during tree 
planting  time, we hope they would not only want to watch tree 
planting, but to partic ipate. We would arrange for them to plant 
trees, because we believe once a man has planted tiees he will under­
stand conservation bet ter in the future.

In summary, we would develop Land Between the Lakes as a trial 
and a demonstra tion to find the most useful kind of a recreational de­
velopment to fit the needs of our people during an industrial age. It 
would have, as the map indicates, significance to people all over the 
Central  United State s—some 70 million people live within 500 miles 
of this development.

We would, in short, hope to develop multiple uses of the area.
Senator H ill. Would you explain th at “multiple” a little?
Mr. Wagner. For forestry, for fish and wildlife purposes, for 

camping, for waterfowl—and in most wildlife areas I believe there 
comes a time when some thinning out of the wildlife is necessary. 
We would hope tha t at such times managed hunts at appropriate 
seasons of the year could be arranged.

W IL D L IF E  P R O P A G A T IO N

The wildlife area, the refuge already in this area, is nearly 60,000 
acres. We would operate virtual ly the whole 170,000 acres of the 
Between the Lakes Area for wildlife propagation. There are numerous 
points where we can provide feeding grounds for waterfowl and this 
will he done.

Those, Mr. Chairman, are the principal features of the budget 
before you.

B R E A K D O W N  ON B U D G E T  E S T IM A T E

Senator Hill. You spoke of the budget estimate being altogether



84 PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS, 19 64

T e n n e s s e e  V a lley  Au th o r it y
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801 Pa ym en ts  to Ten nessee  V alley A ut ho ri ty  f u n d .. .. $44,284,000 $48,284,000 $4,000,000

This ame ndment is to provide funds for the initiation  of work, including land acquisit ion, for th e Land Between the  Lakes, a national  recreation  a rea in western Kentucky and Tennessee. Funds are needed to  begin work pr ior to the  commence­men t in December 1963 of im poundment of water  behind  Barkley Dam.

HO USE RE DU CT ION

Senator H ill. Now, I note that the House reduced your budget estimate by $2,284,000, with this statement.
Since there  will only be abou t 6 months in which this high level of funding can be applied, the  committee is confident th at  the  sum of $2,284,000 can be deleted without det rim ent  to the  progress of the  programs.
What would be your judgment  as to what that  reduction would mean, and what would be the effect on the operations and programs of the TVA?
Mr. Wagner. Mr. Chairman, in a large const ruction program such 

as TVA’s, it is usually possible to make some adjus tments in the timing of expenditures. I think it should be clear tha t if the funds are not provided in the current fiscal year, we would need them to be added later.
Generally, postponement of construction—stretching out the con­struction  period—makes any project more expensive. 1 do not have an estimate of just what this would add to our costs in the p resent case. But this is a general sta tement that applies to construction programs.
Now, as a mat ter of fact the new projects tha t are included in this budget were scheduled for major work to begin in the second half of the fiscal year. The delay in starting them would n ot there­fore substantially  affect our fund requirements for the fiscal year. For instance, we would not have start ed major work on the Nickajack project until the spring anyway.
If the  funds are reduced as proposed, it  will require some reschedul­ing, which generally is not  in the best interes t of economical construc­tion and it will, of course, increase fund requirements in subsequent years.
Senator Hill. Generally i t does not  make for economy; does it?
Mr. Wagner. No, sir; tha t is correct.

IN C R EA SE  IN  CONST RUCT IO N COSTS

Senator Hill. We had testimony this morning from the Atomic 
Energy Commission—the way the price of construction has gone up since 1955 or 1956—it was rath er astounding. Of course, you are faced with the same s ituation . The more you delay, the more your costs go up; is th at correct?

Mr. Wagner. Th at ’s correct.
Mr. Smith. We will probably  have a wage rate increase that will go into effect the first of the year, which is one factor , as an example.
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Senator  H ill. Well, I wanted to ask some questions about  some 
other  matters. Senator Stennis, is there anything you would like 
to ask about  these items?

Senator Stennis. I believe not, thank you.
Senator H ill. Senator Cooper, any  questions you would like to ask?

GO VERNM ENT O W N E R SH IP  OF  LAND

Senator Cooper. I would like to say this to the other member of 
our congressional delegation. I have been very much interested  in 
this project, called the Land Between the Lakes, which Mr. V agner 
has described. As I understand,  the tota l area involved would be 
about 170,000 acres.

Mr. Wagner. Th at ’s correct.
Senator Cooper. How much of it is now under Government own­

ership?
Mr. Wagner. In the neighborhood of 65,000 acres, I believe— 

65,000 to 70,000.
(Note.—The area now under Federal ownership is 65,800 acres 

and the tota l now under public ownership is 66,860 acres.)
Senator C ooper. And the purpose is over a period of years for TVA 

to acquire ownership of the remainder of the land?
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; that  is correct. The precise boundaries 

have not been determined. But in general it is to buy the Land 
Between the Lakes.

Senator Cooper. About 50,000 acres of this tract is now used as 
a wildlife refuge.

Mr. Wagner. 1 believe it is a little more than tha t, sir. 1 do not 
have those figures exactly in mind, but  it is around 60,000 or 65,000 
acres.

(Note.— The area now being used as a wildlife refuge is 58.000 
acres.)

PR IV A T E  D E V E L O PM E N T  OF  PA RT OF A REA

Senator  Cooper. In general the entire area is not a highly de­
veloped area, it is one which has been used lightly at least for recrea­
tional purposes.

Mr. Wagner. That  is correct. It  is not highly developed, and by 
comparison with the rest of the  valley it is quite thinly populated.

Senator Cooper. 1 might ask you this, because the question will 
be raised, and has been raised with me, and with other members of 
our delegation.

There are groups in that area which contend tha t a certain par t of 
that area should be set aside for p rivate  development. In fact, 1 had 
a call a few days ago from a lawyer who represents a group of people 
in there, and, in fact, he is here today to testify—th at group desiring 
to hold par t of i t for private development. Is tha t a mat ter which 
which would be discussed between the TVA and such groups?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir. The details of how the purchasing would 
be handled and so on we have not worked ou t entirely. But we would 
be glad when we have a green light on this—we will be glad to discuss 
this with the group.

As a ma tter  of fact there are extensive priva te developments on the  
west shore of the Kentucky Reservoir and there will be on the east
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shore of the Barkley Reservoir. We regard Land Between the Lakes 
as primarily a public area. The deta ils are not worked out. We will 
he glad to talk with groups who have questions of this kind.

SU PPO R T  FO R PR OPO SA L

Senator Cooper. I know this fact, but  I think it should be made 
part  of the record. Am I correct in saying tha t the State agencies 
involved, as well as the State administ ration, both Kentucky and 
Tennessee, have supported this proposal?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; it has been supported by those agencies.
Senator Cooper. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.

TY PE  OF AREA

Senator Stennis. I would like to ask one or two more questions 
about this area. What is the occupation of the people in it? Is this 
a farming area, or timber, or what?

Mr. Wagner. It  is almost entirely wooded. There are some small 
farms, little  patches of land cleared in the valleys. I could not say, 
Senator, that there are not a few good farms. I don’t know. But 
generally this is not a highly developed area.

Senator Stennis. More or less natural state, with exceptions?
Mr. Wagner. Th at’s right. It  is not an intensively developed, 

highly productive area.
Mr. S mith. Historically it never has been; 104 years ago when 

General Grant was coming down to For t Henry, he expected to get 
farm labor from the area to help him, but there was no farm labor 
available, because there were no farms developed in the area.

Senator Hill. Speaking about General Grant, did Andrew Jackson 
get through there?

Mr. Smith. He came farther south.
Senator Stennis. Well, I did not get to hear the first part of vour 

testimony here, but we are standing right with TVA down in Mis­
sissippi. It serves an area of our State. We will get you to put a 
big dam in there yet.

T h r e e  N ew  P r o je c ts

Senator  H ill. Mr. Wagner, as you brought out in your statement, 
you have only what you might term three new projects here, is that 
correct?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir.
Senator H ill. The Nickajack, which would take the place of this 

old dam that is no longer really serviceable. And then your Hood 
contiol for Bristol, Tenn., and Bristol, Va. And then you'- facilities 
at your chemical and fertilizer plants.

Mr. Wagner. And the Land Between the Lakes.
Senator Hill. Ceitainly, the Land Between the Lakes.
Mr. Wagner. The chemical and fertilizer plant construction is 

a continuation of a rehabilita tion program now underway.
Senator Hill. 1 did not have that Land Between the Lakes on 

this memo. But you did not furnish this memorandum.
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B U D G E T  E S T IM A T E  C O M PA R ED  W IT H  1903 A P P R O P R IA T IO N

Now 1 note that  your budget estimate for this year is some $10,929,000 over your appropriation for the past fiscal year, is that correct?
Mr. W agner. Yes, the $40 million included for T \ A in the House hill is $10,929,000 over our appropriation for 1903.
Senator Hill. Does tha t $10 million largely go to these three projects?
Mr. W agner. Yes. Il is largely for construction projects.
Senator Hill. And, of course, there is no power construction in this?
Mr. Wagner. Not ii this.
Senator Hill. Any other questions on this?
Senator Cooper. 1 would like to say this. 1 am not a member of this committee—but Congressman Frank Stubblefield, of the First Congressional Distr ict of Kentucky,  in w'hose district this Between- the-Lakes area lies, cannot be here now' because of work in the  House. But 1 believe his administrative assistant is here. I know' he has been very much interested in this project.

“ n a t u r e ’s c o n s t a n t  g i f t ”

Senator Hill. Well, we are glad to have tha t statement. Mr. Wagner, I have here a very  interes ting document “Nature’s Constan t Gift,” a report  on the water  resource of the Tennessee Valley. I wish you w'ould give us a picture, sir, of just  what  has happened under the TVA so far as your use of your land is concerned, the use of water, and how much higher the return  has been to the people as a result of this bett er use of the land and the water resources.
Mr. Wagner. Senator Hill, 1 will be glad to do that.
As this report points out , a substantial part of the water resource of the Tennessee Valley is used on the land—it never gets to the rivers. Thi rty inches of the 52 inches of rain tha t falls in an average year is used either by the trees and the grass and the crops or is evaporated. So if the people of the region are to get any good from this 30 inches of ram, they have to utilize it as it falls on the land, it must be used there—it never gets to the rivers.
Now, improved use of w ater on the land involves activ ity primarily in the  fields of forestry and agriculture.
Nearly 60 percent of the Tennessee Valley is in forest. The forests are a primary, basic resource of the region.
In the eariy days of TVA-----
Senator H ill. Excuse me, Mr. Wagner. 1 see Congressman Stubblefield has just come in. Congressman, you can sit up here with us, if you wish. We would be glad to have you.
Mr. Stubblefield. Thank you, sir. I have a constituent back here th at I would like to sit with.
Senator Hill. Very well.

S E V E R E  E R O S IO N  PR O G R A M

Mr. Wagner. The emphasis in the early days was primarily on planting  trees as a means of controlling erosion. There was a very severe erosion problem in much of the Tennessee Valley.
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Senator Hill. If I may interrup t you there, my friend Jonathan 
Daniels, of Raleigh, N.C., wrote, “The rivers ran red to the sea with 
the rich topsoil of the land.” Is th at correct?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; tha t is about correct.

REF OR ES TA TIO N

In those early days nurseries established by TVA turned  out 
hundreds of millions of high qual ity tree seedlings, and the land- 
owners in the valley planted them on their land. In all, about 800,000 
acres have been reforested in the Tennessee Valley. This represents 
a lot of trees. But we still have a lit tle bette r than  a million acres of 
open lands to reforest.

I think you might be in terested to know or recall tha t in the middle 
thirties the Civilian Conservation Corps, the CCC, planted pine trees. 
In the Tennessee Valley they planted about 70,000 acres. The trees 
on those 70,000 acres are now producing about a million dollars a year 
income for the owners of the land on winch they are planted.

Senator Hill. Tha t much income a year?
Mr. Wagner. A million dollars a year. I am sure tliis was not 

visualized in those days. We thought of the CCC primarily  as a 
program to keep young men employed, and to stop erosion of the soil. 
But the results show the economic benefits that can come from tending 
to our forests.

Senator Stennis. 70,000 acres?
Mr. Wagner. About 70,000 acres; yes, sir.

“ P la n t  T r ee s— G ro w  J o b s” P ro gr am

We currently are working with the seven valley States in a program 
which we call “Plant Trees—Grow Job s.” The goal of this program 
is to cut in half the time tha t was estimated to be required to reforest 
the lands in these seven Sta tes that  now need reforesta tion.

The States, not TVA, are now providing the seedlings, and they are 
currently producing, these 7 States,  about 500 million seedlings per 
year. It  will take more than that before we complete the reforesta­
tion program—which we hope can be done in 7 years.

In the Tennessee Valley itself tliis will involve working with  about 
100,000 owners of about a million acres of land. So you see i t is a 
big job. And I am glad to say that the valley States and their 
forestry departments, their Governors, are cooperating vigorously in 
this program.

The slogan “Plant Trees—Grow Jobs” illustrates  the new under­
standing of the importance of reforestation and forest improvement 
in the Tennessee Valley since those early days tha t I referred to a 
moment ago. We are planting  trees now, not only to hold soil, but 
to make bett er use of the rainfall and to provide jobs in the future. 
Jobs are still a problem in the Tennessee Valley, as they are in much 
of the Appalacliian region, which is forested just as is a large part  
of the Tennessee Valley.

JO B S IN  FO REST

In 1933, when TVA was created, there were fewer jobs related to 
the forest resource than we have today. Some ties were cut, some
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firewood, and some rough timber was harvested and sawed and tha t was about  it.

Now we have about  50,000 jobs tha t are based on the forests— either in the woods or in indus trial plants using the products  of the forests. As an example, there are two new papermills in the Tennessee Valley, one start ed about  1950 and the other  about 2 years ago. Those 2 mills alone provide about 2,000 jobs in the plants, and have abou t a $12 million annual payroll.
I say we have 50,000 forest-rela ted jobs in the Tennessee Valley now. We think the forests can support about 150,000 jobs, many  of them in papermills, furniture plants, lumberyards, plants using wood products of various kinds, making boats and water  skis and hammer handles, high chairs—a wide varie ty of products.
Tree planting  so far has been most ly in pine. And typical of the experience with the CCC plantings, an acre of trees planted to pine seedlings will over a period of 45 to 50 years bring an average return of about $15 per acre per year.  The trees are on land which may be worth no more than $30 or $40 an acre. So you see there is a good return.

V A L U E  OF  WOO D PR O D U CTS

The value of wood produc ts in the valley was about  $300 million in 1940. It  is curren tly abou t $500 million with a potential of some­thing over a billion dollars worth of wood produc ts as reforestation  continues and forest management improves.
For  of course this growth will require more than  planting trees. It  will take improved management of the forest, bet ter operation of sawmills, the development of industries based on the improved resource.
TVA and the States  are working together with landowners and wood users on every aspect of forest management and wood utilization.

PR O T E C T IO N  FR OM  F IR E

Improved protection from fire is an important part  of the total effort and one phase of forest fire control offers a good example of how TVA programs tie together.
A few years ago the U.S. Forest  Service began to investigate the possibility of dropping chemicals on forest fires in the Southeast to control them. TVA worked with the Fores t Service to demonstrate tha t one of the liquid fertilizers which we produce in the chemical plan t at Muscle Shoals is also a very good fire reta rdan t. Dropped on burning areas this material will permit leaves and debris on the ground to char, but  they do not burn. It  can be diluted with water  quickly. In tests, planes were loaded and on their wav within 14 minutes after notification of th e location of a fire and in another few minutes they were dropping this material.
This new liquid fire r eta rda nt costs only about 30 percent  as much as the chemicals that  had previously been used. Beside being effec­tive as a fire retarda nt, it leaves a fertilizer value after  the fire is over, so recovery of the forest is quickened.
Last year the Forest Service tried this mate rial on 13 different fires. In 9 of those 13 cases, the fire was stopped in its tracks ; it did not spread beyond the point where the material was dropped. In four
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of them it was slowed down, so tha t when the firefighter's got there, 
sometimes on foot or by boat—it may take hours to get to the site of a 
forest fire—the fire could be controlled quickly.

Senator Hill. You speak about dropping i t—is it dropped from an 
airplane?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir. They fly over a fire at about 150 or 100 
feet. The planes being used now will carry 1,200 gallons of this  ma­
terial, as it is d iluted and applied. They drop it right on the edge 
of the  fire.

It  was used extensively in March and April of th is year, when, you 
may recall, we had a very bad fire season all over the Eastern United 
States. For instance, in tha t period the valley had 3,500 fires, and 
the average burn, with fire control available now, was only 20 acres 
per fire. Bv comparison, in the last bad fire season, which was 1952, 
there were 2,000 fires, bu t the average burn was 575 acres per fire, 
nearly 30 times as much.

R E D U C T IO N  IN  F O R E S T  B U R N

Now, of course, this fire-retardant chemical is not the only method 
of fire control being used. All firefighting organization and equipment 
is bette r in the valley States now than formerly. The forest protection 
work in the vallev is conducted by the States and counties, not by 
TVA.

In total,  the burn in the valley’s forests has been reduced from 
about 10 percent annually in the i930’s to only about a quar ter of a 
percent now. Real progress has been made toward getting the forests 
in shape where they will provide an increasing number of jobs and 
bet ter income for the region and for the Nation.

F o r est  F e r t il iz a t io n  E x p e r im e n t

Senator Hill. When you speak of the forests and the trees, what 
about your tree fertilization program on your phosphate land in 
Florida?

Mr. W agner. We have an interesting program there, Senator, 
which ties together the forestry and fertilizer programs again. This 
is research in the use of fertilizers on trees. We are using a trac t ol 
about 400 acres of land in our Florida phosphate ore reserve as a field 
test-demonstration area. The surface of this particular trac t is a 
sand tha t has almost no plant food value in it, so that  we almost have 
laborato ry conditions in the field. We are trying here a considerable 
varie ty of TVA fertilizers on eight, different species of conifers and 
hardwoods, varying the t imes of application, the frequency of applica­
tion, the method of application, and so on. We will have here an 
experiment which, for the first time in history, to our knowledge, will 
provide an opportunity to study  the effect of fertilizer over the life­
span of trees. This will have real significance, not only in the valley, 
but for the entire Nation,  because if you can increase the productive­
ness of the woods, you can increase job opportunities in the forest and 
forest-related industries. We would also create a new market for 
the fertilizer industry. So we are considerably interested in that 
research project in Florida.

M O R E E F F E C T IV E  U SE  O F W A T E R  ON LA N D

In addition to the work in forestry, there is the problem of obtaining 
more efficient use of rainfall on farmlands in the valley, and thus
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increasing the contribution the water resource makes to agriculture.
As I have said, TVA’s early efforts in the fields of agriculture and 

forestry concentrated on reducing erosion. I am sure you gentlemen 
will remember the days when TVA was urging the use of phosphate 
and lime and the planting of legumes so tha t lands devoted to row
crops might be turned to pasture and other soil conserving crops.

K n o x v il le  N e w s -S e n t in e l  A r tic l e

Senator  H ill. In that  connection—I do not want to inter rupt your 
thought—but I have here a page from the Knoxville News-Sentinel 
of this past  Sunday, an article by Mr. Powell Lindsay.

North Carol ina Farms Quad ruple  Earnings After Help From TVA. Exper i­
men t at  Parker  Branch Yields “S tunning” Results .

Have you had an opportuni ty to read this article?
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; I have read that .
Senator H ill (reading):
Net farm income quadrupled . Where 630 man-hours have been needed to 

produce $100 net farm income in 1953, only 105 hours  were needed in 1961. 
Land values more than doubled. Grass-covered pastureland held the  soil. 
Good conservation and profitable farm ing were found to be enti rely  compatib le.

Then he goes on to add tha t this was no Federal dole project.
I think if there  is no objection, we might put  this in the record at 

the conclusion of Mr. Wagner’s testimony.
You may go ahead. I do not want to inter rupt you.

IN T E R E S T IN G  E X P E R IM E N T

Mr. Wagner. That  was a very interesting experiment. We are 
conducting a number of others in various parts  ol the valley. This 
one was conducted in cooperation with North Carolina State Uni­
versity. 1 think this research is particularly significant, because it 
shows that even in these mountain areas, where so much of the land 
is producing almost nothing, proper management can both save the 
soil and, as you indicated with those figures, substantially  increase 
income. The Parker Branch area is about 1,100 acres. When we 
first looked a t it 10 years ago, we found t hat  all the topsoil was gone 
off a quarter of the land and 75 percent of it was gone off two-thirds 
of the land. Now, with this experiment completed, we find there 
has been a 78-percent reduction in the amount of suspended sediment 
tha t flows from that  area.

In the valley as a whole, Mr. Chairman, since 1933 a million acres 
have been put into new pastu re, and 3 million acres have been taken 
out of row crops, so th at a real assault has been made on the erosion 
problem in the valley.

LO W  CO ST  O F  E L E C T R IC IT Y

Low cost electricity has helped on the farms, too. As the valley 
turned  to pasture and livestock, the farmers needed refrigeration and 
running water, and a convenient source of power for many jobs on 
the farms. Low-cost electricity  provided tha t. I have read the 
debates when the TVA Act was passed by the Congress, Senator , and 
the discussions before it  was passed. I was impressed by the interest
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which you and others took in the application of low cost electricity to improving the quality of rural living. I think you will be glad to know tha t on some of the bet ter farms in the area now, farmers are using nearly 40,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity a year, which is 4 times as much as the average residential use in the valley, and nearly 10 times the average in the homes of the United States.
IM PR O V E D  FA R M IN G

As time has passed we have found in our agricultural program, as we did in forestry, tha t we not only could save the soil, but could improve farm income and rural living by improved farm management methods. For instance, in the Tennessee Valley in 1934 only $110 million worth of farm products were sold. This has increased to $550 million in a recent year. There are fewer farms now, but they are larger and operated more efficiently.
We have worked in this program with the agricultura l colleges, with the fertilizer industry, and with farm groups. Instead of one fertilizer, as we had in our program in the early thirties—triple superphos­phate—we currently are working with nine different fertilizers.Educational programs with the farmers are more complex now than they were in those early days. The problem now is not just to per­suade farmers to use fertilizer, but to persuade them to use the right amount,  the right kind, and to adopt better management methods on their farms. This very often takes a large dollar investment on their par t and they have to be convinced tha t they can get this monev back before they will undertake the risk of investment.
We have another interesting experiment in improving farm income underway in the Elk River watershed in middle Tennessee and north Alabama.

SUC C ESS  OF  TV A F E R T IL IZ E R  PR OG RA M

Senator H ill. Before you leave the question of fertilizers, I can remember—it was a very natural thing—fertilizer companies looked with a lot  of skepticism on any Government fertilizer operation. But the years have proved tha t the TVA operations have been most helpful to the p rivate  companies, isn’t tha t true?
Mr. Wagner. es, sir, it is certainly true. The fertilizer program is ore  that is conducted for the benefit of the entire Nation. It is a urogram of research to try to find more concentrated fertilizers, m ate­rials bett er suited to the needs of the farmers today. TVA fertilizers are distributed in more than 40 States . I think 1 have a chart here tha t you might be interested in seeing for just a moment.
Senator Hili,. Suppose you hold tha t up where Senator Cooper and I can take a look at  it.
Mr. Wagner. This map shows the various States  where TVA fertilizer is being used in educational programs of one kind or another.Senator H ill. How m any States?
Mr. Wagner. Forty-two States in fiscal year 1903. The chart shows the locations as of April 1963. There may be a few that have been added since then.

P u r po se  o f  P ro gr am

The purpose of the TVA fertilizer program, as 1 indicated, is r e­search, development, and demonstration.  This is not a commercial operation.
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We try to find a new and bette r fertilizer and then to get it tested 
on practical farms. This, in turn, creates a demand for it. We 
expect the private  indus try to supply that demand.

The processes by which we manufacture these fertilizers are pa t­
ented, and these patents are available to private indust ry on a royalty 
free, nonexclusive basis.

PL ANTS L IC E N SE D  TO  U SE  T V A -D E V E L O P E D  PR O C ESS E S

Through July 1, 1963, we had issued 352 licenses to 227 firms to use 
our processes in 335 different plants in about  42 States. This chart  
shows where there are plants licensed to use TVA-developed processes.

Senator Hill. These are private companies.
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir, those are private companies.
Mr. Smith. Some of them are farm cooperatives, but most are 

private companies.
Mr. Wagner. After a fertilizer has been developed and the demand 

for it demonstra ted private  companies can use our processes to  make 
the fertilizer, to meet the demand.

SE M IN A R S A ND  IN ST R U C T IO N  C O U R SE S

In addition  to this, we conduct seminars and instruct ion courses on 
new developments as they come up. The fertilizer industry, agricul­
tural colleges, and State agr icultura l departments, send people to us in 
great numbers.

At one seminar in the valley last January  we had 670 people at­
tending from 38 States  and 3 foreign countries. They learn from 
us what we are doing, and w*e benefit from the exchange with them.

Senator Hill. Do you recall how many of those 600 people were 
from private companies?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir, there were 228 fertilizer companies repre­
sented there, 20 colleges, and 12 State depar tments of agriculture.

Senator H ill. Senator Cooper?

U P P E R  C U M B E R L A N D  R IV E R  VALLEY

Senator Cooper. I hesitate  to inter rupt and break the chain of 
Mr. Wagner’s testimony, but  I do have to go to a meeting. 1 hope 
to return in 15 or 20 minutes. I would like to ask, if I can, this 
question.

I direct your atten tion to an area adjacent to Tennessee, the 
upper Cumberland River Valley, with which I know you are ac­
quainted. It  is an area which I  think was formerly very prosperous 
because of coal production. Now it is having hard days. It is classed, 
unhappily, as a depressed area.

It  has in addition to coal resources quite an acreage of good land, 
there is land which could be improved. It  has within its confines 
a national forest, part of a national forest, and it  has large possibilities 
in reforestation. I direct my question to this point.

Q U E ST IO N  RE T R IB U T A R Y  D E V E L O PM E N T

Pa rt of your program is tr ibu tary  development. The Cumberland 
River is not, a tributar y of the Tennessee, bu t it flows through the
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area served by TVA, and also on the Cumberland River are dams and a powerplant.
Has consideration been given to including the upper Cumberland River as a possible area for tributar y development? I know this could not be served with power. But it would offer greater possi­bilities to correct the condi tions of unemployment, to raise the s tand­ards, and to be a great project, to show what could be done with the kind of program that you have been discussing.
Mr. Wagner. Most of the activities tha t we conduct—the forest development program, for example—we conduct in cooperation with the valley States  including, of course, the State  of Kentucky. We would hope that  the same practices that, are found to be successful in the Tennessee Valley might be extended to all parts  of the several States; that there would be a process of spreading. The same should be true of the other programs.
Our fertilizer education program, as I have indicated, is available to all pa rts of the country.

E X IS T IN G  A U T H O R IZ A T IO N

I believe that under our existing s tatu te there are some things that we do in the Tennessee Valley tha t we could not do in the upper Cumberland, Senator Cooper. We would like to have our experience utilized to the maximum extent tha t it can be in solving the problems of th at area. We would like to help in any wav th at we can.
Senator Cooper. I remember one time tha t I did make some thorough study as I could of the original a ct—I was of the belief that this area could be included. I think the President also was of that  belief.
I am not goiiw to ask you for any direct answer now, because I know you probably could not give it. May I ask if you would—and the Board, Mr. Smith and the Board—if you would look into this matter, find out if you believe your authority  would extend to this area, and give consideration to this possibility of a tributary develop­ment—not a tributary development, but a development of this area. Could you do that?
Mr. Wagner. We can take a look a t tha t; yes, sir.

S en a to r  M o rga n ’s R eto r t

Senator Hill. I may say  tha t John T. Morgan, who was for many years Senator from Alabama, who was a great student of waterway development, wrote a very fine report  on the development of these two rivers, the Tennessee and the Cumberland Rivers; and he spoke of them as the  twin rivers.
Senator Cooper. I am sorry but I have to leave now. I might say Mr. Avedisian called me and asked to testify briefly before this committee.
Senator Hill. We will be happy to hear from him, right after Mr. Wagner.
Senator Cooper. I hope to be back shortly.
Senator Hill. All right. We hope you can come back.
All right, Mr. Wagner.
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CO ST  OF  F E R T IL IZ E R

Mr. Wagner. I have one more point I might make concerning 
TVA’s chemical fertilizer program, Mr. Chairman.

We believe that the net result of the research and the demonstration 
tha t we have done in the field of fertilizer has been more efficient 
farming, not only in the Tennessee Valley, bu t across the Nation.

For one thing, it has helped to hold the price of fertilizer down a t a 
time when prices are generally rising.

This chart, for instance, taking 1950 as the index year of 100, shows 
tha t by 1962 farm real estate  had gone up to about 180 percent, farm 
wage rates to perhaps 155 to 158 percent, and farm machinery to 142 
percent. The price of fertilizer has held almost steady.

I should explain tha t this red line, which relates to fertilizer, is 
based on the price of fertilizer per ton. But one of the things  we have 
promoted is more concentra ted fertilizers. If you were to look at the 
price per ton of plant  nutrient, instead of the price per ton of fertilizer 
material, you would find that  from 1954 to 1962 the price would have 
fallen about 16 percent. So the plant  nutrients are currently costing 
farmers 16-percent less than they would have at 1954 prices. And 
this means a saving of about  $200 million a year to the farmers of the 
Nation for the price of fertilizer.

This is one of the benefits we believe has resulted from TVA’s 
research program.

Senator  H ill. Of course that  was one of the biggest problems in the 
old days—that maybe 85 percent of what was in the fertilizer sack was 
inert, useless matt er. The farmer had to pay for the handling and 
for the storage and the transp ortation and all th at and yet 85 percent 
of the material had no value at all so far as the farmer and his crops 
were concerned; is tha t correct?

Mr. Wagner. Th at’s correct.
Senator  Hill. Now the percentage of p lant food has been greatly 

increased and the quality  improved; is th at correct?
Mr. Wagner. Th at ’s correct. I will ask Dr. Nelson to tell you 

the average concentration of plant food now.
Mr. Nelson. 32.5 percent.
Mr. Smith. Senator Hill, one of your consti tuents told me tha t 

back 30-odd years ago he had a job in a plan t tha t sold fertilizer, and 
his job was to put  dirt and oil in the fertilizer, so i t would get to be 
dirty and smelly—not to add anything to it.

T r ib u ta r y  A rea  D e v e l o p m e n t  P r o je c ts

Mr. Wagner. Senator Cooper mentioned TVA’s tributary area 
development program. I want to say to you tha t our programs in 
agricultural and in forest development—our efforts to increase the 
efficiency of farms and forests—have been most effective in the 
organized tributary areas. These are areas of special oppor tunity , 
or of special problems, where the people have come to TVA and 
enlisted our help.

Our programs have been very effective there, I believe, because the  
interes t and the energy and the enthusiasm of the people are enlisted 
in an organized move. They see the development of agriculture, or 
the development of their forests, in relation to the total development

25 -7 45 — 63------ 7
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of all their resources. And they see resource development as a way 
to provide more jobs and improved income for the ir area.

They see the improvement of agricultural income in relation to 
bette r business in the towns. They see it in relation to a larger tax 
base from which the local government can provide improved services 
in health and education, better roads, and more and better public 
services of many other kinds.

The tributary area development program which we have described 
in some detail for you in other  years is, I am glad to report, progressing 
well. We are now working in 13 major areas in the Tennessee Valley. 
Jn every area local groups are engaged in surveying their resources, 
appraising their problems and opportunities. In every area accel­
erated programs in forestry and agriculture are underway and in 
every area there are special activities tailored to meet specific 
situations.

1 won’t attem pt to describe all of the things that are happening.
E X A M P L E S  OF P R O G R ESS

Senator Hill. Give us some of the notable examples.
Mr. Wagner. In one t ribu tary  area we are constructing a system 

of small dams and channel improvements to prevent flooding of bottom 
land farms, to provide municipal water supply—a water supply 
needed for irrigation—and to provide recreation and other benefits. 
In this same area, the local watershed author ity chartered undei the 
laws of Tennessee, is now cooperating with the Tennessee State 
Planning Commission in planning the use of land surrounding some 
of the small reservoirs that  are being built, to be sun* th at the maxi­
mum potential of the shorelines for stimulating economic growth is 
realized. The people of this area have also planted 30 million trees 
in a watershed of about 300 square miles, the most intensive job of 
reforestation in the valley.

The local authority  has hired, with its own funds, an executive 
secretary to help manage their affairs and see that  maximum progress 
is made.

In another case, an adult education program has been undertaken 
and is well advanced, teaching such things as practical nursing, 
mechanics, and other skills to equip people for jobs which a survey 
has shown are available but for which trained  personnel were not 
available.

I u k a , M is s ., I n d u str ia l  P a rk

A company in Iuka, Miss., has donated  22 acres of land to this 
same watershed group for an industrial park. In the Bear Creek 
watershed in Alabama, 300 landowners have gotten together to set 
up and organize as a shoot-for-fee game management area, a total 
of 44,000 acres of land. These farmers will plan t food for quails and 
other game, and people who want to h unt there will pay the owners a 
fee. This is land which is not suitable for farming, but is good hunting 
land.

Senator Hill. It has been nonprofitable in the past.
Mr. Wagner. Th at’s correct. This is a new source of income. 

It is one of the kinds of tilings that these people find available to them 
when they get dow n to work with their resources.
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E i.k R iv e r

In another area the State  is furnishing $10,000 a year to match loeal contributions in the beginning phases of a development program. This is in the Elk River watershed, in which we have launched, in cooperation with the local people, a program to try to double farm income in 5 years. This would add $28 million annually to farm in­come in tha t area.
OP ERATION  TOWNLTKT

Some of the people in the Sequatchie Valley have undertaken  what they call Operation Townlift. The people in one of these towns decided their town needed to be painted  and its appearance improved generally. A vigorous group is now at work on the task—a small start  but an indication that the people are interested in what they have to offer indus try, what they have to offer development programs of one kind or another, what they can do to make their communities better places in which to live. As 1 stated earlier, one phase of tribu tary a rea development work involves taking stock of resources— finding out what forest resources are available; whether they are p'ne or hardwood; what condition they are in; whether there are any wood-using industries there now and what the potential is for get ting some. We call this inventorying the resource base. In the lower Clinch Powell Valley, for example, 122 citizens of the area partic ipated in the preparat ion of one of these studies.

L o w e r  H iw a s s e e  V a lley

In another area, the Lower Hiwassee River watershed, the  organiza­tion of a po rt authority  is underway. As a m atter of fact, the people in the Lower Hiwassee Valley, probably 300 or 400 of them, are meeting tonight  to hear the results of the study  that some of their own people have made, with technical assistance from TVA and with help from the State agencies, too.
These examples, Mr. Chairman, illustra te the variety  of activities going on in in the Tennessee Valley today—using the tools tha t are available to provide more jobs and bette r income for the people.

S h o r e l in e  D e v e l o p m e n t s

Senator H ill. Speaking about the people, and their efforts on behalf of their towns or communities, their land, what abou t your shoreline developments, the Melton Hill Reservoir and your Beech River projects.
Mr. Wagner. Concern for shoreline use is a significant develop­ment, Mr. Chairman. We have learned from experience tha t when we build a reservoir, we in effect create a new resource—-the shoreline. We have learned the value of planning for i ts use. Let me give you a couple of examples.

D ec a tu r , A la .

The first main stream reservoir th at we built was on the Tennessee, impounded by Wheeler Dam in northern Alabama. A principal city on this reservoir was Decatur. You will recall tha t in the early thirties  Decatur was in the depths of an economic depression as was
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much of the country. But Decatu r was par ticularly hard hit because 
a railroad carshop which had been its principal industry had been 
closed.

When we first talked with the people in Decatur, they said, “ Can’t 
you find us some kind of indus try?” And we said we could not 
produce an industry out of thin air, but there was a great deal tha t 
we believed they could do.

Decatur had many physical attractions.  It  fronted on a new 
reservoir, so tha t it had water supply; it had two principal railroads; 
it had building sites; plenty of good quality  labor; but there was no 
development organization in the city, not even a chamber of commerce.

We start ed working with some of the Decatur  leaders, largely by 
trial and by chance. We suggested they organize a chamber of com­
merce and they did. The chamber of commerce was instrumental 
in having a new milk processing plant established in the city and 
when the navigation channel became usable, some grain elevators 
and feed mills came in.

About then the people in Decatu r decided tha t they should not 
leave their future development entirely to chance, so they went to 
the recently established Alabama State Planning Board. The Ala­
bama State Planning Board did not have a large stafF or much money, 
but with their leadership the city of Decatur created a city planning 
commission, and TVA entered into a contrac t with them to help 
get some planning done on specific items. For instance, a plan was 
developed for the use of the waterfront  to assure tha t they would 
have places for industry to locate. A part of the waterf ront lands 
looked good for a wildlife refuge, and an area was so dedicated.

One of the most important things tha t the planning commission 
did was to make a study  of the city ’s finances, and they found that 
some actions were badly needed to put  the city on a sounder financial 
basis. The results of the actions became assets to the city. Some 
of the  planning done then had to be revised and revised again. Look­
ing back now, we can profit from this first attempt to plan a water­
front along the Tennessee River.

M elto n  H il l  R e s e r v o ir

The Melton Hill Reservoir which you mentioned, is a contrasting 
example of what has developed in the la st 25 years. The Melton Hill 
Reservoir has just been completed tliis spring on the Clinch River, 
below Norris Dam in Tennessee.

Now, 25 years later, there were both State  and local planning 
commissions in being. These commissions and many citizens in the 
cities affected—Clinton, Oak Ridge, and Knoxville—understood what 
the Melton Hill project could mean to their communities.

Before the Melton Hill project  was built TVA got together with 
the S tate planning commission, the Oak Ridge Planning Commission, 
the Clinton Planning Commission, the Anderson County Planning 
Commission, and the Knoxville Metropolitan Planning Commission 
and a plan was developed for the use of the shorelines of the future 
lake.

They identified the areas most suitable for industry and the local 
governments have now zoned those areas for indust ry.
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They identified the areas that were suitable for public recreation, 

for county parks and municipal parks. They identified suitable sites and established local public use terminals. They identified areas 
suitable for residential use. They prepared, in short , a very compre­
hensive plan for the use of the lands surrounding this reservoir.

The highway and railroad systems were adjusted to fit the plan. 
With this kind of planning done in advance of reservoir impoundment, 
boat basins and docks were built in the dry before the  reservoir was 
filled at less cost than if built by using underwater methods, the usual 
way. 'Phe city of Oak Ridge, for instance, built a marina, excavating 
material in the dry at low cost, and when the lake was filled, the basin 
was available for immediate use.

P L A N N IN G  PR O C E SS

The interesting thing about this kind of a planning process is th at 
the local people take the new project right into the stream of their 
economic and government activities so that  it begins immediately to 
make a contribution to the area. This is a lesson that  we have learned 
in the Tennessee Valley. It is one that is applicable anywhere in the 
United States where dams and reservoirs are built.

B e e c h  R iv e r  W a ter sh ed

The same planning process—you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, the 
Beech River area—the same planning process tha t I described for 
Melton Hill is followed for the land surrounding the Beech River 
watershed.

As I say, the shoreline is itself a new resource. We have built 21 
dams since 1933. We have seen development of the shoreline take 
place each time one of these reservoirs is filled.

The shoreline furnishes sites for new homes, for recreation develop­
ments, and for industries—industries oriented to the use of the new 
water resource, to the other resources of the area, or to the markets of 
the area. This new usefulness of the shorelines is reflected in higher values and selling prices for lands.

We recognized this in the 1940’s when we began selling shoreline land and found tha t values had gone up considerably.

S T U D Y  O F LA N D  V A L U E S

WTe recently made some studies to determine to what extent the 
value of land has increased because it is located on the shore of the 
reservoir. We made an intensive study  of an 18-mile section of the 
lower regions of Pickwick Reservoir in Tennessee and Alabama and 
Mississippi. This was an average stretch of reservoir—we tried to pick 
an area which was typical to the river. Our study deliberate ly excluded 
what could be described as the  normal rise in land values, because land 
values were going up generally. WTe tried to isolate and consider only the effects of location on a waterfront.

We sold about 4,000 acres of this land between 1947 and 1960. We 
found th at it sold for six times as much as we had pa id for it in the late 
thirties . The average purchase price was $20 an acre, the average 
selling price was $120 an acre.
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R E T A IN E D  OR  T R A N SFE R R E D  LAND

Perhaps  another 10,000 acres in tha t area is being retained by TVA 
for program purposes or has been transferred to State  or local agencies 
for their development for recreation purposes.

If all the land is included, both tha t retained and tha t transferred 
and sold—the value increased about four times. The purchase price 
averaged $20 an acre; its value when sold as waterfront property was 
about $84 an acre.

Isolated examples can he found tha t are quite extreme. I know 
of some instances where land was bought for about $100 an acre and 
was sold as lots for cabinsites and homesites for several thousand 
dollars an acre.

E N H A N C E D  V ALU E OF LA ND

This enhancement in value is created entirely by the public invest­
ment in the dams and reservoirs. While the increase in value has 
been dramatic  we have found tha t a substan tial part of the increase 
has been lost to the local economy because of inadequate planning for 
the use of reservoir lands. Lands which are needed for industry, 
for example, have been directed to other uses and areas which could 
provide prime resident ial or recreational sites have become unavailable 
for such purposes. In the Beech River area we are t rying  to demon­
stra te one method of insuring tha t the land surrounding the reservoirs 
will make the greatest possible contribution to the economy of the 
region. We hope to demonstrate also tha t it is feasible to capture 
the enhanced value of that land and thus help pay for the cost of the 
project which created the enhancement.

This is the way it works. For our Beech River project we have 
bought land around the shores of the small reservoirs which is being 
turned over to a local watershed authority chartered under the laws 
of the State  of Tennessee. The local agency will manage it in ac­
cordance with plans we are developing jointly with the State planning 
commission and the local people, and this agency will sell, lease, or 
license it for recreation, for homesites, for industries, and so forth. 
Income from the disposal or use of the land will be added to other 
revenues which thev will have from the projects, and will be used to 
repay about  $2 million of the cost of the development.

R E C A PT U R IN G  THE E N H A N C E M E N T

The problem at Beech River is relatively simple. It  is a small 
scale project in a single State. The precise method to be used to 
insure tha t the land adjoining the reservoirs will make the maximum 
possible contribution may vary  from one area to another, from one 
project to another, but we believe tha t the basic principle is sound, ami 
tha t it may have further application in other areas. There is no 
doubt tha t the shoreline developments which are certain to materialize 
will add importantly to the strength  of the local economic base. They 
set the stage for more jobs, for greater productivity, for increased 
incomes, and for better living.

The projects built in TVA’s early years have made a great economic 
contribut ion to the region and to the Nation—there can be no doubt 
about that .

We believe that as projects are built in the future , shoreline plan­
ning can produce a more immediate economic impact. It  will speed
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results and insure the future in a way that would not be possible 
if the importance of shoreline development were not recognized in 
local economic planning as a new resource on which to build.

B E N E F IT S  FR O M  O L D E R  R E S E R V O IR S

Senator Hill. Speaking about your present projects, Mr. Wagner, 
and looking to the future, what can you do about  your older and 
larger reservoirs, so far as getting any enhancement or benefits from 
these shorelines?

Mr. Wagner. Most of TVA’s shoreline lands have been sold. In 
some instances, local agencies are now purchasing lands and setting  
them aside for productive future uses. Communities are zoning the 
waterfront lands and we believe tha t their potential ities can be 
preserved, Mr. Chairman, through such methods, applied to the extent 
tha t you can apply them now.

Senator Stennis . Mr. Chairman—I am going to have to ask to be 
excused. There is a ma tter  on the floor that I must attend to.

Senator Hill. Well, since I cannot be there, I do not know of any­
body I would rather have there than you, sir. I am delighted you are 
going to be there.

Senator Stennis . Glad to have seen you gentlemen again.
Senator H ill. Let me ask you this.

P A Y M E N T S  IN  L IE U  O F  T A X E S

You spoke about your States  and your local communities. Are 
they recognizing these values, reflecting the change in economy in 
their tax structures, thus realizing revenues to increase the ir share  in 
the common resource development programs?

Mr. Wagner. Senator, as you know, the TVA power system itself 
and the d istributors of TVA power, both municipalities and coopera­
tives, make subs tantia l payments in lieu of taxes and which reflect in 
themselves the economic growth of the area.

For instance, in 1963, the fiscal year just passed, TVA’s payments  
in lieu of taxes to States and counties were something over $7 million, 
and the distributors of TVA power paid about $13 million, making a 
total  of more than $20 million paid into State and local treasuries 
from the region’s power system.

TVA makes such payments at the rate  of 5 percent of its gross 
power revenues excluding revenues derived from the sale of power to 
the Federal Government. The distribut ion systems make payments 
which are generally based on the value of their properties.

The payments from the electric system as a whole have increased to 
a greater extent in the TVA area  since 1937, when a large part of the 
area now served by TVA was served by private utilities, and State 
and local taxes paid by electric utilities have increased in the United 
States  as a whole. For instance, during tha t period there has been a 
554-percent increase in State and local tax or in-lieu-of-tax payments 
in the TVA area as compared with a 444-percent increase in Sta te 
and local taxes paid by power suppliers in the United  States as a whole.

TA X  R E V E N U E S  O F S T A T E S

People on our staff are in touch with the States in regard to these 
in-lieu-of taxpavments and their distribut ion so we know something
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about tax revenues of the States  and communities, but we have not 
made a comprehensive study of them. We do know tha t the tax 
structures need revision to suit the kind of an economy we are moving 
into, an industrial economy as contrasted with an agricultural econ­
omy. Members of the TVA Board on various occasions have called 
the attent ion of people in the region to this need for change.

We are very sure tha t the taxable wealth has increased.
B ee ch  R iv e r  P r o je c t

In Beech River, we have the only example tha t I can cite for you 
where the increase in tax revenues due to increased values resulting 
from a public project will be used to help pay the cost of the project. 
The counties and cities involved in the Beech River  development will 
make annual payments to the local watershed authority derived from 
increased tax revenues from land protected from flooding, and in­
creased taxes from the new developments tha t will take place on the 
shores of these small lakes. Those increased tax receipts will be paid 
in part into the watershed authori ty, then to TVA, then to the Federal 
Treasury, to help pay the cost of the projects.

IN C R E A S E D  E X P E N D IT U R E S  F O R  R E S O U R C E  D E V E L O P M E N T  A C T IV IT IE S

Now, to respond to the other part  of your question.
Since the beginning of TVA, there have been very substan tial 

increases ir the expenditures of the valley States for resource develop­
ment activities such as parks, fish and wildlife, forestry, agriculture, 
and so forth.

In 1934, the valley States were spending only $8 million in total. 
In 1962, the amount had risen to $137 million. In the last decade, 
to take a single example, the State of Kentucky has tripled its gross 
expenditures for park and forestry activities from $4 million to $12 
million a year .

In 1962 the per capita expenditures of S tate and local governments 
in the Tennessee Valley region for resource and related activities were 
$5.41. The national average is $5.36. Since 1933 State and local 
expenditures for resource development have risen from far below the 
national per capita expenditure to a litt le above it.

When you consider further tha t the per capita  income in the 
Tennessee Valley is only about two-thirds of the national average, 
this is all the more remarkable. And it does indicate tha t efforts 
are being made by State and local governments to increase their 
activi ty in this general field and their financial support  for it.

Senator Hill. So they are definitely going forward.
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir.

S T R E A M  P O L L U T IO N

Senator H ill. Mr. Wagner, recently we had before us in the Senate 
what we call the water pollution bill. What can you tell us of what  
TVA has done in this m atte r of stream pollution abatement?

Mr. Wagner. This has been an area of considerable concern to 
TVA, Mr. Chairman, and we have been working a t it for some time. 
Prior to 1933, most of the cities in the Tennessee Valley discharged 
raw sewage into the rivers and so did the industries. In fact, as far as
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indust ry was concerned, about  the only use tha t they made of the 
river was as a means of waste disposal.

No single valley State had pollution control legislation.
TVA A C T IV IT Y

In 1936 TVA undertook some surveys of water quality  and the 
indentification of pollution sources, and as this information became 
available, we discussed it with the State  government. As time went 
on, the region became more and more aware of the importance of a 
good supply of clean w ater to its economic future. The region has 
begun to correct some of the deficiencies of the early days.

Between 1945 and 1957 all seven of the valley States enacted 
comprehensive pollution control legislation. In 1958, you may recall, 
Federal approval was given to an interstate compact for pollution 
control. So far the States  of Tennessee, Mississippi, and Kentucky 
have ratified the compact. The other four have not, but a s tar t has 
been made.

There are other marks of progress.
T R E A T M E N T  P L A N T S

In 1950, only 68 of the cities of the valley had treatment plants. 
Ten years later, 102 had sewage treatment plants and 17 of those tha t 
had them in 1950 had made major improvements. There are still 
some problems to  be corrected and a number of corrective actions are 
scheduled. We believe tha t bv 1975 all of the cities in the Tennessee 
Valley will have adequate  treatment for sewage before it is discharged 
into the rivers.

The new industries being established in the valley are under the 
control of the Sta te pollution control boards and the wastes which they 
are discharging are in general being properly treated.

P R O B L E M  P R E S E N T E D  BY  O L D E R  IN D U S T R IE S

The older industries, established before there was pollution control 
legislation, present a somewhat tougher problem, but one on which 
work is being done. We believe tha t if the citizens of the area 
continue to press for clean water, the States, with some assistance 
from the Federal Government, can protect  the quality  of the water 
in the Tennessee Valley and even further improve it. As you may 
know, the quality  of water in the Tennessee Valley already is sub­
stantially better than the average throughout the Nation. We want 
to be sure it is kept tha t wav.

Senator Hill. And you have made real progress to tha t end, 
have you not?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; we have.
Senator Hill. Well, of course, as we have said before, there are 

no funds in this budget for any power facilities, is tha t right?
Mr. W agner. No appropriation.

Q U E S T IO N  O F K E E P IN G  P O W E R  CO ST S D OW N

Senator Hill. No appropriation for power facilities.
I would like to have a little  report  at this time, though, since we 

have reviewed some of the other programs, of what TVA has done,
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we might say, to continue to achieve economy in the power program, 
to promote the wide use of electricity, and to accomplish the objec­
tives which we set out in the original TVA sta tute .

In other words, we would like to know what you are doing to keep 
the costs down.

I see our longtime friend, an expert in power, Mr. Wessenauer, is 
here. Would you like to come around here?

Sta te m e n t  o f  G.  O. W e s s e n a u e r ; C ost  o f  L a r g e r  G e n e r a tin g  U nit s

Mr. Wessenauer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
One of the things we have done to keep the unit cost down is to use 

larger steam-generating units. You may recall tha t in 1951 we 
installed 112,500-kilowatt machines at the Johnsonville plant. We 
moved up to 200,000-kilowatt units at the Kingston, John Sevier, and 
Colbert plants; then to 250,000- and 275,000-kilowatt machines at 
Gallatin. Then we progressed to 500-megawatt machines at the 
Widow’s Creek and Colbert plants in north  Alabama. We just 
recently placed in operation our second 700-megawatt machine at 
Paradise, which is the  plan t in the coalfields in western Kentucky.

We have under construction the Bull Run plant in east Tennessee, 
the first unit of which will have 900,000-kilowatt capacity.

The significance of using larger units, based on our studies of costs 
of building plants today, is th at the 900-megawatt machine will cost 
about 25 percent less per kilowatt to build than would be t rue if we 
were building plants with 200-megawatt machines in them.

When we turn to operation and maintenance, we find that at a 
plan t with 900-megawatt units the cost per kilowatt-hour, exclusive 
of fuel, will be about a th ird of the cost of operation and maintenance 
per k ilowatt-hour at plants with the smaller units.

IM PR O V IN G  H EA T R ATE OF ST A T IO N

We have also moved forward in improving the heat rate  of the 
power stations, tha t is, we are now producing a kilowatt-hour for less 
coal. For example, the John Sevier plant takes 9,200 B.t .u.’s to pro­
duce a kilowatt-hour. We have moved down to 8,800 B.t.u .’s per 
kilowatt-hour at some of our newer plants. At Bull Run, where we 
are going to supercritical pressures, the heat rate  will be reduced to 
about 8,400 B. t.u. ’s per kilowatt-hour. This means a large saving in 
the amount of coal required to produce a kilowatt-hour.

T ra nsm is si o n

On our transmission system, where we will be handling larger quan­
tities of power, we are stepping up our transmission voltages from 
161,000 volts to 500,000 volts on new lines which we are building 
between Johnsonville and Memphis, and from Widow’s Creek to 
Huntsville, Ala., and down to West Point, Miss. Here the significance 
is tha t we can transmit a ki lowatt-hour on the higher voltage facilities, 
when they are frilly loaded, for about half what it would cost us with 
161-kilovolt lines.

We also have realized a reduction in cost in the procurement and 
transportation of our fuel. Because we are a large market for coal— 
we purchase and burn something over 20 million tons of coal a year—
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we provide a continuing and substantial market for the coal producers 
and for the  railroads and bargelines, which transport the coal. There­
fore, based upon long-term contracts with TVA, they can more 
readily make improvements in their operations which will increase 
the produc tivity of their labor and equipment and enable them to 
deliver the fuel to us a t a cheaper rate than would be ture if we were 
buying oidy a few carloads of coal. Thus we have been able to 
maintain favorable fuel costs.

T R A N SPO R T A T IO N  OF  F U E L

In the transporta tion of our fuel we are working extensively with 
the railroads toward using the unit train. This is an arrangement in 
which a train will be devoted exclusively to the transportation  of coal 
between a producing area or a mine and one of our plants. By 
arranging for quick unloading of the coal train, the rail road is enabled 
to take it s train back the same day and thereby reduce the amount of 
idle time. Therefore, they are able to quote iower rates  than would 
be true if we were handling smaller quanti ties of coal or using less 
efficient arrangements.

CONTRACTS W IT H OTH ER C O M P A N IE S

Another kind of effort is our work to keep the load on the power 
system built  up through interchanging power with some of our 
power company neighbors. As you know, Senator, a year or so ago 
we completed contracts with Mississippi Power & Light Co. and 
associated companies whereby large quanti ties of power will be 
exchanged between them and us on a seasonal basis. Because our 
loads are heavy in the wintertime, due to electric heating, and lighter 
in the summertime, we have idle capac ity in the summertime which 
we can make available to these companies. They, in turn, have a 
high load in the summertime, primarily because of air-conditioning 
loads on theii systems. During their lighter load periods in the 
winter they have power which can be supplied to TVA. Under our 
new contractual arrangements we will be supplying them power in 
the summertime, loading up our facilities; they  will be returning the 
power in the wintertime, loading up their facilities. Between us we 
will be able to avoid the installat ion of over 3 million kilowatts of 
new capac ity. On our own system this amounts to a million and a 
half kilowatts, which would otherwise cost us around $200 million.

That will not  be a net saving since we will have to spend money for 
the interconnecting transmission lines, but  there will be an economy 
which will enable us to supply power to the Tennessee Valley region 
at lower cost than would otherwise be possible.

U SE  OF  COM PUTER

We are using our computer to help us load our system in the most 
economical way. From hour to hour, we feed into the computer the 
information as to the load conditions on the system, the availability of 
various sources of generation, the characteristics of our transmission 
lines, and the losses tha t may be encountered in handling various 
quanti ties of power. The computer enables our d ispatchers to advise 
each plant for every hour as to the most economical loading. We thus
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produce the kilowatt-hours supplied from the power system for that 
hour at the lowest possible cost.

PO LI CY D IR E C T IO N  FR OM  CONGRESS

The extent  of these economies would not be possible except for the 
policy which Congress specified in the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act and which I believe we have faithfully carried out. We were to 
make this power abundantly available to the people at  the lowest 
possible cost. The results are reflected in the fact tha t the people in 
the Tennessee Valley area now use over 10,400 kilowatt-hours annually 
on their farms and in their homes as contrasted with the national 
average of a little over 4,200 kilowatt-hours per year.

IN C R E A SE D  U SE  OF  PO W ER

The use of power by business and industry has also increased. 
The people’s use of these large quantit ies of power has helped make 
economically feasible the  building of these large generating units and 
these high voltage transmission lines, and the purchase of these large 
quant ities of coal so to effect the economies of large-scale production 
and transporta tion.

Volume use of power is of g reat significance in bringing about low 
unit costs. 1 can illustrate this very simply in one element of dis­
tribution. In order to supply power to a home, the distributor  has 
to put a line from the pole into the house and he has to connect up a 
meter. Now, those facilities cost a certain amount of money. But 
if the customer uses 10 times as many kilowatt-hours over tha t fa­
cility, the unit cost is one-tenth of what it would be otherwise. Vol­
ume has been a great factor in enabling TVA and its distributors to 
keep unit costs low.

O PE R A T IO N S OF D IS T R IB U T O R S

The operations of our distributors have been remarkably successful, 
and progressively over a period of time many of them have been able 
to reduce their rates. Tins, in turn, has encouraged their  consumers 
and the members of cooperatives to use more power.

RATE REDUCTIONS

Last year, there were retail rate  reductions yielding over $1% 
million in savings to the customers for t hat  year. During this fiscal 
year, up to the present moment, the savings from further reductions 
are almost another million and a half dollars.

I think you may recall, Senator, less than  3 years ago we proposed 
for the use of our distributors a new and lower reta il rate  schedule. 
Since this occurred on Senator Norris’ 100th anniversary it is 
known as the Norris centennial rate. There are now nine distrib­
utors which use that lowest rate.  The introduction of th at rate  was 
a spur  to  further activity in rate  reductions—there have been savings 
of almost $4 million a year in rat e reductions made subsequent to the 
announcement.

I think tha t may give you some idea of some of the things tha t are 
being done in bringing low-cost power to the people of the  Tennessee
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Valley region, to help them in their economic growth and development, 
and to a bette r living in the Tennessee Valley.

It has been a challenging and rewarding experience to work there.
Senator Hill. Of course we have factors today we did not know 

about  when we wrote the act. No one at that  time thought in terms 
of air conditioning.

F L E X IB IL IT Y  P R O V ID E D  BY  AC T

Mr. Wessenauer. Th at ’s right, Senator. There have been a lot 
of new developments. I think tha t the Congress is wise in giving 
latitude to the organization in carrying out its assignment, flexibility 
to meet new situations  and new opportunities .

Senator Hill. I am glad that, you mentioned tha t because I  think  
tha t is true. I think one of the reasons, one main reason for the 
success tha t TVA has attained,  has been tha t the act did give this 
flexibility to its Board. Isn ’t tha t true?

Mr. Wessenauer. Th at ’s correct.
Senator Hill. They have the flexibility to meet the different 

situations as they arise and take advantage of every opportuni ty to 
bring about economy and  efficiency and better service for the people 
of the Valley and for the Nation.  Isn ’t tha t right?

Mr. Wessenauer. Th at ’s right. Not only tha t, but the power 
program is a part  of a whole multipurpose regional development and all 
of the activities of TVA are working toge ther to help bring this about. 
I do not believe the power program could be w hat it is today if it were 
not for these other programs. And I think the power program in a 
way has helped to further the other programs.

This is an organization of grea t cooperation and working together, 
getting a job done.

R E T U R N S  TO  T R E A S U R Y

Senator Hill. Mr. Wagner, you made some r ight nice returns to 
the Treasury, too, have you not?

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir.
Senator Hill. How much are you paying this year?
Mr. Wagner. Last yea r’s payment from power proceeds was 

$48,875,000 and we estimate  tha t in the current fiscal year, we will 
pay a lit tle over $50 million.

Mr. W essenauer. We have paid into the Treasury a total from 
power proceeds, Senator, of almost $400 million. About $117 million 
of tha t was as a return,  a dividend, on the appropriat ion investment in 
the power system. About $280 million was paid as a reduction of the 
appropriation investment or to repay that portion of the  capital pro­
vided by the issuance of bonds in 1939. They were held by the 
Treasury.

Senator Hill. But  you have made these payments from power 
proceeds?

Mr. Wessenauer. Yes, sir.
N U M B E R  O F V IS IT O R S

Senator Hill. You have many visitors there each year.
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir; we have a great number  of visitors both 

from the United States and from foreign countries. Between 2,000 
and 3,000 people from foreign countries come to see what TVA is
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doing every year. Some stay  for a day, some s tay for weeks. We 
again are glad if our experience can be used by people in helping to 
solve problems in their own countries.

Senator Hill. Of course, your fame is worldwide.
O B SO L E T E  FA C IL IT IE S

Speaking about visitors, 1 was a visitor at the TVA chemical plant 
not too long ago. I saw some pretty  old, obsolete facilities that had 
been built many, many years ago, some even dating  back to the old 
days when we did not speak of the TVA, because the TVA had not 
been born. It was Muscle Shoals then.

I have some pictures of those old, obsolete, now useless facilities. 
It seems to me they ought to be torn down. I wish you would take 
a look at them, Mr. Wagner.

Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir;  I know about these.
Senator Hill. Have you seen them?
Mr. Wagner. Yes, sir;  1 have seen them.
Senator Hill. Would you concur, Mr. Smith?
Mr. Smith. Yes, sir.
Senator Hill. How about you, Mr. Wessenauer?
Mr. Wessenauer. I am glad to say they do not look like power 

facilities.
Senator Hill. 1 think it was estimated tha t it would take about

V

$800,000?
Mr. W agner. 1 think that ’s about right; yes, sir; to clean up some 

of those old World War 1 plants, and some of the subsequent ones 
tha t are no longer in use.

Senator Hill. Not of any value at  all.
Mr. Wagner. Maybe a litt le scrap value, th at ’s all.
Senator Hill. 1 see. Have you found a new method for the use 

of scrap?
Mr. Wagner. Not a new one, but there are still old ones.
Senator Hill. Well, it does look like they ought to come down 

there is no doubt about  that.
Anything you would like to add, Mr. Smith?
Mr. Smith. No, thank you, Senator.
Senator Hill. Anything you would like to add?
Mr. W agner. No, sir.
('Phe newspaper article previously referred to by Senator  Hill 

follows:)
[The  Knoxville. News-Sentinel, Nov. 17, 1963]

E xperiment at Parker Branch Yields “Stunn ing” Results—North 
Carolina Farms Quadruple Earnings After Help From TVA 

(By Powell Lindsay)
“ You see that  field down yonder?” the overalled farm er said with a smile. A 

fall wind rippled  a  beaut iful stand of grass, and  a good sized herd of ca ttle  grazed 
contentedly.

“Ten years ago, there  were gullies in th at  field th at  you could drive  a bus 
through.  I didn’t think any thin g would ever grow on it. It  was jus t throwed- 
away land .”
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Th at  farmer lives in a little  valley in western Nor th Carol ina, the  Parker  

Branch  watershed.
He and  his neighbors and his valley are part of an experimen t th at  began with 

an effort to see how plan ting pasturel ands reduced  erosion, and  ended with a 
tremen dously significant l()-year study of mountain  farming.

APPALACHIAN FARMS CAN THR IVE

Many people and par ticu larly economists have long despaired of the Appa­
lachian farmer.  This  study proves th at  the  mountain farmer can make it if he 
runs  his farm intelligently.

Ten years ago the  farm er who looked out over the  steeply rolling pas ture land  
was like most other Appalach ian farmers: barely scraping an existence out  of a 
land-poor 35-acre farm,  seeding what land  he could by hand , plan ting what his 
fath er and grandfathe r planted.

But then “th e pro jec t” came.
The project involved TVA and  North Carolina Sta te College. Those two in­

sti tut ion s got toge ther  and decided they’d see if any thin g could be done about 
the  small farmer in the  southern  Appalachians . Then  they  looked around for a 
good “labo ratory .”

They  decided on the  Park er Branch watershed, a 1,000-acre str eam  valley in 
western North  Carolina, about 6 miles from Asheville in Buncombe Coun ty.

For 2 years, agric ultural economists studied the  farming hab its of Parke r 
Branch farmers. Then for the nex t 3 years, the  farmers themselves changed 
those  habits, spen t money improving the ir farms, adjusted to new techniques,  
set up long-range  plans.

Then  for the  next 4 crop  years, the  result s were studied.

RESULTS OF PROJECT “ EXCELLENT”

Last week, those findings were revealed. They  are stunn ing.
Item:  Net  farm income had quadrup led.
Item : Where 630 man-hours h ad been needed to produce $100 net farm income 

in 1953, only 105 hours  were needed in 1961.
Item:  Per acre crop yields had skyrocketed—alfalfa  up 117 percen t, silage and 

grain corn up 60 percent, the  valuable  cash crop, tobacco, up 50 percent, wheat 
up 25 perce nt, pas ture  yields up 100 percent.

Item:  Land values more than  doubled. Grass-covered pas ture land s held the  
soil. Good conservation  and profi table  farming were found to be enti rely  com­
patible.

This was no Federal “dole” project. True,  TVA spent an average of $2,500 
a farm in bulldozing over gullies and clearing scru bby land and provid ing fe rtilizer 
and seed.

But the farmers  themselves  spe nt an average of $4,500 each—of the ir own 
money—in revamping the ir farms and  their farming methods . This went  for new 
equipment, new buildings , new lives tock.

REPORT IS WELL TIMED

And in figuring up the  net farm income, TVA l isted the  “public money” spent 
on each farm as a loan to the  farmer.

Even so, th e figures showed th at  each farm er’s net  farm income was four times 
wha t i t was 10 years ago. And his  land was worth twice as much.

The final report on this pro ject  comes a t a dramat ic time: Righ t in the  middle 
of a trip through  this area  by Commerce Under Secre tary Franklin  1). Roosevelt, 
Jr.,  who heads a  Commission which will soon submi t to Pres iden t Kennedy a plan 
for a massive program to pull the  Appalachian are a’s economy up by the  boo t­
straps.

Mr. Roosevelt and staffers of the  Preside nt’s Appalachian Redevelopment 
Commission are on a 10-day tour of the Appalachian area, of which Parke r Branch 
is a typical agr icultural  part .

The Under  Secre tary was in Knoxvil le Wednesday. He’ll be in Asheville thi s 
week, and he’ll be fully briefed on th is report. But as a matt er  of fact, he already  
knows a good deal about this experim ent.

Dr. C. E. Bishop, head of North Carolina Sta te’s Depar tment  of Agricultural 
Economics, said the  Roosevelt Commission’s plan will include a cost-sharing 
provision pat tern ed afte r the  Parke r Branch exper iment .
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This  would involve Federa l grants  to farmers who invest some of their  own 
money in renovating the ir farms and  updating agr icultural  methods.

FA R M ER S PR A IS E D  BY  TV A LE A D ER

“This report and  this experiment loom much higher in im portance  th an  we ever 
dreamed when we star ted,” said  Dr. L. B. Nelson, TVA’s manager of ag ricu ltural 
and  chemical development. “Appalachia has become a problem area,  and  the  
whole country  is concerned with  it.

“You people,” he told the  Parker  Bran ch farmers at the final report meeting 
held Tuesday near  Asheville, “ have poin ted out directions we can  go, a nd you ’ve 
crea ted a lot of interest all ove r th e country .

“ Mou ntain farming is faced with  serious difficulties,” Dr. Nelson said.  “Im ­
proving the agriculture  in the  mountain areas  is only one corner of the overall 
economic problem of the mou ntain area.

“B ut we believe that  we have shown here th at  mountain agriculture can be 
raised well above the subsis tence level a nd th at  it is worth  the  investment on th e 
pa rt of b oth the  farmers and public to see that  it is done. Improved agriculture 
does have a role in the improvement of the overall economic si tua tion in th e eastern  
mountains.”

Parker  Branch  was once a prosperous agricultural  comm unity . Only eight 
families lived in the  va lley, and the farms were big. Some 75 years ago, hay was 
a big cash crop. Th at  was before the autom obile.  Grain  was a cash crop, 
too, because local flour mills used it t o grind in to flour. But  th e Na tion’s “bread ­
baske t” moved to  the Midwest.

Times began to worsen, gradually. And as genera tions passed, big farms were 
divided into smal ler ones as fathers left t he  land t o sons.

LA ND A B U SES C U T P R O F IT S

The  react ion  of th e farmers  to  the se chang ing t imes was simply to tighte n their  
belts and hope for “b etter tim es.”  Be tte r times , of course, did not come, any 
more t ha n the horse would ret urn to replace t he  automobile.

By 1952, the 1,060 acres were divided into  49 farms. The  land was abused and 
eroded, the buildings and machinery dete riorating. Some people left, but  because  
the y weren’t tra ined for anything b ut farming, the y fared litt le be tte r in the cities.

The  Parker  Branch exper iment  was divided into  th ree  par ts. The first—from 
Marc h 1953 to  July  1955—was the “cal ibra tion ” or s tud y phase.

During th at  time, agr icultural  economists stud ied in deta il every aspect of 
farming in the  Parker  Branch watershed. They gathe red da ta on soils, rainfall, 
runoff, the  typ e, size, and value  of all physical assets , records on revenues and 
expenses, cred it experiences, inp ut-outpu t da ta on all farm productio n, the  avail ­
abil ity and type  of hired labor, the  background of availab le nonfarmwork  in the 
area—the works.

All th is information was fed into computers , and out  of the  computers and from 
the  personal knowledge of the  economists came from two to five a lte rna te plans 
for each farm .

These plans  were discussed with  each farmer, and tailored to fit his wishes and 
suggestions . These alte rnatives included full-time farming , part-t ime farming, 
and full-tim e nonfarmwork .

Phase 2 was the  “ac tion” phase, lasting unt il the  spring of 1958. During  this 
time, the  farmers modernized the ir agr icultural techniques  and followed the long- 
range plan the y had selected .

Phase  3, lasting for 4 crop years , ending  in the  fall of 1962, comprised the  
“evaluatio n.” All t he  da ta  gathered  was then  compared with th at  gathered  in 
the  s tudy phase  of 1953-55.

The project came in for a  good deal of criticism when it was begun.

P R O JE C T  D R E W  SO M E C R IT IC IS M

Many claimed th at  improv ing the  lot of the  mountain  farmer was impossible. 
Others chided that , “ You’re going to help those farmers  stay  on th at  land, when, 
in fact,  the y should leave i t and get new skills.” Neighboring  North Carolinians 
sneered  th at the  whole scheme was “po litic s.”

The experiment proved, however, th at  mountain  farmers, when the y run their  
land inte lligently , can indeed make a good living.

On the  charge  t ha t the  experim ent would persuade farmers to stay  on the land 
when the y should leave, the  figures show otherwise. More people abandoned
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farming in the  Parker  Branch watershed tha n in the  res t of rural Buncombe 
Coun ty.

The  “pol itics” charge, never adeq uate ly explained, has been forgo tten.
Here’s a breakdown on the  money spen t on the  Parker  Branch exper iment : 

Capi tal investment

T y p e  o f a ss et

L a n d  u se______________________
L iv esto ck_____________________
F a rm  bu il d in gs an d  m ach in er y .
M ach in ery  a n d  e q u ip m en t........

T o ta l......... ..................... ........

So ur ce  o f c a p it a l

P r iv a te P u b li c T o ta l

$23,222
50,880 
32 ,910 
79,102

$101, 436 $12 ,65 8 
50 ,880 
32,910 
79,102

186.114 101,436 287, 550

TV A says it advanced the  money for the land clearing, fertilize r, and seed in 
order to  “ telescope tim e.” Otherwise, the  experim ent would have take n about 15 
years.  But, remember, the  income to tals a re figured with the  public expenditures 
included in the private expenses.

To make  this improvemen t in income all the more rema rkab le, the  rise came 
dur ing a period of fa lling farm  prices and rising prices for the  things farmers had 
to buy.

Nei ther  TVA nor North Carol ina Sta te is kidding anyone , however. They  
know th at  the  day of the  30-acre farm is vanishing.  As farm  technology increases, 
the farm er simply must have  more l and in order to operate  efficiently.

S IZ E  O F FA RM S M UST  EX PA N D

“The real value of this prog ram was in gettin g these  people to want to do new 
things ,” said Dr. Nelson. “ If they  begin to thin k of new ideas themselves, the  
quicker and less pa inful the inev itable change must be.”

Bob Ray, formerly a Nor th Carolina Sta te agr icultural  economics research 
instructo r and now a U- T agr icultural  economics professor, said the plan ners  
know there are some farmers  in Park er Branch who will not  main tain the  pace of 
improvement now th at  the  TVA and North Carolina State  planners are leaving.

“ But we feel th at  the ones who are  making i t good now will expand into the  lan d 
of the  ones who won’t, and the  tale nted farmers, with more land to use, will do 
even be tte r,” Professor Ray said.

What happens to the  ones who ju st don’t have the  talent?
“T hey ’re generally the  older ones,” Mr. Ray replied. “T here ’s very litt le we 

can do for them They’ll prob ably  just become welfare cases. Bu t they can at  
leas t get some revenue by leasing the ir land to other farm ers.”

The average  family income in the  Parker  Branch watershed—from all sources, 
farm and nonfarm—is now about $4,400 a year. It  was only abo ut $3,000 10 
years ago. But TVA feels that  even this  new rise is held down by people who one 
day  soon must abandon farming altogether.  When this  happens, and knowl­
edgeable farmers tak e over the land, the  per family income will go higher .

Tha t’s already happened inside the  watershed. Where the re were 49 farms 
10 years ago, the re are 41 today.  Further consolidation  will occur, planners  
believe.

C O N SER V A TIO N  G A IN S SPR EA D

And th e good farm ing pract ices,  careful planning and “spending money in o rder 
to make money” philosophy has already sprea d outside the watershed.

“ You used to be able to drive down a road on the  watershed boun dary  and 
you’d see a strik ing con tras t from one side of the  road to the  oth er, ” one TVA 
staffer said . “The w atershed s ide would be cleared and producing, while th e o ther  
side would still be severely eroded .

“B ut now other farmers are doing wha t the  Par ker  Branch ones hav e done. 
They’re reclaiming land and conserving it, too .”

Echoes from Parke r Branch:

25 -7 45  — 63----- 8
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G. L. Roberson, fan ner  and farm equipment dealer: “ I had abo ut 35 acre*’ when the  p roject sta rted. And a  lot of th at  was ju st holdin’ the world together- There was nothin’ growin’ on it.
“Then I bought 12 more acres and paid  $1,200 for it.  Two years late r, I bought  ano ther 12 acres. This time  I had to pay $2,500 for it .”
Herman Bridges, farmer : “ I remember  one nigh t (North Carol ina Sta te Prof. A. J.) Coutu came to my place and  asked me, ‘What are your plans  for the next 10 years?’ ”
Mr. Bridges chuckled as he recalled the  interview. “ ‘Well,’ I said, ‘I might have an idea when I go to bed, bu t when I wake up I’ll have changed  my min d.’“ ‘No, no,’ he said. ‘You’ve got  to have a prog ram.’

Well,’ I said, ‘I’d always  so rt of th ought ab out  going into the  dairy business.’“The next thing  I knew, I was in the  dairy business. He helped me plan it and eve ryth ing .”
PAS SES UP FACTORY JOB

Cal Cook, farmer: “ I would have been in a factory somewhere,  if it weren ’t for the project. But I don ’t want to work in a  factory. I wan t to farm .”Cal Cook is one of the  few full-time farmers  in the  watershed. He’s got a  good dairy  business and he’s making three times the money off his tobacco allo tmen t tha n he did 10 years ago.
G. Wiley Brown, farmer:  “ I’ve heard since I was a child th at  if you feed the land, it ’ll feed you. But  I got to believing th at  I’d took hold of something I couldn’t afford to keep up.
“ But these  people”—he nodded to TVA and Nor th Carol ina Sta te officials— “helped us farmers with limited funds  and , yes, limited  know-how, develop what  had been a par t-tim e operation  into  a full-time one.
“They gave me a chance to do what I’ve wanted to do all my life: To see a place which wasn’t growing any thin g turn into a place th at  was producing .” 

R em a rks  by  S en a to r  H il l

Senator  Hill. Would anyone else like to add anything?
Well, 1 think this has been a very fine, informative period. I want to express my appreciation to you, Mr. Wagner, and to you, Mr. Smith, and to you, Mr. Wessenauer.
Mr. Smith. Senator Hill, Mr. Jones has had a conflicting engage­ment which made it impossible for him to be here. It was impossible to change at the la st minute.
Senator Hill. Well, we would have been happy to have had him here, and you tell him 1 understand fully why he could not be here, but his cause was beatifully presented. You gentlemen certainly did make a very fine and most interesting and informative presentation  here today very fine indeed. We want to thank you for it.
Now, Mr. Stubblefield, would you like to come around, please, sir?
Mr. Stubblefield. Senator, I won’t take bu t just a moment.Senator Hill. All right, sir, do you want  to make a litt le statement?Mr. Stubblefield. I want to make a little speech to you.Senator Hill. Proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD, A REPRESENTA­
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY

S u pp o r t  o f  R e q u e s t

Mr. Stubblefield. Mr. Chairman, the people in western Ken­tucky know of your longstanding devotion to TVA and the great contribution you have made to TVA. We are most appreciative of
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your efforts over these many years. In fact, some of the boys, like 
Mr. Wessenauer, Ed Wagner, Jo Swidler, I think he has gone else­
where—brings back memories of when we were trying  to get this 
thing started. It was my good fortune to be on the city council of 
my hometown of Murray,  Ky., which was the first city in Kentucky 
to have acquired TVA power. And I just want to say

Senator H ill. Tha t was Alben Barkley’s old congressional 
district.

Mr. Stubblefield. Yes, sir; and we have never regretted for a 
moment having taken that step. We certainly want to thank you 
for your assistance during those trying days.

Senator Hill. Thank you, sir, but I want you to know we are 
very proud and happy to have you here, Congressman.

Mr. Stubblefield. I have Mr. Michael Avedisian with me from 
Paducah, Ky., who would like to make a statement in regard to the 
land acquisition policies of TVA as they pertain to the proposed recre­
ation area which TVA has undertaken to develop between Barkley 
and Kentucky Lake.

Senator Hill. We are glad to have you, Mr. Avedisian.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL AVEDISIAN, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
PADUCAH, KY.

C l ie n t s  R e p r e s e n t e d

Mr. Avedisian. Mr. Chairman, I am Michael Avedisian, attorney 
at law. I reside in Paducah, Ky., admitted to practice in the State s 
of Kentucky and Illinois, the sixth, seventh, eighth, and District of 
Columbia U.S. circuits and the Supreme Court of the  United States.

A few of the clients that I am representing and appearing in behalf 
of before this committee are—and I don’t have the list with me— 
just  a moment, please.

Senator Hill. Do you have some ex tra copies of your testimony, 
sir?

Mr. Avedisian. No, I do not, Mr. Chairman. I got through at 4 
o’clock in the morning writing this, and I have been up all night.

I represent the Presby tery Conference Center  comprised of some 
8,000 members, which owns 35 acres in this area Between the Lakes.

I represent Mr. William Paxton Smith, owning 2 acres in 2 lots. 
Mr. French Helsly, 2 acres and 2 lots. W. P. Hall, M.D., 2 acres in 
1 lot. James Harris, M.D., 18 acres in 30 lots, 23 of which are water­
front. W. J. Colburn, M.D., 9 acres.

Senator Hill. Why don’t you just file that for the record?
Mr. Avedisian. I just have a few here, and I will be glad to file 

additional ones. Theodore Marr, M.D., 2 acres, Amos V. Calhoun 
and L. W. Sherret t, 40 arces in 95 lots. J. L. DeWese, mayor of 
Grand River, 2 acres in 2 lots. Lee F. Powell and Boise Moody, 
164.2 acres. Russell Badgett, 100 acres.

I own a few lots myself.
C. C. Christian owns 57 acres, John O’Brien, ex-mayor of Grand 

River, and C. C. Christian own 25 additional acres into 19 lots. 
And lastly, H. Norman Sullivan, who owns 2 acres.

Because of the lack of time, I have not made a further complete 
list, and 1 will be happy to mail it to the committee upon your request.
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Senator Hill. We will be happy to have the full list, and we will have the full l ist made a part of the committee’s record.
R EA SO N  F O R  A P P E A R IN G  B E F O R E  C O M M IT T E E

Mr. Avedisian. Our purpose for coming before this Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate Appropriations Committee is to ask this committee to restrict the boundaries of the condemnation in the between-the-lakes area within the appropriations act itself.
The total area over which TV A seeks jurisdiction is approximately 174,000 acres according to their latest  press releases.

R E Q U E S T  O F C O M M IT T E E

I am asking in behalf of my clients tha t an area of approximately 4,000 acres of the total of 174,000 acres be left in private ownership for the purpose of use, occupancy, and enjoyment of their homes, farms, and to permit private development of this area which we believe is necessary to the economic growth and development of the counties and of the adjacent communities.
Further, we believe tha t we will enhance and strengthen  the development by the TVA of the between-the-lakes area.
Mr. Chairman, I have a map here—just to give you a rough idea of the area we are talking about. 1 will jus t leave it with you. Here is the wild life refuge area, and here is the proposed canal, and here are the points within which we are talking.
Senator H ill. I see.

A R G U M EN TS FO R  R E T A IN IN G  PR IV A T E  O W N E R S H IP  OF P R O P E R T IE S  IN  B E T W E E N - 
T H E -L A K E S  AREA

Mr. Avedisian. Now, Mr. Chairman, our arguments  as to why we want  to retain private ownership of properties in the area known as Between-the-Lakes, are as follows:
(1) Tha t, we are not against the development of the national recreation area by TVA consisting of approximately  170,000 acres of land for the public use, according to their press releases.

O PPO SIT IO N  TO  CO N D EM N A TIO N  O F A PPR O X IM A TEL Y  4,000 ACRES

(2) However, we are against allowing TVA to condemn and acquire additional lands (consisting of approximately 4,000 acres) generally located from the proposed canal connecting Kentucky Lake with Barkley Lake, running southward  along both sides of Kentucky Highway 453 to DePr iest’s grocery store, at which point Kentucky  Highway 522 intersects. This small area also includes villages, one being Twin Lakes. In other words, we want TVA to be restricted by the appropriations act to draw their line of condemnation no further north than Kentucky  Highway 522, at which point DePriest’s grocery store is located, thus allowing private ownership nor th of this point to the proposed canal on both sides of Kentucky Highway 453 to re tain their properties, all of which border the eastern shoreline of Kentucky Lake and the western shoreline of Barkley Lake.
(3) That already the eastern shoreline from the dam, near Grand Rivers, Ky., is far along in development as far as the Little  River embayment, however, the western shoreline of Barkley Lake, in the
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Between-the-Lakes area in question, the lake shore acreage is limited 
because of Federal ownership, that  is, the national wildlife refuge which 
TVA has acquired. Nevertheless, the lake has exerted a tremendous 
attraction  to all pa rts of the  country.

Lyon County tax records now indicate tha t purchases of these lake 
shore lots in the  Between-the-Lakes area are from 35 States, including 
Alaska, with building sites having been purchased within the past 
15 years.

ONLY R E M A IN IN G  AREA FO R B U IL D IN G  SIT E S

(4) Tha t this area in question is the oidy remaining area within 
commuting distance from Paducah and McCracken County for build­
ing sites of summer and year-around homes, with a fast growing com­
munity in western Kentucky.

(5) Tha t, the majority, if not all, of the  shoreline of Kentucky Lake 
is now either owned by TVA or other  private ownership. Because of 
this, there is absolutely no other acreage to which we may remove 
ourselves should TVA be allowed to condemn what little we now own.

6. Tha t, just  2 years ago, TVA sold all of their lots along the 
eastern shoreline of Kentucky Lake in the between the lakes area from 
the proposed canal southward to Kentucky Highway 522 to private 
owners at a good market  price and now TVA desires to recondemn 
these identical lots. For w hat motive, 1 do not know.

M O VIN G OF  R E SID E N T S

7. That some area residents have already moved twice due to the 
condemnation since the impoundment of Kentucky Lake—and will 
now have to move for the  third time, if TVA is allowed to condemn 
this area in question.

There is an individual tha t comes to my mind who is 82 years old. 
She was originally living in the impoundment area of Kentucky Lake 
and had to move, and move, unfortuna tely, into the impoundment area 
of Barkley Lake. Then she moved from there to this general area  in 
question and she is now being threatened for the third time.

8. There is some difference between permitting condemnation of 
land for impoundment of the reservoir, or, rights-of-way, from land 
condemned along its fringe area for public recreational purposes, 
especially when TVA will have some 170,000 acres to satisfy such 
purposes in the first instance.

T U B  A REA OF  170,000 ACR ES  IS  A D EQ U A TE

9. That, we feel approximate ly 170,000 acres is adequate  and 
sufficient land for such purpose and whether or not TVA gets our 
additional 4,000 acres, more or less, certa inly will not  jeopardize their 
overall project.

We cannot unders tand the justification for the additional expendi­
ture of several millions of dollars of taxpayers ’ money to acquiie our 
area in question when its ratio  to the overall tract is so small.

C O M PETIT IO N  W IT H PR IV A T E  E N T E R P R IS E

10. Tha t, we feel TVA is a self-propelled financial agency, selling 
power, of course, and is now competing with private enterprise and 
private ownership in real esta te.
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From the statement of Mr. Wagner today, 1 believe he is a Chair­
man of the  TVA Board—he did sta te in the Pickwick area reservoir— 
and I think I am quoting him correctly—tha t TVA has undertaken 
a study of some sort in the rise of land values along waterfronts. 
From 1947 to 1960 the purchase price has increased some six times. 
For example, 1 believe he gave a purchase price of $20 an acre that 
they purchased and now are selling it for $120 an acre. In isolated 
examples they are selling it for much more. I believe another example 
he gave was $100 an acre purchase price, and then they turned around 
and sold it for several thousand dollars an acre.

I believe he further stated tha t enhancement in value has attrac ted 
the public and, therefore, TVA tries to recapture the enhancement of 
the value in order to pay for the development costs. And the basic 
principle he states  is sound and more and more impor tant, ways to 
recapture are under study continually, he stated.

I would respectfully request the clerk of this subcommittee to give 
me a copy of this testimony—I would like to have it.

Senator H ill. You would like to have a copy of the hearing?
Mr. Avedisian. Yes, a copy of the hearings of the subcommittee; 

yes, Mr. Chairman.
P R O F IT E E R IN G  N O T IN T E N D E D

The next, point 11. That no profiteering is intended by any 
private  owner except the right to enjoy his property rights just like 
any o ther property  owner, and, if, as, and when lie decides to sell any 
excess acreage or lots that he be afforded the same opportunity  as any 
other private  owner in downtown Washington.

LO SS O F T A X  R E V E N U E

12. Tha t, if TVA is allowed to condemn the a rea in question, there 
will he a great loss of tax revenue because of the fact tha t TVA will 
not make “in lieu of tax payments” on nonproductive or non-income- 
producing properties which they hold. Certainly , all of the 170,000 
acres will, 1 believe, he deemed non-income-producing property; that 
is, the national recreation area between the lakes.

Whereas our area in question, if left to private ownership, will be 
taxable, or income production property . Revenue in all forms will 
be completely curtailed in the city of Grand Rivers, Ky., and other 
surrounding communities without  private  ownership.

13. Tha t, TVA states, according to their press releases the na­
tional recreation area will draw 10 million tourists the year around, 
thus bringing in year-round revenue to the communities. It  may be 
true that 10 million tourists will he attracted to the area, however, 
we seriously doubt whether it will be a year-round operation due 
to weather conditions and other factors. At best, they may have an 
8-month operation, thus leaving 4 months ou t of each year completely 
dormant without private ownership in the area.

A C C E P T A N C E  O F  A P P R A IS A L  O F F E R

14. Tha t, majority of the property owners in the  area (conservative 
90 percent) voluntarily agreed with U.S. Corps of Engineers to accept 
their appraisal offer (an average of $100 acre) without resorting to a 
court of law on price, purely and solely on the grounds tha t the Corps
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of Engineers convinced the property  owners thev would improve the 
area to the extent that the residue of acreage left such owners would 
appreciate in value, thus compensating them indirectly for their loss 
on the present sales.

In other words, in reliance upon these statements of the Corps of 
Engineers, the majority of owners did not take their case to the courts .

TV  A W A N T S R E S ID U E

Now, TVA comes along and wants the residue. And this afte r­
noon for the first time I found out I guess the reason why. They 
want to recapture the enhanced value in order to pay for the project. 
We feel t ha t placing a proper ty owner in this position, whether inten­
tionally or unintentionally, is an unfair and unjus t result.

15. That the Four Rivers Council of Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, 
under somewhat the same situat ion, agreed to pay a reasonable rental 
on a lease arrangement with TVA. After making major improvements  
and upon termination of the lease period, TVA gave the council 
first p riority of a forced purchase before selling their property to any 
outsider for a high bid.

Being placed in this unfortunate predicament, the council went 
all out for contributions—raised the money and paid TVA off.

O P P O S IT IO N  T O  C O N D E M N A T IO N  O F  C H U R C H  P R O P E R T Y

16. That, the chairman of the Committee on Camps and Confer­
ence Centers of the U.S.A. Presbytery and U.S. Presbytery. Mr. 
William P. Donan; the executive secretaries of both churches, Rev. 
George T. Hubbard and Rev. Hermon R. Schuessler, respectively, 
all of whom represent some 8,000 church conference members, are 
unequivocally against TVA being authorized to condemn and acquire 
their church property  located in the area in question, approximately  
1 mile south of the proposed canal, for the simple reason that they are 
not utilizing this site for the  public use and benefit, identical in every 
wav (if not more so) tha  nthe use to which TVA is proposing.

This conference center is used not only by 8,000 members, but  is 
also used for retarded children. Other denominations also use this 
center; namely, the Christian Church for one, and others, because 
of their crowded schedules and facilities necessitate their  calling 
upon the Presbyterian center.

Furthermore, it will be virtual ly impossible to replace the church 
conference center facilities elsewhere, if TVA is permit ted to acquire 
this property.

Moreover, both churches now have a tremendous investment in 
their proper ty; tha t this center is s ituated in a very favorable geo­
graphical location of water  and woods in serving both presbyter ies; 
that it has taken them 5 years to locate and purchase this property; 
that the church center is not only recreational hut also is an educational 
center for the clergy and  its 8,000 members, that  it is a definite arm 
of the church.

TVA O F F E R  TO  L E A S E  B A C K  T H E  C E N T E R

That TVA has unofficially and indirectly offered to lease back the 
center after condemnation, however, there are no guarantees what-
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soever to this  proposition and they cannot jeopardize the ir position on 
uncertainties.

What assurance does the presbytery have that TV A will not treat  
the church just like they trea ted the Boy Scout and Girl Scout Council 
at the expiration of a so-called lease agreement?

Furthermore, any sort of plan entered into by the church with 
TVA, other than a fee ownership of their proper ty, would hamper 
and curtail any possible further expansion of the facilities at the 
center because of being constantly apprehensive of a forced sale by 
TVA at the end of the term of such a plan, and for an unknown 
selling price.

MO ST E X P E N SIV E  ARE A

17. Tha t the area in question (between the lakes, from the proposed 
canal running southward on both sides of Kentucky Highway 453 to 
Kentucky Highway 522 at Depriest ’s grocery store), is the most 
expensive area, which includes private  homes, businesses, several 
villages, some 100 completed subdivisions with restrictions preserving 
and enhancing the value or the land and lots sold.

Typical restrictions being—
(а) no subdividing lots o ther than as plo tted;
(б) a minimum expenditure for a house from $8,000 to $10,000;
(c) preservation of trees;
(d) construction limited to brick, stone, and conventional 

wood materials;
(g) no outdoor toilet facilities; and
(/) type of fuel specified with coal prohibited in some sub­

divisions.
18. That the Secretary of Interior,  Mr. Udall met with the chair­

man and committee members of the Committee on Development of 
the area in between the  Lakes some 3 years ago and verbally promised 
this committee tha t the area in question would not be condemned 
and acquired by the Government; tha t it would remain in the  hands 
of priva te ownership.

ST U D Y  OF C A PE  CO D A PPR O P R IA T IO N S AC T

19. Lastly, gentlemen, we have made a preliminary study of the 
Cape Cod Appropriations Act having somewhat the same problems 
as we have in western Kentucky , which act was amended several 
times by the congressional committee in order to allow private owners 
to retain  their properties in the  Cape Cod area. The act in its original 
form spelled out a complete taking of the lands by the Government. 
However, later amendments produced an equitable result to both the 
Government and the area residents, on a compromise or give-and- 
take basis.

Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity  of presenting 
these views of my clients before this honorable committee.

Senator Hill. Let me ask you something, sir. Have you talked 
with any representa tive of TVA about  this mat ter.

D IS C U S S IO N  W IT H  MR.  JO N E S

Mr. Avedisian. I have talked to Mr. Jones, who is vice chairman 
for about 10 minutes in the lobby of the Irving Cobb Hotel on his
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way out of town from a Rotary Club meeting, I believe it was. I 
asked him if lie knew what TV A was going to do in this general area, 
because of the fact that the area residents are very apprehensive about 
what is going to happen. Il is remark was that he did not know a 
thing about what they were going to do until they got the approp­
riation. Of course, natura lly once he gets the appropriation act and 
his money then he will have a knowledge of jus t how far he wants to 
go and, of course, how flexible he can be. That is about all I got out 
of him. And tha t’s it.

Senator Hill. Don’t you think it might be well to have a real 
conference with some representative of TVA on this mutter?

R E Q U E S T  F O R  L IM IT A T IO N  IN  ACT

Mr. Avedisian. Well, we would like for this to be a limitation in 
the act itself, Mr. Chairman, because if it is not, then talking to them 
after  tha t is p retty much a one-sided affair.

They will have the authority  which is given to them in the act based 
upon title 10. There will be no issue of public use because Congress 
will have already acted on it, you see. And the only issue remaining 
is damages—how much are you entitled to and why you are not 
satisfied. So I believe tha t this is the proper time for us to present 
our views, and with this in mind, tha t is the reason I am here.

Senator  H ill. How long has it been since you talked with Mr. 
Jones in Paducah?

Mr. Avedisian. I believe it has been about a month.
Senator  Hill. Congressman Stubblefield?
Mr. Stubblefield. The question I was going to ask was also about 

talking to TVA.
Senator H ill. I am sure, as a lawyer, you know that many times 

you s it down together and you come to agreements.
Mr. Avedisian. We would welcome tha t very much. But we 

would like to definitely press for the limitation  in the act itself, first, 
and then we would be delighted to talk to them.

Mr. Stubblefield. Tf you had an agreement-----
Mr. Avedisian. If we had an agreement, tha t would be better .
Senator  H ill. If you had an agreement, tha t would be best. Th at 

would certainly be best, it seems to me.
I would welcome any suggestions from the committee or anybody 

else.
S en a t o r  H il l ’s S u gg estio n

Senator Hill. Well, frankly, my suggestion would be to sit down— 
and I would suggest you go to the headquarters in Knoxville because 
there they have all the maps, they are here and I am sure they could 
talk  to you here, but I think  i t would be best if you went right to the 
headquarters where they have all the maps and all the data.

Mr. Avedisian. Yes. But  Mr. Chairman, I can go down there 
and have a conversation with them—but  they, themselves, won’t 
know what they can do un til they get this act in their  pocket. And it 
would be a matter  of conjecture, I believe. They could not bind them­
selves to anything unt il they got the  act. It  would be pure and simple 
talk—if I may say tha t, for whatever it would be worth.

Senator Hill. No; I don’t think  it would be pure and simple talk . 
This is just a question of th eir getting the money. If they had any
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kind of understanding or agreement with you now, I am sure they 
would give consideration to it.

Mr. Avedisian. I will welcome any type of conference or compro­
mise. We are open to any suggestions.

Q U E ST IO N  RE  CHARACTER OF  O W N E R SH IP  OF  LAND

Senator Hill. Senator Cooper?
Senator Cooper. The 4,000 acres of land which are owned by your 

clients—I understand there are 4,000 acres owned bv vour clients.
Mr. Avedisian. They  are not all my clients. It  is 4,000 in this 

area.
Senator Cooper. Does that represent all the privately owned 

land in the 170,000 acres to be embraced in th is area?
Mr. Avedisian. I am not certain of that, Senator. I do not have 

the true acreage figures.
Senator Cooper. What is the character of the ownership within 

this 4,000 acres? Is it farmland, or is any of it developed land, in the  
sense of being a residential area?

D EV ELO PED  LAND

Mr. Avedisian. Of course, there are some villages in there, such as 
Twin Lakes and there are some hundred subdivisions and some of 
them quite built up and completed.

Senator Cooper. Do you know how many people live in this 
4,000-acre area?

Mr. Avedisian. I do not know exactly the number of the popula­
tion in tha t area.

Senator Cooper. Any improved road run through it?
Mr. Avedisian. Yes, sir ; 453 goes through it, which is improved. 

And in the subdivisions they have a tremendous amount of improve­
ment in roads.

Senator Cooper. A Waterway? Is it on either one of these rivers?
Mr. Avedisian. Yes, sir; it is right in between the lakes.
Senator Cooper. Is there any tribu tary  of the river?
Mr. Avedisian. No, I don’t believe there is, no tributaries in 

there.
Senator Cooper. As I understand your argument, this is an area 

of 4,000 acres of which at least a part  of it has been developed by 
subdivisions, by residential property, and if these people do not want 
to give up their land, they do not  think it is needed for the purposes 
of this recreational area between the  rivers.

Mr. Avedisian. Th at’s right, Senator. They want to retain their  
property and live the re for the rest of their lives. They are certainly  
not there to hamper the TYA project in any way, shape, or form.

IM PR O V E M E N T  OF  R E M A IN IN G  170,000 ACRES NO T A FF EC TED

Senator Cooper. If it was left out, would it interfeie with the 
improvement of the remainder of the 170,000 acres?

Mr. Avedisian. Absolutely not. We do not think it would, Senator. 
It would not add to it one iota. The only thing it would do, looking 
at that map in general, it would give TVA a waterline all the way 
around your property, which would make it, I guess, desirable from
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their standpoint. But for what purpose, I don’t know -except that 
you would have a waterline on your boundary—except for the High­
way 522. Tha t is about my analysis of the thing. You have water 
all the way around your property, except the highway.

Mr. Stubblefield. About how many people live in that area? 
Permanent residents?

Mr. Avedisian. I don’t know tha t figure, Congressman Stubble­
field, but I can get it for you.

SU G G E ST E D  C O N FE R E N C E  W IT H MR . W A G N ER

Senator  H ill. 1 am going to make this suggestion to you, if 1 may— 
tha t you get in touch with Mr. Wagner, who is the Chairman of the 
Board, and ask for an engagement to come down and talk to him. 
Go down and have a conference with him. I am sure he will be glad 
to see you and you would have a good reception—go down and talk 
the mat ter over with him.

Mr. Avedisian. 1 will be glad to go down, Mr. Chairman, if I 
thought  it was going to further our case—I would be willing to do 
anything to further it.

Senator H ill. I am sure that is the thing to do. Are you going 
back to Kentucky tonight?

Mr. Avedisian. Yes, sir.
Senator H ill. I would not delay in either wiring or writing Mr. 

Wagner, Chairman of the Board, TVA headquarters, Knoxville, 
Tenn., and 1 am sure he will be glad to see you.

Mr. Avedisian. All right, sir, I will certainly do that.
Senator H ill. All right—good.
Anything else?

C o m m it tee  R ec ess

The committee will s tand in recess.
(Whereupon at 4:25 p.m. Tuesday, November 19, 1963, the sub­

committee stood in recess subject to the call of the Chair.)
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